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SEJPA San Elijo Joint Powers Authority 

SEWRF San Elijo Water Reclamation Facility 

SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SUSMP Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TDM Transportation Demand Management 

TSM Transportation System Management 

U.S.C. United States Code 
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USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

v/c volume-to-capacity ratio 

VAC View Assessment Commission 

VOC volatile organic compound 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been prepared by the City of Solana Beach 
(City) as lead agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California 
Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.). This DEIR has been prepared to evaluate the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed Revitalization of Solana Highlands project (project). H.G. 
Fenton is the project applicant and the owner of the project site.  

This DEIR is an informational document intended for use by the City of Solana Beach, other 
public agencies, and members of the public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of the 
proposed project. The proposed project would result in the redevelopment of 24 buildings 
consisting of 260 apartment units, a leasing center and community center, site amenities and 
recreational areas, and parking structures on approximately 13.4 acres of currently developed land. 

CEQA Statute Section 21002 requires that an EIR identify the potentially significant effects of a 
project on the environment and provide measures or alternatives that can mitigate or avoid these 
effects. This DEIR evaluates the environmental effects associated with development of the 
project and discusses the manner in which the project’s potentially significant effects can be 
reduced or avoided through the implementation of mitigation measures or feasible alternatives to 
the proposed project. In accordance with Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, this DEIR also 
includes an examination of the potential effects of cumulative development. 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of: the proposed project, results of the environmental 
analysis contained within this environmental document, alternatives to the proposed project that 
were considered, and major areas of controversy and issues to be resolved by the decision-makers. 

ES.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project site is located at 661 to 781 South Nardo Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the 
City of Solana Beach in north coastal San Diego County, California. The project site 
encompasses approximately 13.4 acres and is currently developed with existing development 
consisting of 194 multi-family residential units within the Solana Highlands community and four 
additional multi-family units located to the east, and associated amenities. 

The proposed project would involve demolition of all existing development on site and 
construction of a new apartment complex consisting of 228 new multi-family residential units, 
and 32 affordable senior housing units, for a total of 260 new units in 24 buildings on-site. The 
project proposes a net increase of 62 residential units onsite compared to existing conditions.  



 ES – SUMMARY 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 ES-2 

Residential buildings would be either two or three stories in height. The project would have a 
total of 12 studio apartments, 128 one-bedroom units and 120 two-bedroom units. The affordable 
senior housing portion of the project would contain all 12 of the studio apartments, plus 15 one-
bedroom units, and 5 two-bedroom units, with the balance of the project comprised of 113 one-
bedroom and 115 two-bedroom units located throughout the site.  

All residential units would have private outdoor space in the form of either balconies (for upper-
floor units) or patios (for ground-floor units), laundry facilities, storage space, individual parking 
garages, and surface parking. Common area project amenities on-site would include a recreation 
facility/clubhouse building and associated recreation facilities such as a pool, spa, barbecue 
areas, walking paths, and passive usable open space areas. Additionally, the proposed project 
would include a small fenced park area, along South Nardo Avenue, which would also provide 
views through the site to the south.  

The project site would be broken into three neighborhoods: Bungalow, Valley View, and 
Lifestyle. The Bungalow neighborhood would be two stories in height and would feature 22 one-
bedroom/one-bathroom units and 44 two-bedroom/two-bathroom units. The Bungalow 
neighborhood would be located along South Nardo Avenue, with setbacks of a minimum of 25 
feet from the property line. The Valley View neighborhood would be two and three stories in 
height and would feature 45 one-bedroom/one-bathroom units and 38 two-bedroom/two-
bathroom units. The Valley View neighborhood would be internal to the project site. The 
Lifestyle neighborhood would be three stories in height and would feature 46 one-bedroom/one-
bathroom units and 33 two-bedroom/two-bathroom units. The 32 senior affordable units are 
located adjacent to the Lifestyle neighborhood and would feature similar architectural features 
and expression. The Lifestyle neighborhood would be located along the southern edge and 
southeastern slope of the project site toward Stevens Avenue.  

Building 251 located in the southeastern most portion of the project site, would be separated from 
the remainder of the project site, and would be entirely composed of senior affordable housing 
(32 designated units) that satisfy the affordable housing requirements for the project, and would 
provide an inclusive senior community with its own common amenities and separate entrance. 

The existing four entrances to the project site located off South Nardo Avenue would be 
reduced to two driveways for the main apartment complex and a dedicated driveway for the 
senior living building off Stevens Avenue at the location of the existing access driveway for 
neighboring residences. 

                                                 
1 There are now only 24 buildings proposed, the originally proposed site plan (now Alternative 6) included 25 

buildings; building #3 has been eliminated in response to community concerns. 
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The project would be designed and developed using sustainable development practices and 
design features. These practices include Title 24 California Code of Regulations standards, 
described in detail in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of 
this DEIR. In addition to the measures that are part of the Title 24 measures, the project would 
include the following energy-efficiency measures in its design: 

 Electric vehicle charging stations at selected surface parking spaces for residents and guests.  

 Pre-wired garages for electric vehicle charging stations at select locations. 

 Photovoltaic solar panels. 

 Low-water-use appliances, in-home fixtures, and irrigation. 

 Low VOC (volatile organic compound) paints. 

 Community recycling program. In addition to meeting the City’s recycling requirements, 
property management would actively promote recycling. Recycling bins would be 
provided throughout the property, including next to office printers at the leasing office 
and at mail stations. At move-in, residents would be supplied with reusable tote bags and 
reusable water bottles to help reduce trash. At the leasing office, eco-friendly cups made 
from recycled plant material would be used for water and coffee, and property 
management staff would be discouraged from using anything but reusable water bottles 
and coffee cups.  

 Energy Star appliances. 

 Energy-efficient lighting (LED); appliance; and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) design. 

 Saltwater pool with solar heating. 

 Building insulation elements installed under the inspection of the Home Energy Rating 
System (HERS) rating agency. 

 Drought-tolerant landscaping. 

 Reclaimed water use for irrigation. 

 Walking paths and bicycle lockers to promote more sustainable lifestyles for residents, 
employees, and guests.  

Grading for the project would be designed to lower the elevation of the project site to create new, 
flatter pads that would enable the increased density and improve internal circulation for 
pedestrians and vehicles. Retaining walls necessary to facilitate site grading are shown on Figure 
2-4, Site Plan. Visible portions of retaining walls would range in height from 3 to 16.25 feet for 
masonry walls (18.5 feet for staggered walls on an incline) and 2 to 7 feet for plantable keystone 
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walls. Landscaping, including bushes and trees, would be placed at the base of retaining walls to 
screen them from views and blend in with other landscaping elements proposed for the project.  

The proposed project would involve a phased construction plan designed to enable partial 
occupancy of the site for approximately 39 months. The phased construction plan would consist 
of three phases, which are anticipated to have varying durations with some phases being longer 
in duration and others shorter. Required permits for the proposed project would include: 
Development Review Permit (DRP), Structure Development Permit (SDP), Affordable Housing 
Plan, Waiver of Development Standards, Sewer Easement Abandonment Permit, Development 
Agreement, Adjustment Plan/Tentative Parcel Map, permits that may be required by other 
agencies including a Coastal Development Permit, and a signed development agreement with the 
City for the proposed density bonus.  

ES.3 STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The following list details the proposed project’s objectives: 

 Revitalize, modernize, and update the existing project site, which currently includes the 
194-unit Solana Highlands apartment complex and four multi-family units, with the 
development of 260 new apartments to replace the existing units, parking, a separate 
leasing facility/club house building, recreational amenities, a system of internal and 
interconnected paths, and landscaping throughout the site. 

 Maximize contribution to the City’s share of the San Diego Association of Governments 
regional housing needs allocation goals of 150 affordable housing units by providing 32 
new affordable senior units in the City via California’s density bonus law and the City’s 
density bonus ordinance.  

 Provide for new residential development in the City that is environmentally sustainable 
and incorporates best practices for water conservation, use of recycled water for 
landscaping, “green” construction methods, and energy efficiency.  

 Enhance community character and provide for a revitalized residential development that 
has fewer impacts on local circulation by providing off-site traffic-calming measures on 
South Nardo Avenue, reducing the number of site driveways, relocating the primary 
entrance closer to main transportation arterials, and optimizing internal circulation and 
increasing on-site parking.  

 Use beach-sand-quality materials targeted for off-site export for beach nourishment as 
part of the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program. 

 Provide new landscaping and increased building setbacks at certain locations along South 
Nardo Avenue to enhance the streetscape.  
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 Use architecture and design elements to ensure high-quality, modern design and 
aesthetics by providing a variety of unit types within differing but unified neighborhoods 
on the project site. 

ES.4 ISSUES OF CONCERN / AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated November 14, 2014, to interested 
agencies, organizations, and parties. The NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse at the 
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and was posted in the San Diego Union–
Tribune on November 11, 2014. The State Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number 
(SCH No. 2014111028) to this DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines establish 30 days as the duration 
for public review of an NOP. A public scoping meeting for the project was held at the City of 
Solana Beach City Council Chambers, 635 S. Highway 101 at 5:30 pm on November 20, 2014. 
A number of public commenters expressed concerns about impacts related to 
transportation/circulation, population and housing, noise, water supply, safety hazards, and 
recreation. These concerns have been identified as areas of known controversy and are analyzed 
in depth within this EIR. Appendix A contains the transcript of the scoping meeting and 
comment letters that were received during the NOP public scoping period. Since the release of 
the NOP, the Applicant conducted further public engagement, and made revisions to the 
proposed project (2017) and submitted a revised site plan and grading plan to the City. The 
revised site plan and updated submittal is the proposed project addressed in this Draft EIR. The 
originally proposed project is now included as Alternative 6 in this Draft EIR.  

ES.5 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Table ES-1 provides a summary of significant impacts of the project pursuant to the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15123(b)(1). Impacts associated with air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise were identified as significant and 
mitigated to a level that is considered less than significant. 

Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Would the project conflict 
with or obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air  

quality plan? 

Less than 
significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project violate any Less than No Mitigation Required Less than 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

significant Significant 

Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment 
under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed 
quantitative threshold 
emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for  

ozone precursors)? 

Less than 
significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project expose 
sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Potentially 
significant 

AQ-1 To reduce the potential for health risks as a result of 
construction of the project the Applicant shall: 

A. Prior to the start of construction activities, the project 
applicant, or its designee, shall ensure that all diesel-
powered excavators, forklifts, paving equipment, rollers, 
rubber tired dozers, scrapers, and 
tractors/loaders/backhoes, are powered with CARB 
certified Tier 4 Interim engines, except where the project 
applicant establishes to the satisfaction of the City that Tier 
4 Interim equipment is not available.  

• All other diesel-powered construction equipment will be 
classified as Tier 3 or higher, at a minimum, except 
where the project applicant establishes to the 
satisfaction of the City that Tier 3 equipment is not 
available.  

In the case where the applicant is unable to secure a piece of 
equipment that meets the Tier 4 Interim requirement, the 
applicant may upgrade another piece of equipment to 
compensate (from Tier 4 Interim to Tier 4 Final).  

Engine Tier requirements in accordance with this measure 
shall be incorporated on all construction plans. As the 
construction fleet details assumed for this analysis were based 
on best available data at the time of preparation (June 2018), 
construction fleet and operating scenarios may change once a 
contractor is selected prior to construction anticipated to be 
mid-2020.  

B. Prior to the commencement of any demolition, grading or 
construction activity on the project site, if the applicant 
makes any changes to the fleet construction, the applicant 

Less than 
significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

will conduct a supplemental health risk assessment (HRA) 
to ensure that the health risk associated with the 
construction scenario at the time of construction is no 
greater risk than the 10 in one million as stated in the EIR. 

Would the project create 
objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of 
people? 

Les than 
significant  

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Biological Resources 

 Potentially 
significant 

BIO-1: Prior to certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall 
complete, to the satisfaction of the City of Solana Beach, a 
tree protection plan. As required by Policy 3.53 of the Land 
Use Plan, the applicant shall replace all native trees (five 
sycamores) at a 1:1 ratio, and shall ensure maturity and 
viability of the root zone. Further, based on the removal of 
other trees on site as a result of development, and as outlined 
in the project’s Tree Protection Plan, the applicant shall 
provide an arborist’s certification that the replacement trees 
are in good health and thriving. Monitoring will occur three 
times during year 1, twice during year 2, and annually during 
years 3 through 5. Following each monitoring inspection, a 
monitoring report will be provided by the arborist as notification 
to the City of Solana Beach that the trees are healthy and 
establishing. The final monitoring report will provide 
certification that the trees are healthy and established. Should 
any of the trees die during the monitoring period, they will be 
replaced by a minimum 72-inch box tree and will be monitored 
for the remainder of the 5 year period. Declining trees will be 
provided appropriate measures to improve health or structural 
condition, or the tree(s) will be replaced. 

BIO-2: The project biologist shall conduct pre-construction 
surveys in the proposed project impact area and a 500-foot 
buffer around the impact area no earlier than 7 days prior to 
any on-site grading and construction activities that would 
occur during the nesting/breeding season of special-status 
birds or birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted between January 
1 and September 15, or as determined by the project biologist. 
The purpose of the pre-construction surveys shall be to 
determine whether occupied nests are present in the impact 
zone or within 500 feet of the impact zone boundary. In 
addition, surveys shall be conducted every 2 weeks for 
sensitive nesting birds during the breeding season.  

 

If occupied nests are found, then the limits of construction to 
avoid occupied nests shall be established by the project 

Less than 
Significant  
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

biologist in the field with flagging, fencing, or other appropriate 
barriers (e.g., 300 to 500 feet), and construction personnel 
shall be instructed about the sensitivity of nest areas. If 
nesting sensitive birds are detected at any time during the 
breeding season, the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife shall be notified, and the project biologist shall serve 
as a weekly construction monitor during those periods when 
construction activities are to occur near active nest areas (i.e., 
within 100 feet of setback) to avoid inadvertent impacts to 
nests. The project biologist may adjust the 250-foot or 500-foot 
setback at his or her discretion depending on the species and 
the location of the nest (e.g., if the nest is well protected in an 
area buffered by dense vegetation). Once the nest is no longer 
occupied for the season, construction may proceed. 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or 
by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less than 
Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands 
as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Would the project interfere 
substantially with the 
movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with 
established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Would the project conflict 
with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-1 and BIO-2 Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Would the project conflict 
with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Cultural Resources 

Would the project cause a 
substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Would the project cause a 
substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an 
archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Potentially 
Significant 

CUL-1: Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the 
project applicant shall retain an archaeological monitor and a 
Native American (Kumeyaay) monitor, approved by the City of 
Solana Beach (City), to monitor ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed project, including but not limited 
to grading, excavation, brush clearance, and grubbing. The 
archaeological and Native American monitors shall conduct 
preconstruction cultural resources worker sensitivity training to 
bring awareness to personnel of actions to be taken in the 
event of a cultural resources discovery. The duration and 
timing of monitoring shall be determined by the qualified 
archaeologist in consultation with the City.  

 

Initially, all ground-disturbing activities associated with the 
proposed project shall be monitored. However, the qualified 
archaeologist, based on observations of soil stratigraphy or 
other factors, and subject to the approval of the City, may 
reduce the level of monitoring as warranted. In the event that 
cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
activities, the archaeological monitor shall have the authority 
to halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities away from the 
vicinity of the find so that the find can be evaluated. If the find 
is determined to be potentially significant, the archaeologist, in 
consultation with the City and appropriate Native American 
monitor and group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native 
American resource), shall develop a treatment plan. 
Construction activities shall be redirected to other work areas 
until the treatment plan has been implemented or the qualified 
archaeologist determines that work can resume in the vicinity 
of the find. 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

Would the project directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic 
feature? 

Potentially 
Significant 

CUL-2: Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the 
project applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist (an 
individual with an MS or PhD in paleontology or geology who is 
familiar with paleontological procedures and techniques, who is 
knowledgeable in the geology and paleontology of San Diego 
County (County), and who has worked as a paleontological 
mitigation project supervisor in the County for a least 1 year) 
who shall attend the pre-construction meeting to consult with the 
grading and excavation contractors concerning excavation 
schedules, paleontological field techniques, and safety issues. A 
paleontological monitor (an individual who has experience in the 
collection and salvage of fossil materials, working under the 
direction of a qualified paleontologist) shall be on site on a full-
time basis during the original cutting of previously undisturbed 
deposits of high paleontological resource potential 
(e.g., Quaternary terrace and landslide deposits correlative with 
the Bay Point Formation and Torrey Sandstone) to inspect 
exposures for contained fossils. 

 

In the event that paleontological resources are discovered or 
unearthed during project subsurface activities, all earth-
disturbing work within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily 
halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist. The paleontologist shall notify the City 
to determine procedures that should be followed before 
construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. If 
the City determines that avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating 
the effect of the proposed project on the qualities that make 
the resource important. The plan shall be submitted to the City 
for review and approval prior to implementation. 

Less than 
Significant 

Would the project disturb any 
human remains, including 
those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Potentially 
Significant 

CUL-3: In the event of accidental discovery of any human 
remains during construction of the proposed project, the 
applicant is responsible for the discovery and shall contact the 
County coroner immediately. Construction activities shall be 
halted in accordance with Section 15064.4(e)(1) of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. If the 
remains are found to be Native American, California Health 
and Safety Code, Section 7050.5(c), and California Public 
Resources Code, Section 5097.98 (as amended by Assembly 
Bill 2641), shall be followed by the City. 

Less than 
Significant 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project create a 
significant hazard to the 
public or the environment 

Potentially 
Significant 

HAZ-1: Prior to the start of demolition, an asbestos survey shall be 
performed by the County of San Diego (County) Department of 
Environmental Health (DEH), Occupational Health Program (OHP) 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

for all on-site structures that will be disturbed by demolition activities 
in accordance with County Administrative Manual Asbestos Policy 
0050-01-9. The survey shall cover the entire building to be 
demolished, document the location and types of asbestos found, 
and determine whether any on-site abatement of asbestos-
containing materials is necessary. If asbestos is located during the 
survey, an abatement work plan shall be prepared by the applicant 
and approved by the County DEH in compliance with local, state, 
and federal regulations for removal of such materials. The work plan 
shall include specifications for the proper removal and disposal of 
asbestos. The County DEH, OHP, or its designee will monitor 
project applicant’s implementation of the asbestos work plan to 
ensure that proper controls are implemented and to ensure 
compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement 
contractor specifications. Any necessary asbestos sampling and 
abatement shall be done by a California Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (Cal/OSHA)-certified asbestos 
consultant/contractor, and all costs associated with such sampling 
and abatement shall be paid for by the project applicant. 

 

In addition, the project applicant shall comply with all San 
Diego Air Pollution Control District and Cal/OSHA have 
notification requirements pertaining to the disturbance of 
asbestos-containing materials. When applicable, the project 
applicant shall make these notifications prior to the activity as 
follows: 

 

a. 10-day notification to the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District for renovation/demolition activities. (Note: These 
are 10 working days; asbestos activities can start on the 
11th day. Working days means Monday through Friday, 
including holidays that fall on these days.) 

b. 24-hour notification to Cal/OSHA. 

 

HAZ-2: Prior to the start of demolition, a lead-based-paint 
survey shall be performed by a Certified Lead 
Inspector/Assessor as defined in Title 17, California Code of 
Regulations, Section 35005, approved by the City and paid for 
by the project applicant, for all on-site structures that will be 
disturbed by demolition activities in accordance with local, 
state, and federal regulations. The survey shall cover the 
entire building to be demolished, document the location and 
types of lead-based paint found, and determine whether any 
on-site abatement of lead-based paint is necessary. If lead-
based paint is located during the survey, an abatement work 
plan shall be prepared by the County DEH in compliance with 
local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

of such materials. The work plan shall include specifications 
for the proper removal and disposal of lead-based paint. The 
project applicant shall implement the work plan and shall be 
responsible for payment of all fees and costs associated with 
preparation and implementation of the work plan. The County 
DEH, OHP, or its designee will monitor the project applicant’s 
implementation of the lead-based paint work plan to ensure 
that proper controls are implemented and to ensure 
compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement 
contractor specifications. 

 

The applicant shall retain a California-licensed lead-based-
paint abatement contractor, approved by the City, for the 
removal work and proper removal methodology as outlined by 
Cal/OSHA (8 CCR 1529), and all other applicable federal, 
state, and local regulations regarding the removal, transport, 
and disposal of lead-containing material shall be applied. The 
lead-based-paint abatement work plan shall include a 
monitoring plan to be conducted by a qualified consultant 
during abatement activities to ensure compliance with the 
work plan requirements and abatement contractor 
specifications. The work plan shall include provisions for 
construction worker training, worker protection, and 
conducting exposure assessments as needed. As part of the 
work plan, construction contractors shall consult federal OSHA 
regulations (29 CFR 1926.62) and Cal/OSHA regulations (8 
CCR 1532.1) regarding lead in construction standards for 
complete requirements. Demolition plans and contract 
specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement 
measures for the removal of materials containing lead-based 
paint to the satisfaction of the City of Solana Beach Planning 
and Building Department. The measures shall be consistent 
with the abatement work plan prepared for the project and 
conducted by a California-licensed lead/asbestos abatement 
contractor. 

Would the project Create a 
significant hazard to the 
public or the environment 
through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving 
the release of hazardous 
materials into the 
environment? 

Less than 
Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project Emit 
hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely 

Potentially 
Significant 

HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school? 

Would the project Be located 
on a site which is included on 
a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as result, 
would create a significant 
hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

Potentially 
Significant 

HAZ-1 Less than 
Significant 

For a project located within 
an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, result in a 
safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the 
project area? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

For a project within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip, 
result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in 
the project area? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Would the project Impair 
implementation of or 
physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Less than 
Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project Expose 
people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland 
fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

Less than 
Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Noise 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in 

Potentially 
Significant 

NOI-1: During all phases of construction, vehicle staging areas 
and stockpiling shall be located as far as is practicable from 
existing nearby noise sensitive uses. 

Less than 
Significant 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

excess of standards 
established in the local 
general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

NOI-2: In compliance with the City of Solana Beach Municipal 
Code Noise Ordinance, the applicant shall require that 
construction activities be limited to between the hours of 7:00 
a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on Saturday, with the 
exception of legal holidays during which time construction will 
not be permitted. 

 

NOI-3: Prior to issuance of any demolition or grading permit, 
the applicant shall establish a noise complaint response 
program subject to the approval of the City and shall respond 
to any noise complaints received for this project by measuring 
noise levels at the affected receptor site. The noise complaint 
response program shall require that all residences and noise-
sensitive land uses within 50 feet of construction site shall be 
notified of the construction. The notification will describe the 
activities anticipated, provide dates and hours, and provide 
contact information with a description of a complaint and 
response procedure. Additionally, as part of the noise 
complaint response program, the applicant shall designate a 
“Construction Liaison” who will be responsible for notifying the 
City and Engineer and responding to any local complaints 
about construction noise. The liaison will determine the cause 
of the noise complaints (starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) 
and institute reasonable measures, approved by the City 
Engineer, to correct the problem within 48 hours after 
receiving a complaint. 

 

If a noise complaint is registered that cannot be resolved by 
the Construction Liaison, then the applicant shall retain a 
Qualified Noise Consultant to conduct noise measurements at 
the location where the complaint was registered. If the noise 
level exceeds an Leq(8) of 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA; i.e., 
more than 75 dBA for more than 8 hours during any 24-hour 
period when measured at or within an adjacent residential 
property), the applicant shall implement noise reduction 
measures, such as portable sound attenuation walls, use of 
quieter equipment, shift of construction schedule to avoid the 
presence of sensitive receptors, etc., to reduce noise levels, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The determination of 
appropriate resolutions to noise complaints shall be sent to the 
complainant and City Engineer within 48 hours after receiving 
a complaint. 

 

NOI-4: The applicant shall require that all construction 
equipment be operated with mandated noise control 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

equipment (mufflers or silencers). Enforcement will be 
accomplished by random field inspections during construction 
activities by a qualified noise consultant, retained by the 
project applicant and approved by, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

 

NOI-5: Prior to the issuance of a Demolition or Grading Permit, 
the applicant shall provide a written and signed letter to the 
Director of Community Development, stating that a Qualified 
Noise Consultant has been hired to conduct noise monitoring 
during the demolition and grading phases of construction. The 
Qualified Noise Consultant shall periodically monitor noise 
levels to ensure compliance with the Solana Beach Municipal 
Code Noise Ordinance sections dealing with construction 
noise and shall notify the City in writing within 24 hours of any 
exceedance of the Noise Ordinance. 

 

Construction Within 50 Feet of Sensitive Receptors 

NOI-6: The following measures are required of all construction 
activities implemented under the proposed project: 

 Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located 
as far as reasonable from sensitive receptors when 
sensitive receptors adjoin or are within 50 feet of the 
construction site. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (i.e., 
in excess of 5 minutes) shall be prohibited. 

 

NOI-7: In the event construction noise levels are exceeded, the 
applicant shall immediately alter construction activities to 
achieve compliance instance. Compliance shall be achieved 
through the installation of temporary noise barriers around 
construction areas adjacent to, or within 50 feet off, residences, 
schools or other noise-sensitive land uses along the north, west, 
and south sides of the project site. Where required to reduce 
noise levels in compliance with City regulations, temporary 
noise barriers shall be constructed of material with a minimum 
weight of 3 pounds per square foot with no gaps or perforations. 
Noise barriers may be constructed of, but are not limited to, 
0.625-inch plywood, 0.625-inch oriented strand board, or hay 
bales. These barriers shall be a minimum of 8 feet in height and 
shall extend the full length of the demolition, grading or 
construction area. Monitoring of compliance shall also be 
required following installation of any required noise barriers. 

 

NOI-8: Prior to final inspection the project applicant shall 
establish to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that through 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Topic Impact? Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

either the installation of sound barriers or the specifications of 
the heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) units 
installed for the project, that the HVAC units do not exceed a 
sound pressure level of 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet, on- or 
off-site. An example of an HVAC unit producing less than 45 
dBA at a distance of 25 feet is the Trane 4DCY4024. 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less than 
Significant 

No Mitigation Required Less than 
Significant 

Would the project result in a 
substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without 
the project? 

Potentially 
Significant 

NOI-8 Less than 
Significant 

Would the project result in a 
substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

Potentially 
Significant 

NOI-1 through NOI-7 Less than 
Significant 

Would the project be located 
within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, 
resulting in exposure of 
people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

Would the project be located 
within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, resulting in exposure 
of people residing or working 
in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

No Impact No Mitigation Required No Impact 

ES.6 PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

An analysis of alternatives has been provided in this document to provide decision makers with a 
reasonable range of possible alternatives to be considered. The discussion in this EIR focuses on 
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three identified and analyzed alternatives: the Original Proposed Project Alternative, the Single 
Phase Construction Alternative, and the No Project Alternative. 

A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative is provided in Table ES-2 to summarize the comparison. This table also indicates whether 
the alternative would be feasible in terms of meeting the project objectives as defined in Chapter 3.0.  

Table ES-2 
Project Alternatives 

Environmental 
Issue Project 

Originally Proposed 
Project Alternative 

(Alternative 6) 

Single Phase  
Construction Alternative 

(Alternative 7) 

No Project 
Alternative 

(Alternative 8)  

Aesthetics Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact  

Air Quality Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Biological 
Resources 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Greenhouse 
Gases 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Cultural 
Resources 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Geology and Soils Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Noise Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Population and 
Housing 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Traffic and 
Circulation 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

Potentially Significant 
Unless Mitigated 

No Impact 

Public Services, 
Utilities and 
Service Systems, 
and Energy 

Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Recreation Less than Significant Less than Significant Less than Significant No Impact 

Meets Most 
Project 
Objectives? 

Yes Yes Yes No 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives. As evaluated in Chapter 3 of this DEIR, the significant impacts of the proposed 
project would affect air quality (construction), biological resources (mature native trees and 
nesting birds), cultural resources (potential for undiscovered resources) including tribal cultural 
resources, hazardous materials (demolition of existing buildings) and noise (construction noise 
and HVAC operations). As it would avoid impacts to each of these issue topics, the No Project 
Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) also states that if the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative from among the other alternatives. The Original Proposed (Reduced Export) 
– Alternative 6 would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative from the remaining 
alternatives, as it would reduce the severity of impacts to air quality and noise during 
construction compared to the proposed project, while achieving most of the project objectives. 

ES.7 PUBLIC REVIEW FOR THE DRAFT EIR 

The Draft EIR is subject to a minimum 45-day public review period by responsible agencies and 
interested parties. Agency and public comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the lead 
agency’s compliance with CEQA may be submitted to the City as lead agency, in writing, prior 
to the end of the public review period. Following the public review period, the City will prepare 
a Final EIR, which will include responses to all written comments received during the Draft EIR 
public review period. The City Council may use this Draft EIR to approve the proposed project, 
make Findings regarding identified impacts, and if necessary, adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations regarding these impacts. 

ES.8 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

The proposed project would result in potential impacts, during construction and/or operation, to 
the environmental resource topics of, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards 
and hazardous materials, and noise. Environmental impacts and associated mitigation measures 
are outlined in Section ES.5 above, and within the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) for the proposed project, which is included as Chapter 8 to this EIR. 

As described in Chapter 3.2, Air Quality, in addition to mitigation measure AQ-1, construction 
best management practices are proposed to be implemented, and are included within the MMRP. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This chapter of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) describes the purpose, scope, 
and legislative authority of the DEIR; the intent of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and other pertinent environmental rules and regulations; and the environmental 
review process. The section also includes a description of the structure, required contents, 
and relationship of the DEIR to other potential Responsible or Trustee agencies.  

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The City of Solana Beach (City) prepared this DEIR to provide the public and responsible 
agencies with information about the potential effects on the environment associated with the 
proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project).  

This DEIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, 
Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
15000 et seq.), and the City’s environmental review procedures. The City is the lead 
agency for the DEIR and for processing of the proposed project. According to Section 
21002.1(a) of the CEQA statute, “the purpose of an environmental impact report is to 
identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to 
the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated 
or avoided.” CEQA also establishes mechanisms whereby the public and decision makers 
can be informed about the nature of the project being proposed, and the extent and types of 
impacts that the project and its alternatives would have on the environment if they were to 
be implemented. This DEIR was prepared to comply with all the criteria, standards, and 
procedures of the CEQA Guidelines.  

1.2 SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines, this document was prepared as a “project 
environmental impact report,” and is “focus[ed] primarily on the potential changes in the 
environment that would result from the development” (i.e., revitalization of the existing Solana 
Highlands apartment complex). Where environmental impacts were determined to be 
potentially significant, this DEIR presents mitigation measures directed at reducing, avoiding, 
or minimizing potential adverse environmental effects. Developing mitigation measures 
provides the lead agency with ways to lessen or avoid the significant effects of the project on 
the environment, to the degree feasible. Alternatives to the proposed project are presented to 
evaluate whether there are alternative development scenarios that can further minimize or 
avoid potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES 

1.3.1 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

The California Public Resources Code (Section 21000 et seq.) requires preparation and 
certification of an environmental impact report (EIR) for any project that a lead agency 
determines may have a significant effect on the environment.  

1.3.2 Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping  

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City circulated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) dated November 14, 2014, to interested agencies, organizations, and 
parties. The NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse at the California Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research and was posted in the San Diego Union–Tribune on 
November 11, 2014. The State Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number (SCH 
No. 2014111028) to this DEIR. The CEQA Guidelines establish 30 days as the duration for 
public review of an NOP. However, due to the timing of the NOP release for this DEIR, 
which was close to Thanksgiving and end-of-year holidays, the City extended the comment 
period from 45 days to 55 days. The 55-day NOP public review and comment period began 
on November 14, 2014, and ended on January 9, 2015.  

An NOP is intended to encourage interagency communication about a project so that 
agencies, organizations, and individuals are afforded an opportunity to respond with 
comments and/or questions regarding the scope and content of an EIR. A public scoping 
meeting was first noticed on November 7, 2014, and was held by the City’s Planning 
Department on Thursday, November 20, 2014, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the City 
Council Chambers. The purpose of this meeting was to provide the public and governmental 
agencies with information on the proposed project and the CEQA process, and to  give 
attendees an opportunity to identify environmental issues that should be considered in the 
DEIR. Attendees were invited to mail or email their comments to the City during the 55-day 
NOP public review period by no later than 5 p.m. on January 9, 2015. 

Comments received during the NOP public scoping period were considered during the 
preparation of this DEIR. The NOP and comments on the NOP are included in Appendix A to 
this EIR. Comments on the NOP were received from the following public agencies: California 
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, and the Native American Heritage 
Commission. In response to the letter from the Native American Heritage Commission, the City 
initiated Senate Bill 18 consultation with tribal representatives.  

Thirty-one comment letters were received in response to the NOP and public scoping 
meeting. Comments covered a variety of topics, including increased traffic and overflow of 
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parking, potential hazardous materials due to demolition, impacts to landscaping, impacts to 
stormwater runoff, and proximity to Solana Highlands Elementary School. Appendix A to 
this DEIR provides a summary table of the comment letters, which have been considered in 
the preparation of this DEIR. The table also identifies the relevant sections of the DEIR 
where the comment has been considered, if appropriate. Several comments provided are not 
relevant to the CEQA process, which specifically addresses the potential physical effects on 
the environment that may result from the proposed project, but these comments are included 
in the record for consideration by the City.  

Based on the scope of the proposed project as described in the NOP, and on comments 
received by the City in response to the NOP and the public scoping meeting, the following 
issues were determined to be potentially significant and are addressed in Chapter 3 of this 
DEIR, Environmental Setting: 

 Aesthetics 

 Air Quality  

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Geology and Soils 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Noise 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Safety 

 Traffic and Circulation 

 Public Services and Utilities 

 Recreation 

 Cumulative Impacts 

 Growth Inducement 

 
Since the release of the NOP, the Applicant conducted further public engagement, including as 
part of the City’s View Assessment process and additional efforts to get input into the proposed 
project design. In response to those activities, the Applicant made revisions to the proposed 
project and submitted a revised site plan to the City. The revised site plan is the proposed project 
that is addressed in this Draft EIR. 

1.3.3 Overview of the Environmental Impact Report Process 

This DEIR will be made available to members of the public, agencies, and interested parties for a 
45-day public comment period in accordance with Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Public comment on the DEIR is intended to focus “on the sufficiency of the document in 
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the 
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated” (14 CCR 15204). The Notice of 
Completion of the DEIR will be filed with the State Clearinghouse as required by Section 15085 
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of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the Notice of Availability of the DEIR will be distributed 
pursuant to Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. Interested parties may provide comments on 
the DEIR in written form. This DEIR and all related technical appendices are available for 
review upon request during the 45-day public comment period at the following locations: 

 The office of the City of Solana Beach Planning Department, 635 South Highway 101, 
Solana Beach, California 92075 

 Solana Beach Branch Library, 157 Stevens Avenue, Solana Beach, California 92075 

Once the 45-day public comment period has concluded, the City will review all public comments on 
the DEIR, provide written responses to comments, and authorize revisions to the text, if necessary. 

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This DEIR is organized as follows: 

 Executive Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the DEIR, presents a 
summary of the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the DEIR, and lists the 
project alternatives. 

 Chapter 1 – Introduction. This chapter discusses the CEQA process and the purpose 
of the DEIR.  

 Chapter 2 – Project Description. This chapter provides an overview of the proposed 
project, describes the need for and objectives of the proposed project, and provides detail 
on the characteristics of the proposed project. 

 Chapter 3 – Environmental Analysis. This chapter describes the environmental 
setting and identifies potential impacts of the proposed project for each of the 
following environmental resource areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources,  
greenhouse gas emissions, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, 
population and housing, traffic and circulation, public services and utilities, and 
recreation. Mitigation measures to lessen potential significant impacts of the proposed 
project are presented for each resource area, as necessary.  

 Chapter 4 – Cumulative Impacts. This chapter describes the potential impacts of the 
proposed project when considered together with other related projects in the area for each 
issue identified in Chapter 3. 

 Chapter 5 – Mandatory CEQA Considerations. This chapter includes a discussion of 
the areas of the proposed project that were determined not to be significant, describes 
significant and unavoidable impacts and significant and irreversible impacts, and 
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evaluates the potential for the proposed project to induce population growth and result in 
secondary environmental effects due to such growth. 

 Chapter 6 – Alternatives. This chapter summarizes the findings of Chapter 4 and 
compares the proposed project to several project alternatives. The environmentally 
superior alternative is identified in this chapter. 

 Chapter 7 – Effects Found Not to be Significant. This chapter summarizes those 
environmental issue areas that were found not to be significant. 

 Chapter 8 – Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). This 
chapter includes a draft of the MMRP. 

 Chapter 9 – List of Preparers. This chapter identifies those involved in preparing 
the DEIR.  

1.5 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The City has prepared a MMRP for the proposed project, which is included as Chapter 8 to this 
EIR. The MMRP includes all mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR, the responsible entity 
for implementation, implementation timing (before construction, during construction, after 
construction), and any follow-up reporting requirements (such as submittal of materials to 
regulatory agencies). The City, as the designated lead agency, is responsible for enforcing and 
verifying that each mitigation measure is implemented as required.  
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CHAPTER 2 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this project description is to describe the Solana Highlands Revitalization Project 
(project or proposed project) in a way that is meaningful to the public, reviewing agencies, and 
decision makers. As described in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, a complete project 
description must contain the following information to allow for the evaluation and review of 
potential environmental impacts: (1) the location and boundaries of the proposed project on a 
regional and detailed map; (2) a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project; (3) a 
general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics; and 
(4) a statement briefly describing the intended uses of the environmental impact report. The 
Solana Highlands Development Review Permit Application Plan Set resubmittal, dated March 
2018, is incorporated by reference into this DEIR. 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located at 661–781 South Nardo Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the City 
of Solana Beach (City) in north coastal San Diego County, California (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2). 
The project site encompasses approximately 13.4 acres on three parcels (Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers 298-260-33, 298-281-10, and 298-164-22). The project site is located in an urban 
setting and is surrounded by residential neighborhoods to the north, Solana Pointe apartments to 
the northeast, commercial uses to the east, single-family homes to the southeast, Turfwood 
condominiums to the south, and St. James Catholic Church and school campus to the west.  

In a regional setting, the project site is located approximately 0.75 mile east of the Pacific Ocean, 
approximately 20 miles northwest of downtown San Diego, approximately 4 miles south of the 
neighboring City of Encinitas, less than 1 mile north of the cities of Del Mar and San Diego, and 
approximately 3 miles west of lands in the unincorporated portion of San Diego County.  

Major circulation corridors surrounding the project site are Interstate 5 and Stevens Avenue to 
the east, Via de la Valle to the south, Lomas Santa Fe Drive to the north, and U.S. Highway 101 
to the west. Amtrak provides the Surfliner rail service, which stops in the City of Solana Beach 
at the Solana Beach train station; downtown San Diego to the south; and destinations to the 
north, including Los Angeles and points beyond. The North County Transit District Coaster 
commuter train also stops in the City at the Solana Beach train station. The North County Transit 
District Coaster runs north/south through San Diego County, serving eight stations between 
Oceanside and downtown San Diego. 
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2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Following are the proposed project’s objectives:  

 Revitalize, modernize, and update the existing project site, which currently includes the 
194-unit Solana Highlands apartment complex and four multi-family units, with the 
development of 260 new apartments to replace the existing units, parking, a separate 
leasing facility/club house building, recreational amenities, a system of internal and 
interconnected paths, and landscaping throughout the site. 

 Maximize contribution to the City’s share of the San Diego Association of Governments 
regional housing needs allocation goals of 150 affordable housing units by providing 32 new 
affordable senior units in the City via California’s density bonus law and the City’s density 
bonus ordinance.  

 Provide for new residential development in the City that is environmentally sustainable 
and incorporates best practices for water conservation, use of recycled water for 
landscaping, “green” construction methods, and energy efficiency.  

 Enhance community character and provide for a revitalized residential development that 
has fewer impacts on local circulation by providing off-site traffic-calming measures on 
South Nardo Avenue, reducing the number of site driveways, relocating the primary 
entrance closer to main transportation arterials, optimizing internal circulation and 
increasing on-site parking availability for residents.  

 Use beach-sand-quality materials targeted for off-site export for beach nourishment as 
part of the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program. 

 Provide new landscaping and increased building setbacks along South Nardo Avenue to 
enhance the streetscape.  

 Use architecture and design elements to ensure high-quality, modern design and 
aesthetics by providing a variety of unit types within differing but unified neighborhoods 
on the project site. 

2.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project site is occupied by an apartment complex that was constructed in the early 1970s, 
and by adjacent multi-family homes that were constructed in the late 1940s and mid-1970s. The 
complex contains 194 rental apartments in 16 buildings, carports and surface parking, various 
hardscape and landscape areas (including driveways and open green space areas), a coin-
operated laundry room, tennis courts, a clubhouse with administrative offices, a fitness room, a 
business center, a swimming pool and three additional adjacent structures providing four multi-
family units (see Figure 2-3). All 16 buildings and the clubhouse are served by central air 
conditioning and gas-fired heating systems with roof-mounted units.   
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FIGURE 2-2
Vicinity Map

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: BING Maps (Accessed in 2017); USGS 7.5-Minute Series - Del Mar Quadrangle.
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The site has 84 one-bedroom/one-bathroom units, 44 two-bedroom/one-bathroom units, 58 two-
bedroom/two-bathroom units, and eight three-bedroom/two-bathroom units. There are also three 
buildings containing multi-family and single-family residences that border the apartment 
complex to the southeast and are included within the proposed project site. The project applicant, 
H.G. Fenton Company, owns the complex and the three structures that house four multi-family 
units. The complex and the four multi-family units are zoned High Residential (HRd), which 
allows the site to be developed with 13 to 20 dwelling units per acre.  

The site currently includes 150,000 square feet of paved area and 276,000 square feet of 
landscaped area. There are currently four driveways that provide access to different portions of 
the site, but there is no way to internally access the entire site (see Figure 2-3). To access a 
different portion of the site, a vehicle must leave the current site through the same driveway it 
used to enter and travel along South Nardo Avenue to a different driveway. Additionally, on-site 
parking is limited, and parking spills out onto South Nardo Avenue and surrounding streets. 
Currently there are 315 existing parking spaces: 75 covered parking spaces, 236 open parking 
spaces, and four spaces serving the separate four multi-family units, as shown on Figure 2-3.  

2.5 PROPOSED PROJECT 

In response to community input the applicant, H.G. Fenton, has proposed an updated project and 
revised grading plan for the project site compared to the originally proposed project (now 
included as Alternative 6). The proposed project would involve demolition of the existing 
apartment development on site and construction of an updated apartment complex consisting of 
228 new multi-family residential units, and 32 affordable senior housing units, for a total of 260 
new units in 24 buildings (see Figure 2-4, Proposed Site Plan). The project proposes a net 
increase of 62 residential units.  

Residential buildings would range in height from two to three stories and would have a total of 
12 studio apartments, 128 one-bedroom units and 120 two-bedroom units. The three-story 
affordable senior portion would contain all 12 of the studio apartments, 15 of the one-bedroom 
units, and 5 of the two-bedroom units, with the balance of the project comprised of 113 one-
bedroom and 115 two-bedroom units. All units would have private outdoor space in the form of 
balconies (for upper-floor units) or patios (for ground-floor units), laundry facilities, storage 
space, a parking garage, and surface parking. The proposed project includes 525 on-site parking 
spaces, as indicated in Table 2-1, Existing and Proposed Development Characteristics, below. 
The tallest on-site building will be Building 22, reaching up to 35 feet and 9 inches. Project 
amenities on site would include a recreation facility/clubhouse building and associated recreation 
facilities such as a pool, spa, barbecue areas, walking paths, and passive usable open space. 
Additionally, the project would include a small private park along South Nardo Avenue to 
reduce effects to public and private views in proximity to the existing greenspace on site.  
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The project site would be broken into three neighborhoods: Bungalow, Valley View, and 
Lifestyle (see Figure 2-4). The Bungalow neighborhood would be two stories in height and 
would feature 22 one-bedroom/one-bathroom units and 44 two-bedroom/two-bathroom units. 
The Bungalow neighborhood would be located along South Nardo Avenue, with setbacks of a 
minimum of 25 feet from the property line. The Valley View neighborhood would be two and 
three stories in height and would feature 45 one-bedroom/one-bathroom units and 38 two-
bedroom/two-bathroom units. The Valley View neighborhood would be internal to the project 
site. The Lifestyle neighborhood would be three stories in height and would feature 46 one-
bedroom/one-bathroom units and 33 two-bedroom/two-bathroom units. The 32 senior affordable 
units are located adjacent to the Lifestyle neighborhood and would feature similar architectural 
features and expression. The Lifestyle neighborhood would be located along the southern edge 
and southeastern slope of the project site toward Stevens Avenue.  

As seen in Figure 2-4, building 251 located in the southeastern most portion of the project site, 
would be separated from the remainder of the project site, and would be entirely composed of 
senior affordable housing (32 designated units) that satisfy the affordable housing requirements 
for the project, and would provide an inclusive senior community with its own common 
amenities and separate entrance. 

The project would result in alterations to the site compared to existing conditions, as 
provided in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 
Existing and Proposed Development Characteristics 

Existing Feature Quantification Proposed Feature Quantification 

Development Area 

Complex – Impervious/Paved Area 292,292 square feet Complex – Impervious/Paved Area 354,735 square feet 

Complex – Pervious/Unpaved Area 291,902 square feet Complex Pervious/Unpaved Areas 228,969 square feet 

Lot Size 584,192 square feet Lot Size 584,192 square feet 

Open Space 

Open Space Total 318,541 square feet Open Space Total 256,355 square feet 

Useable Open Space 45,329 square feet Useable Open Space 65,434 square feet 

Structures 

Apartment Buildings 16 Apartment Buildings 23 

Clubhouse 1 Clubhouse 1 

Multi-Family Off-Complex Buildings 3 Buildings Multi-Family Off-Complex Buildings 0 

                                                 
1 There are now only 24 buildings proposed, the originally proposed site plan (now Alternative 6) included 25 

buildings; building #3 has been eliminated in response to community concerns. 
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Table 2-1 
Existing and Proposed Development Characteristics 

Existing Feature Quantification Proposed Feature Quantification 

Maximum Building Height 18.4 feet above 
existing grade 

Maximum Building Heights 47.1 feet above existing 
grade 

46 feet above proposed 
grade* 

Parking Spaces 

Complex Parking Spaces 311 Spaces Complex Parking Spaces 525 Spaces 

Multi-Family Off-Complex 4 Units N/A 0 

Residential Units  

Studio Apartments 0 Units Studio apartment (1 bath) 12 Units 

1 Bedroom (includes 1-bath 
“Torrey” and “Foxtail’)  

84 Units 1 Bedroom (includes 1 bath) 128 Units 

2 Bedroom (includes 1 bath 
“Cypress” and 2 bath “Monterey”) 

102 (44 and 58, 
respectively) 

2 Bedroom (includes 2 bathrooms) 120 Units 

3 Bedroom (2 bath “Ponderosa”) 8 Units 3 Bedroom 0 Units 

Total 194 Units Total 260 

Multi-Family Off-Complex 4 Units N/A 0 

Combined Total 198 Units Combined Total 260 Units 

* The City of Solana Beach measures height from the lower of the existing grade or new grade, so if a site uses fill in an area, then the 
“height” of the building includes not only the actual building height (physical structure height), but also the height of the fill. For example, if 
a building is built to be 30 feet tall, but it is on 20 feet of fill, then the City of Solana Beach identifies that the building is 50 feet tall. On this 
site there are many areas where grade is being cut versus being filled, and it is projected that there would be a net export of earth when 
grading is complete.  

** One structure is a 32-unit affordable senior apartment facility. 

2.5.1 Vehicular and Pedestrian Access 

The existing four entrances to the project site located off South Nardo Avenue would be reduced 
to two driveways (Figure 2-5) for the main apartment complex. The first driveway would be 
located along the northwest portion of South Nardo Avenue in approximately the same location 
as the existing driveway in this location. This driveway would be approximately 24 feet wide and 
would be gated. The second driveway would become the main driveway located closer to 
Stevens Avenue along the eastern portion of South Nardo Avenue. This driveway would consist 
of two lanes approximately 16 feet wide each, with a median dividing ingress and egress routes 
and gated after a turning circle (see Figure 2-5). This driveway would lead from Nardo Ave. to 
an initial parking area and small roundabout located on the site, then would transition to a 30-
foot-wide gated entrance into the site. Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation would be 
guided with way-finding signage for automobiles and pedestrians. Vehicular circulation would 
be internal to the project site, with project buildings and landscaping screening internal roadways 
from surrounding developments. Separate pedestrian access would be provided via sidewalks 
and walkways throughout the project site, connecting residents to parking areas, other buildings, 
and project recreational and gathering amenities. 
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The senior designated building would be served by a third driveway, located off of Stevens 
Avenue in approximately the same location as the existing driveway that currently serves the off-
site units owned by the applicant. This driveway would serve the senior living building and provide 
existing property owners adjacent to the site with direct access to their properties, and would not be 
gated. Currently, these adjacent property owners access their homes via a driveway that also 
provides access to parking for the apartment complex in the southeastern portion of the site.  

The proposed project would replace the existing 311 on-site parking spaces and provide 525 on-
site parking spaces. There would be 233 garage spaces, a minimum of 22 covered spaces, and up 
to 270 uncovered spaces. Traffic-calming measures along South Nardo Avenue would be 
constructed as part of the proposed project (Figure 2-5). 

2.5.2 Traffic-Calming and Pedestrian Safety Improvement Measures  

To reduce vehicle speeds and help improve the walking environment, the proposed project would 
include the following traffic-calming measures off site along South Nardo Avenue from Solana 
Circle/Nardito Lane to Stevens Avenue (see Figure 2-5): 

 Installation of a 10-foot-wide raised median and striping on South Nardo Avenue just west of 
Stevens Avenue, which would create a left-turn pocket for vehicles entering the project site. 

 Installation of curb extensions on the northwest and northeast corners of the Fresca 
Street/South Nardo Avenue intersection, which would narrow the street, reduce speeds, 
and make pedestrians more visible. 

 Installation of a 6-foot-wide center median and 5-foot-wide medians on either side of the 
street on South Nardo Avenue, approximately 230 feet west of Fresca Street and 
approximately 360 feet east of Nardito Lane, which would narrow the street and reduce 
speeds along a long stretch of South Nardo Avenue. 

 Installation of a ladder-striped crosswalk at the stop-controlled north leg of the South 
Nardo Avenue/Fresca Street intersection. The ladder-striped crosswalk painted with 
reflective paint would improve pedestrian visibility compared to the existing condition. 

 Installation of a speed table (a long, flat speed bump) on South Nardo Avenue between 
East Solana Circle and Nardito Lane. The speed table, in conjunction with the other 
traffic-calming measures, would help to reduce traffic speeds on South Nardo Avenue 
between Nardito Lane and Fresca Street.  

 An existing striped yellow school crosswalk is located on the east leg of the South Nardo 
Avenue/Nardito Lane intersection serving the adjacent St. James Catholic Church and 
school. This crosswalk would be repainted with highly reflective paint to improve the 
visibility of the marked crosswalk.   



FIGURE 2-3
Existing Site Plan

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: BING Maps (Accessed in 2017)
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Proposed Site Plan
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2018
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FIGURE 2-5

Traffic Calming Project Design
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014.
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2.5.3 Landscape Plan 
The proposed landscape plan is shown in Figure 2-6. During construction of the proposed 
project, it is anticipated that all of the existing trees, shrubs and other vegetation would be 
removed as part of the proposed project due to the extent of grading that is proposed on site to 
lower pad elevations (see Figure 2-7, Existing Tree Inventory). The landscape plan includes the 
use of native species and/or drought-tolerant plant material. No invasive or potentially invasive 
species would be used. Planting is intended to be a connecting device linking the various pieces 
of the project site and design styles. The landscape plan uses plant material to help define spaces, 
create/encourage circulation paths, emphasize entry points, and provide softness and scale to the 
architecture. Evergreen, deciduous, and flowering material are proposed throughout the site and 
mature native trees are proposed. New landscaping would use significantly less water than the 
current landscaping, as the proposed project would use reclaimed water for all landscape uses 
and would also comply with all California landscape water-usage standards. The project would 
also include 65,065 square feet of usable open space and water-quality-related biofiltration areas. 

2.5.4 Recreation and Open Space 
The proposed project would include a recreational center/leasing office, which would include 
amenities such as seating/lounge areas, barbecue counters, a dining area, a swimming pool and 
spa, and fire pits.  

According to Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 17.20.040(J), the proposed project 
is required to meet a minimum of 250 square feet per unit of usable open space. Therefore, 260 
units would require a minimum of 65,000 square feet of usable open space. As shown in Figure 
2-8, the project would provide 65,434 square feet of usable open space (250 square feet per unit), 
which would be 434 square feet more than the required minimum.  

2.5.5 Density Bonus 
The project proposes to enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Solana Beach 
requiring a percentage of the apartments to be deed-restricted at specific affordability levels. In 
conjunction with City of Solana Beach municipal code and California Law, the provision of the 
affordable apartments allows the applicant to receive a bonus in the project’s density, allowing 
additional market-rate apartments to also be constructed. The following steps outline the proposed 
project’s density bonus request and provide details as to how the number of dwelling units being 
proposed was derived (also see Table 2-2):  

 Step 1: The project site is zoned HRd, which provides for a maximum allowable density 
of 13 to 20 dwelling units per acre.  

 Step 2: SBMC Section 17.20.030(B)(4) requires an adjustment to the maximum allowable 
density for multiple-dwelling-unit projects located in or in proximity to sensitive land, such 
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as steep slopes. A majority of the project site is located on slopes of 0% to 25%. Table 2-2 
identifies the number of acres on site located on a slope and the corresponding density 
adjustment that applies to those acres. As shown in Table 2-2, after applying the slope-
adjusted density, the proposed project’s permitted maximum allowable density would be 
206.6 units, rounded up under state density bonus law to 207 units.  

 Step 3: The project proposes to enter into a Development Agreement with the City, as 
permitted by the SBMC Affordable Housing Ordinance, Section 17.70.025(B)(2), and 
would provide 15.5% of the permitted 207 units as affordable units (32 affordable units).  

 Step 4: Compliance with the City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance allows the project to 
qualify for a density bonus. State law would entitle the project to a density bonus of 
27.5%. Therefore, the project’s actual permitted maximum allowable density is 264 units 
(0.275 x 207 permitted units = 56.93 additional units, rounded up to 57; 207 + 57 = 264). 
(California Government Code, Section 65915). 

 Step 5: Although the project would be allowed to build 264 units with the 27.5% density 
bonus, the project is proposing to construct 260 units, which is a density bonus of 26%. 
Although a density bonus of 26% would only require 29 affordable housing units, 32 
affordable units would be provided. The 32 affordable units would be senior designated 
affordable units and would be subject to a rent regulatory agreement with a term of 55 
years, and would be rented to individuals or couples qualified pursuant to California Civil 
Code Section 51.3 at affordable rents as required by SBMC Section 17.70.025(C) and 
state density bonus law (CGC, Section 65915).  

Table 2-2 
Project Density Overview 

Progressive 
Calculation Site Density Factor Dwelling Units per Acre Site DU 

Step 1 HRd Zone 13–20 dwelling units per acre 268 

Step 2 Slope-Adjusted 
Density 

Slope  Acres Allowable Density Dwelling Units 

0%–25% 9.79 20 DU/acre 195.8 

25%–40% 1.08 10.8 DU/acre 10.8 

40% + 2.54 0.0 DU/acre 0.0 

Total 13.41 — 206.6 
 

206.6 

Step 3 City Affordable 
Housing 
Requirements 

Applicant proposes 32 on-site affordable housing units; 

15.5% of the total housing units would be affordable units 

206.6 

Step 4 SBMC Section 
17.70.025 Density 
Bonus 

Project is eligible for a density bonus  +54 

Step 5 Total Number of 
Units Proposed  

Proposed project 260 

HRd = High Residential; DU = dwelling unit; SBMC = Solana Beach Municipal Code; DU/acre = dwelling units per acre 



Landscape Concept Plan
FIGURE 2-6

SOURCE: GMP, 2018

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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Existing Tree Inventory
FIGURE 2-7

SOURCE: GMP, 2018

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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Recreation and Open Space
FIGURE 2-8

SOURCE: GMP, 2018
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2.5.6 Proposed Waiver of Development Standards 

SBMC Section 17.20.050, and California State law allows for the waiver of development 
standards for projects applying for a density bonus.  

Grading of the site is intended to achieve the proposed density and number of units that would 
allow for the inclusion of 32 affordable housing units and related density bonus. The City 
requires that height standards be measured from the lower of existing grade or proposed grade. 
Therefore, in some areas, fill would be placed below proposed buildings, walls, or fences and is 
included as part of the proposed height calculation.  

For example, one of the waivers being sought pertains to maximum height allowed between the 
front, rear, and side yard setbacks. The applicant has requested a waiver to the allowable 16-foot 
height standard to allow for a 25-foot height standard. The proposed breakdown of the 25 foot 
height includes 19 feet of fill material and a 6-foot-tall fence, so the proposed fence would be 
shorter than the allowed 16 feet. However, since City code (SBMC 17.20.040) requires proposed 
heights to be measured from the lower of existing or proposed grade, the waiver being proposed 
is for 25 feet.  

The applicant is requesting waivers of the following development standards: 

1. Waiver to SBMC Section 17.20.040(G), Maximum Building Height, which sets standards 
for the maximum allowable building height. 

a. SBMC Section 17.20.040(G)(2) sets a 30-foot maximum building height for MHR 
[Medium-High Residential] and HR [High Residential] zones pursuant to a 
development review permit. 

i. The project proposes a building height waiver to increase the height limit from 30 
feet to 47.1 feet. The actual buildings will be a maximum of two or three stories and 
up to 38’feet 3 inches in height; however the City measures "height" as the difference 
between the existing or proposed grade and the grade change is therefore included in 
the "height" calculation. Grading for the project was designed to lower the project site 
for new pad elevations, as shown on Figure 2-9, Preliminary Grading Plan. Although 
this results in taller buildings on down-slope or lower elevations because of the way 
height is measured by the City, lowering the building pads also lowers the perceived 
visible height of project buildings as viewed from off site. 
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2. Waiver to SBMC Section 17.20.040(O), Fences, Walls, and Retaining Walls, which 
states that no fence or wall that exceeds the allowable height limits above the pre-existing 
grade shall be constructed. 

a. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(1) sets a height limit of 42 inches for front and street-
side yards: 

i. This waiver request also applies to front and street-side yards on the east side of the 
project along both South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, where the wall height 
is proposed to be increased from the allowed 42 inches (3.5 feet) to 120 inches (10 
feet) high maximum.  

ii. The project proposes a wall and fence height waiver within the front and street-side 
yards from the allowed 42 inches (3.5 feet) to 222 inches (18.5 feet). Due to the 
lowering of the site and the way that the City measures height, the maximum face 
height of a retaining wall would be 16.25 feet. This waiver is needed to 
accommodate retaining walls and the lowering of the existing grade to the proposed 
pad elevations primarily along South Nardo Avenue at the most northwesterly 
corner of the project site. To soften the effect of the wall height, the longest wall 
will be broken into three segments and staggered to allow planting at each level.  

b. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(2) sets a height limit of 6 feet for rear and interior yards: 

i. This waiver would apply along the southerly side of the project site within the 25-
foot rear yard setback to allow for walls to exceed the allowed 6-foot maximum 
height for up to a 12-foot maximum height.  

ii. A waiver of the maximum exposed retaining wall height is proposed to 
accommodate areas just beyond some of the building footprints (Buildings 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 15, 16) from an allowable 72 inches (6 feet) to up to 15 feet maximum 
height. The affected buildings would incorporate a 15-foot-tall internal retaining 
wall to create a split-level building. A retaining wall matching that height is 
proposed to extend beyond the building footprint to create pedestrian access to the 
sides of the building at both the upper and lower levels. 

c. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(3) sets a height limit of 16 feet within the buildable area 
(between the front, rear, and side yard setbacks): 

i. This waiver would apply outside the building setbacks (interior of the property) 
from the maximum City standard of 16 feet to a maximum of 25 feet to allow a 6-
foot-tall fence on top of 19 feet of fill. 

3. Waiver to SBMC Section 14.70.045, Incentives, which allows for the City Council, at its 
sole discretion, to discount City fees, expedite the application process, or provide other 
assistance to certain types of affordable housing developments.  
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a. The project proposes a fee waiver pursuant to the City’s Affordable Housing 
Ordinance (SBMC Section 17.70.025(B)(2)), which allows the City to waive its fees 
when the waiver is needed to meet housing needs identified in the Housing Element 
that otherwise would not be met.  

2.5.7 Green/Sustainable Project Design Features 

The project would be designed and developed using green/sustainable development practices and 
design features. The sustainable design features will be included as conditions of approval by the 
City. These practices include Title 24 California Code of Regulations standards, described in 
detail in Section 3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this DEIR. In 
addition to the measures that are part of the Title 24 measures, the project would include the 
following energy-efficiency measures in its design: 

 Electric vehicle charging stations at selected surface parking spaces for residents and guests.  

 Pre-wired garages for electric vehicle charging stations at select locations. 

 Photovoltaic solar panels. 

 Low-water-use appliances, in-home fixtures, and irrigation. 

 Low VOC (volatile organic compound) paints. 

 Community recycling program. In addition to meeting the City’s recycling requirements, 
property management would actively promote recycling. Recycling bins would be provided 
throughout the property, including next to office printers at the leasing office and at mail 
stations. At move-in, residents would be supplied with reusable tote bags and reusable water 
bottles to help reduce trash. At the leasing office, eco-friendly cups made from recycled plant 
material would be used for water and coffee, and property management staff would be 
discouraged from using anything but reusable water bottles and coffee cups.  

 Energy Star appliances. 

 Energy-efficient lighting (LED); appliance; and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) design. 

 Saltwater pool with solar heating. 

 Building insulation elements installed under the inspection of the Home Energy Rating 
System (HERS) rating agency. 

 Drought-tolerant landscaping. 

 Reclaimed water use for irrigation. 

 Walking paths and bicycle lockers to promote more sustainable lifestyles for residents, 
employees, and guests.  
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2.6 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING 

Earthwork for the project would result in 176,000 cubic yards of cut and 22,000 cubic yards of 
fill, with 154,000 cubic yards of export. Exported material would be assessed for suitability for 
use with the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program, and any material 
identified as suitable would be placed on the City’s beaches, otherwise, soil export is assumed to 
be transported to the Otay Landfill as the maximum haul distance/impact for the purposes of this 
analysis. Grading for the project would be designed to lower the elevation of the project site to 
create new, flatter pads that would enable the increased density and improve internal circulation 
for pedestrians and vehicles. Retaining walls necessary to facilitate site grading are shown on 
Figure 2-4, Proposed Site Plan. Visible portions of retaining walls would range in height from 3 
to 16.5 feet for masonry walls (18.5 feet for staggered walls on an incline) and 2 to 7 feet for 
plantable keystone walls. Landscaping, including bushes and trees, would be placed at the base 
of retaining walls to screen them from views and blend in with other landscaping elements 
proposed for the project.  

The proposed project would involve a phased construction plan designed to enable partial 
occupancy of the existing buildings on site for the total construction period of approximately 39 
months. The phased construction plan would consist of three phases, broken down as described 
below (also see Figure 2-10). The phases are anticipated to have varying durations with some 
phases being longer in duration and others shorter. The three project neighborhoods, Valley View, 
Lifestyle and Bungalow, (as shown on Figure 2-11) may be constructed over multiple phases. 

Phase 1 

Phase 1 would occur on the interior and central portions of the site and involve demolition of 
eight buildings containing 120 existing units and the three standalone structures adjacent to the 
existing complex containing four multi-family units. Phase 1 would involve construction of a 
portion of the Valley View neighborhood consisting of three buildings with a total of 36 units. 
The new leasing office and recreational center would start construction as part of Phase 1. On the 
parcel where the four multifamily units would be demolished, a new driveway would be 
constructed, extending from the existing access point off of Stevens Avenue to provide direct 
access from Stevens Avenue to adjacent single-family residences. This new driveway would not 
provide access from the street to the complex, except to senior affordable units (see Figure 2-10). 
This phase involves the least amount of dirt export and building construction of the three phases, 
but the most demo and the initial construction of backbone utilities. 

Phase 2 

Phase 2 would occur in the southeast portion of the site. Phase 2 would begin within the last 
month-and-a-half of Phase 1 being completed. Phase 2 would involve demolition of the existing 
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recreation/leasing center structures. Phase 2 construction would include all of the Lifestyle 
neighborhood and the senior affordable building, for a total of 6 buildings with a total of 111 
units. The new driveway providing permanent access to the adjacent single family residents and 
the senior affordable apartments would be constructed during this phase. The new leasing office 
and recreational center would be completed during this phase. 

Phase 3 

Phase 3 would occur in the northwest portion of the project site along South Nardo Avenue. 
Phase 3 would begin within the last month-and-a-half of Phase 2 being completed. Phase 3 
would involve demolition of six buildings containing 74 existing units, and would involve 
construction of the remainder of the Valley View neighborhood and the entirety of the Bungalow 
neighborhood. Construction of Phase 3 would involve 15 buildings and 113 units: four buildings 
consisting of 47 units of the Valley View neighborhood and 11 buildings consisting of 66 units 
of the Bungalow neighborhood. This phase includes more soil export than earlier phases, and the 
most number of buildings, and is expected to be the longest duration of the three phases.  

2.7 APPROVALS 

This DEIR is intended to provide environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA to evaluate 
the potential environmental effects associated with the proposed project. As such, the DEIR 
covers all discretionary permits proposed as part of the project. 

The following permits are required from the City for the proposed project:  

 Development Review Permit 

 Structure Development Permit 

 Affordable Housing Plan 

 Waiver of Development Standards: Building Height and Wall and Fence Height Waiver 
(interior of property, as well as front, side, and rear yard setbacks) 

 Approval of a Fee Waiver (Affordable Housing Fee) 

 Sewer Easement Abandonment Permit 

 Development Agreement  

 Adjustment Plat/Tentative Parcel Map 

 Permits that may be required by other agencies, including a Coastal Development Permit 
from the California Coastal Commission 
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Preliminary Grading Plan
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2018
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Phasing Plan
FIGURE 2-10
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Proposed Project Neighborhoods
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2018
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CHAPTER 3 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section of the DEIR provides a description of the environmental setting, surrounding land 
uses, and land use planning context relevant to the Solana Highlands Revitalization Project 
(project or proposed project). This section also provides an overview of the resources present on 
and around the project site.  

Existing Site Conditions 

The existing Solana Highlands apartment complex is located at 661–781 South Nardo Avenue 
and 821 Stevens Avenue in the City of Solana Beach (City), north coastal San Diego County, 
California. The project site consists of three fully developed parcels that comprise an 
irregularly shaped 13.4‐acre lot located within the High Residential (HRd) zone, which allows 
13 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The project site consists of 16 two‐story apartment buildings 
that consist of 194 units; of those units, 84 units are one-bedroom/one-bath, 44 units are two-
bedroom/one-bath, 58 units are two-bedroom/two-bath, and eight units are three-bedroom/two-
bath. In addition to the apartment buildings, two L‐shaped maintenance and tenant storage 
room buildings are located in the southwest corner of the subject property. A multipurpose 
building, which includes administrative offices, a business center, recreational and meeting 
spaces, a fitness room, a sun deck, and a swimming pool, is located off the main driveway in 
the approximate center of the apartment complex. A lawn area/open air park is located at the 
west-central portion of the site. There are four driveways from South Nardo Avenue into the 
apartment complex. Numerous cement block retaining walls are located throughout the site. 
Tenants park their vehicles either in uncovered designated spaces or under metal carports. The 
site is built on the slope of a hill and has an extensive stormwater drainage system to prevent 
water from pooling in areas next to the structures. In addition, the applicant owns three 
standalone structures containing four multi-family units at the southeast corner of the property, 
which are also included as part of the project site. These residences are distinct from the 
apartments and are adjacent to Stevens Avenue, although access is through the Solana 
Highlands apartment complex.  

Surrounding Land Uses 

The City consists of approximately 2,200 acres of land area (3.4 square miles). Existing land 
uses in Solana Beach are predominantly residential, which accounts for approximately 56% of 
the City’s land area. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, there are approximately 6,540 housing 
units in the City (U.S. Census 2010). Other predominant land uses include recreation/open space, 
which accounts for approximately 11% of the total area, and commercial uses, which account for 
approximately 4% of the total land area. A significant amount of land area (approximately 20%) 
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is occupied by right-of-way. This area includes all roadways and right-of-way associated with 
the rail line within the City (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The proposed project site is located in an urban setting and is surrounded by residential 
neighborhoods to the north, Solana Pointe apartments to the northeast, a commercial area to the 
east, single-family homes to the southeast, Turfwood condominiums to the south, and St. James 
Catholic Church and school campus to the west. Surrounding land uses are shown in Figure 2-2 
of Chapter 2, Project Description. Major circulation corridors surrounding the project site within 
a 1-mile radius are Interstate 5 (I-5) to the east, Via de la Valle to the south, Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive to the north, and Highway 101 to the west. 

Amtrak provides rail service to the City as the track spans from San Diego to Los Angeles and 
other northbound destinations. The North County Transit District Coaster commuter train also 
has a stop in the City. The Coaster runs north/south through San Diego County and serves eight 
stations from Oceanside to downtown San Diego. 

Natural Resources in Project Area 

The City is completely encompassed by the state-designated coastal zone. The City of Solana 
Beach Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, adopted February 27, 2013, and amended June 11, 
2014, is designed to locally implement and enforce statewide goals for the coastal zone, including 
protection, maintenance, enhancement, and restoration, where feasible, to protect the quality of the 
coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. The adopted LUP incorporates all 
California Coastal Commission (CCC) suggestions and modifications that have been approved by 
the CCC. The City’s LUP is a stand-alone document, separate from the existing Solana Beach 
General Plan, and includes policy language addressing beaches, coastal bluffs, inland slopes, 
floodplains, environmentally sensitive habitat, visitor-serving uses, visual quality, public works, 
marine- and land-based biological resources, restrictions for existing and new development, and 
parking and circulation (City of Solana Beach 2013).  

Pursuant to the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, the following 12 sensitive vegetation 
communities are within the City: southern coastal salt marsh, freshwater marsh, southern willow 
scrub, mulefat scrub, open water/estuarine, beach, southern coastal bluff scrub, southern 
maritime chaparral, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, coastal sage-chaparral 
scrub, and non-native grasslands. The following five sensitive plant species were noted during 
field surveys for the plan: wart-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus verrucosus), San Diego marsh-
elder (Iva hayesiana), southwestern spiny rush (Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii), Nuttall’s scrub oak 
(Quercus dumosa), and San Diego viguiera (Viguiera laciniata). The following four sensitive 
animal species were also observed or detected during field surveys in and/or adjacent to the San 
Elijo Lagoon: yellow breasted chat (Icteria virens), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
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californica californica), southern mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus fuliginatus), and western 
bluebird (Sialia mexicana) (City of Solana Beach 2013). 

The project site is located less than 1 mile east of the Pacific Ocean, approximately 1 mile north 
of the San Dieguito Lagoon, and approximately 1.5 miles south of the San Elijo Lagoon. 
However, the project site is not located within a wildlife corridor or within the migratory 
passageway for any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. 

Existing Topography and Soils 

The project site is identified on the 1979 U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Encinitas 
Quadrangle Map (USGS 1979). The site is at an average elevation of approximately 100 feet 
above mean sea level (amsl), varying from approximately 110 feet amsl in its northern portion to 
90 feet amsl in the southern portion. The terrain in the vicinity of the project site has been 
significantly altered by grading, but is sloped overall to the southwest.  

The project lies within the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of California. This province 
is traversed by a group of northwest-trending subparallel fault zones and encompasses an area 
that extends 125 miles from the Transverse Ranges and the Los Angeles Basin south to the 
U.S./Mexico border. The project site is underlain by Quaternary-age sedimentary deposits, which 
include granitic tonalite and diorite, and some clay layers that are marine in origin. According to 
the Geotechnical Report prepared for the proposed project (included as Appendix H to this 
DEIR), the project site is underlain by previously placed fill and old terrace deposits.  

Previously placed fill (Qf) was encountered at different locations across the site (Appendix H). 
The fill ranged from less than 2 feet to as deep as 8 feet. The fills were found to be loose to 
medium dense and are composed of silty to clayey sand with some gravel. Laboratory test results 
indicate that the undocumented fill soil possesses a very low to low expansion potential, and has 
low compressibility characteristics. Old terrace deposits (formerly Bay Point Formation) were 
exposed near grade and underlying the previously placed fill. The old terrace deposits consist of 
medium dense to very dense, fine to medium sand to silty to clayey sand with gravel. Based on 
laboratory test results, this unit possesses low expansion and low compressibility characteristics 
and is suitable for support of additional fill and structural loading (Appendix H). 

Climate 

The City is located immediately east of the Pacific Ocean, and, similar to the rest of San Diego 
County’s coastal areas, has a Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers and 
mild, wet winters. The mean annual temperature of the City is 63°F. The average annual 
precipitation is 10 inches; rain falls primarily November through April. Winter low temperatures 
in the City average approximately 45°F, and summer high temperatures average approximately 
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71°F. The average relative humidity is 69% and is based on the yearly average humidity at 
Lindbergh Field (WRCC 2015). 

The dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone, 
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow 
pollutants away from the coast toward inland areas. Consequently, air quality near the coast is 
generally better than at the base of the coastal mountain range (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

Fluctuations in the strength and pattern of winds from the Pacific High Pressure Zone interacting 
with the daily local cycle produce periodic temperature inversions that influence the dispersal or 
containment of air pollutants in the San Diego Air Basin. Beneath the inversion layer pollutants 
become “trapped” as their ability to disperse diminishes. The mixing depth is the area under the 
inversion layer. Generally, the morning inversion layer is lower than the afternoon inversion 
layer. The greater the change between the morning and afternoon mixing depths, the greater the 
ability of the atmosphere to disperse pollutants (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

Throughout the year, the height of the temperature inversion in the afternoon varies between 
approximately 1,500 and 2,500 feet amsl. In the winter, the morning inversion layer is 
approximately 800 feet amsl. In the summer, the morning inversion layer is approximately 1,100 
feet amsl. Therefore, air quality generally tends to be better in the winter than in the summer 
(City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The prevailing westerly wind pattern is sometimes interrupted by regional Santa Ana conditions. 
A Santa Ana occurs when a strong high pressure develops over the Nevada/Utah area and 
overcomes the prevailing westerly coastal winds, sending strong, steady, hot, dry northeasterly 
winds over the mountains and out to the ocean (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

Strong Santa Ana winds tend to blow pollutants out over the ocean, producing clear days. 
However, at the onset or during breakdown of these conditions, or if the Santa Ana is weak, local 
air quality may be adversely affected. In these cases, emissions from the South Coast Air Basin to 
the north are blown out over the ocean, and low pressure over Baja California draws this pollutant-
laden air mass southward. As the high pressure weakens, prevailing northwesterly winds reassert 
themselves and send this cloud of contamination ashore in the San Diego Air Basin. When this 
occurs, the combination of transported and locally produced contaminants produces the worst air 
quality measurements recorded in the San Diego Air Basin (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

Access 

Streets that provide direct access to the project site are South Nardo Avenue, a two-lane roadway 
with a 25-mile-per-hour speed limit, and Stevens Avenue, a north/south commercial roadway that 
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varies from two to four lanes. Key corridors around the project site are Lomas Santa Fe Drive and 
Via de la Valle. Both corridors run east/west off I-5 and have a four-lane, divided roadway. 

I-5 and Highway 101 are the two regional corridors parallel to City, and they provide access 
to the City. I-5 is a major north/south freeway that provides access between Mexico and 
southern San Diego County communities, northern coastal San Diego County communities, 
Orange County, Los Angeles, and counties up the state and beyond. In the area, I-5 has eight 
lanes of mixed-flow/general purpose lanes (four in each direction), two auxiliary lanes (one 
in each direction), and two carpool lanes (one in each direction). Local access is provided via 
interchanges at Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle. The project site is directly 
accessed from South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, and can be accessed through 
several different corridors. 

Highway 101 is a four-lane major arterial. It provides the primary north/south access to 
numerous beaches and parks along the coast, as well as connections to the communities of 
Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside to the north, and Del Mar and La Jolla to the south. Highway 
101 is also a popular route for bicyclists.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS  

This section provides an overview of the existing visual setting of the Solana Highlands 
Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and vicinity, identifies the policy and 
regulatory framework, and evaluates the potential for conflicts with existing policies and regulations 
and the potential impacts on aesthetics that would result from implementation of the proposed 
project. The discussion contained within this section is based, in part, on the visual simulations 
prepared for the proposed project, provided as Appendix B to this DEIR.  

Methods of Visual Resource Analysis 

“Aesthetics” refers to visual qualities within a given field of view and may include such 
considerations as size, shape, color, texture, and general composition, as well as the 
relationships between these elements. Aesthetic features often consist of unique or prominent 
natural or built attributes or several small features that, when viewed together, create a whole 
that is visually interesting or appealing. The assessment of visual resources evaluates the 
qualities that are generally associated with value to viewers to provide objective parameters in 
this otherwise subjective topic. 

Visual Quality 

Visual quality is affected by the aesthetic characteristics of a particular area. Such aesthetic 
elements may include physical characteristics and the perception of the viewer. Physical 
characteristics influencing the visual quality of an area may include topography, landform, 
natural vegetation, water bodies, visual diversity, and visible coloring. 

Areas with high visual quality may offer physical characteristics such as varying vertical relief; 
established natural vegetation with visually pleasing form, color, texture, or pattern; water 
features; or other elements that create a visually unified landscape. Particular views with high 
visual quality may include those with distinct focal points or patterns, enhanced or existing 
natural scenery, compatibility with the character of the surrounding landscape, and/or a unique 
visual setting within the surrounding area.  

Moderate visual quality is generally considered to be represented by views that are interesting 
but not visually exceptional with regard to landforms or other physical characteristics. Such 
views may consist of dominant types of vegetation, water features, colors within the landscape, 
or other elements that visually unify a particular view or landscape. Contributing factors may 
include a varied composition that includes visual patterns created by landscape elements, 
enhancement of views from adjacent scenery, and/or a visual setting that is distinguishable from 
views within the surrounding area.  
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Low visual quality may be represented by areas with limited or no existing landforms or changes 
in topography, sparse or indiscernible vegetation types due to density, absence of water features, 
monotonous color palettes, or limited visual elements of varying visual interest. Visual quality 
may be considered to be low if views are varied but visually disconnected, lack perceivable 
visual patterns, are adjacent to views that devalue the existing scenic quality, or do not generally 
represent a visual setting that is common and/or valued within the surrounding area. 

Viewer Response 

Viewer response is composed of two elements: viewer sensitivity and viewer exposure. These 
elements combine to form a method of predicting how the viewers might react to visual changes 
brought about by a project. The concepts of viewer sensitivity and viewer exposure are described 
in the following paragraphs. 

Viewer Sensitivity 

Visual sensitivity is described in qualitative terms of high, medium, or low, and is based on the 
number of users and attitudes toward changes to the visual environment. Factors considered 
include the number and types of viewers potentially affected, viewing distances, and documented 
public concerns about visual changes. Viewer sensitivity is rated in terms of low, medium, or high.  

Viewer Exposure 

In addition to the visual factors described previously, the visual resources analysis considered 
viewer exposure. The elements of viewer exposure help to define viewer perceptions resulting 
from a dynamic experience with the landscape and related visual resources. Viewer exposure 
varies depending on the angle of view (i.e., normal, inferior, or superior viewing angles), view 
distance (i.e., foreground, middle ground, and background), relationship to sun angle (e.g., 
backlighting vs. front or side lighting), the extent of visibility (e.g., whether views are panoramic 
or limited by vegetation, topography, or other land uses), and viewer screening conditions (e.g., 
whether the project facilities would be skylined on ridgelines, backscreened by topography 
and/or vegetation, or screened by structures or vegetation in the foreground). Viewer exposure 
also considers the duration of the view based on viewer activity (e.g., travel, residential use, 
recreation), and often relates to speed of travel (e.g., stationary, pedestrian, vehicular). Viewer 
exposure is considered long term for residents, short term for travelers along roadways, and 
moderate for users of public trails. 

Viewer Volume 

Viewer volume is the number of potential viewers from any given point. Viewer volume can be 
defined by the average daily traffic on a roadway, the number of residents in a development, 
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consumers at a large commercial center, or the users of a recreational area. Although viewer 
volume does not directly translate to viewer sensitivity, it can influence this factor by taking into 
consideration the amount of potential viewers at a given observation point. 

Project Overview 

The proposed project would involve a phased construction plan designed to enable partial 
occupancy of the site for approximately 39 months. The phased constructed plan would consist 
of three phases. The first phase (Phase 1) of development would be in the interior and central 
portion of the site and involve demolition of eight buildings containing 120 existing units and the 
three standalone structures adjacent to the existing complex containing four multi-family units. 
Phase 1 would involve construction of a portion of the Valley View neighborhood consisting of 
three buildings with a total of 36 units. The second phase (Phase 2) would be in the southeast 
portion of the site and would begin within the last month-and-a-half of Phase 1 being completed. 
Phase 2 would involve demolition of the existing recreation/leasing center structures. Phase 2 
construction would include all of the Lifestyle neighborhood and the senior affordable building, 
for a total of 6 buildings with a total of 111 units. The final phase (Phase 3) would occur in the 
northwest portion of the project site, along South Nardo Avenue. Phase 3 would begin within the 
last month-and-a-half of Phase 2 being completed. Phase 3 would involve demolition of six 
buildings containing 74 existing units, and would involve construction of the remainder of the 
Valley View neighborhood and the entirety of the Bungalow neighborhood. Construction of 
Phase 3 would involve 15 buildings and 113 units: four buildings consisting of 47 units of the 
Valley View neighborhood and 11 buildings consisting of 66 units of the Bungalow 
neighborhood. A total of 24 buildings would be constructed over the three phases. 

The project site would be broken into three “neighborhoods:” Bungalow, Valley View, and 
Lifestyle. The neighborhoods would feature Craftsman-inspired architecture with varied building 
heights and rooflines. The Bungalow neighborhood, fronting on South Nardo Avenue, would 
feature two-story units with asphalt shingle roofs, painted wood siding, open beam accents, stone 
veneer columns, and painted wooden trellises. Residential buildings in the Valley View and 
Lifestyle neighborhoods would have similar architectural design elements and would be 
primarily three stories in height, with some two-story buildings. Garages would be on the ground 
floor, and residential units would be on the ground floor, second level, and third level. The 
proposed site layout is depicted in Figure 2-4, Proposed Site Plan, within Chapter 2 of this Draft 
EIR. As seen in Figure 2-4, building 25 located in the southeastern most portion of the project 
site, would be separated from the remainder of the project site, and would be entirely composed 
of senior affordable housing. This building would provide an inclusive senior community with its 
own recreation facility and separate entrance. 
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Residential buildings would range in height from two to three stories and would have a total of 
12 studio apartments, 128 one-bedroom units and 120 two-bedroom units. The affordable senior 
portion would contain all 12 of the studio apartments, 15 of the one-bedroom units, and 5 of the 
two-bedroom units, with the balance of the project comprised of 113 one-bedroom and 115 two-
bedroom units.. All units would have private outdoor space in the form of balconies (for upper-
floor units) or patios (for ground-floor units), laundry facilities, storage space, a parking garage, 
and surface parking. Project amenities on-site would include a recreation facility/clubhouse 
building and associated recreation facilities such as a pool, Jacuzzi, barbecue areas, walking 
paths, and passive usable open space. Additionally, the project would include a park along South 
Nardo Avenue to reduce effects to public and private views in proximity to the existing 
greenspace on site. 

The project applicant is requesting waivers to City design standards for the height of buildings, 
walls, and fences, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this DEIR. The project 
applicant proposes a building height waiver to increase the City’s height limit from 30 feet 
(Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 14.20.040(G)(2)) to 47.1 feet above existing 
grade. A waiver to SBMC Section 17.20.040(O) Fences, Walls, and Retaining Walls, is sought 
for wall and fence height within the front and street-side yards from the allowed 42 inches (3.5 
feet) to 222 inches (18.5 feet) to accommodate lowering of the existing grade to the proposed 
pad elevations along South Nardo Avenue at the most northwesterly corner of the project site. 
This waiver request also applies to front and street-side yards on the east side of the project site 
along both South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, where the wall height is proposed to be 
increased from the allowed 42 inches (3.5 feet) to 120 inches (10 feet) high maximum.  

Another waiver is sought to SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(2) along the southerly side of the 
project site within the 25-foot rear yard setback to allow for walls to exceed the 6-foot maximum 
height up to a 12-foot maximum height. A waiver of the maximum exposed retaining wall height 
is proposed to accommodate areas just beyond some of the building footprints (Buildings 9, 10, 
11, 12, 13, 15, 16) from an allowable 72 inches (6 feet) to up to a 16.25 feet maximum height for 
a single wall. Staggered walls over an incline would reach a maximum of 18.5 feet. The affected 
buildings incorporate a 15-foot-tall internal retaining wall to create a split-level building. A 
retaining wall matching that height is proposed to extend beyond the building footprint to create 
pedestrian access to the sides of the building at the upper and lower levels. SBMC Section 
17.20.040(O)(3) sets a height limit of 16 feet within the buildable area (between the front, rear, 
and side yard setbacks), and the project applicant seeks a waiver that would apply outside the 
building setbacks (interior of property) to allow a maximum of 25 feet, to consist of a 6-foot-tall 
fence on top of 19 feet of fill. 
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Design Guidelines 

The proposed project would feature architectural elements that are intended to provide identifiable 
features. The project’s Craftsman-inspired architecture would include color palettes, building 
materials, rooflines, and grades that are varied to generate interest. In some cases, street-facing 
buildings would be set back a minimum of 25 feet and up to 40 feet from the street. All buildings 
facing South Nardo Avenue would be no closer to the street and rooflines would not exceed height 
of the rooflines of any current street-facing buildings, with taller buildings located toward the 
southern portion of the site. 

Design features that define the Craftsman style are low-pitched and gabled roofs, front porches, 
tapered columns, multi-pane windows, earthy palette colors, stone detailing, exposed rafter tails 
and beams, and decorative structural supports exposed underneath deep roof eaves. The 
architecture of the Bungalow, Valley View, and Lifestyle neighborhoods can be seen in Figures 
3.1-1, 3.1-2, and 3.1-3. The proposed leasing center is shown in Figure 3.1-4. 

Landscaping 

Landscaping throughout the project site would be characterized by water-wise plants. The proposed 
new landscaping would comply with all water-efficient landscape regulations under the City’s 
Municipal Code (SBMC Chapter 17.56). Chapter 17.56 of the City’s Municipal Code implements 
the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act, and the requirements aim to reduce water use by setting 
a maximum amount of water to be applied to landscaping and by requiring designing, installing, and 
maintaining water-efficient landscapes. Irrigation would use reclaimed water (“purple-pipe”), which 
the applicant would extend from Nardo Street to the project site as part of the project. 

The project would include use of indigenous and/or drought-tolerant plant material whenever 
possible, with no use of invasive or potentially invasive species. Evergreen, deciduous, and 
flowering material are proposed throughout the site, as well as a variety of other trees, shrubs, 
vines, and groundcover. Planting is intended to be a connecting device that would link pieces of 
the project site and design style, emphasizing a garden setting, circulation paths, and entry point 
highlights, and to provide an appropriate feel and scale to the architecture. 

The total usable open space provided would be 65,065 square feet (250 square feet per unit), and 
the total open space provided would be 256,355 square feet (5.8 acres). Figure 2-6 shows the 
proposed plant types and locations. Figure 2-8 shows walkways, usable open space, and landscape 
areas, and includes an open space summary table.  
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Walls 

Retaining walls necessary to facilitate site grading are shown on Figure 2-4, Site Plan. Two types 
of retaining walls are proposed: masonry walls and plantable keystone walls. All walls would be 
screened with plants (or planted, in the case of the keystone walls) as part of the landscape plan. 
Visible portions of retaining walls would range in height from 3 to 16.25 feet (18.5 feet for 
staggered walls on an incline) from existing and proposed grades. Plantable keystone walls 
would range from 2 to 7 feet in height. Figure 3.1-5 depicts proposed wall construction for the 
different phases, and wall elevation. 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a waiver of the maximum exposed wall retaining 
wall height is proposed to accommodate areas just beyond some of the buildings from an 
allowable 72 inches (6 feet) up to an 18.5-foot maximum height. The buildings would 
incorporate a 16.25 foot-tall internal retaining wall (18.5 feet for staggered walls on an incline) 
to create a split-level building. A retaining wall matching that height is proposed to extend out 
beyond the building footprint to create pedestrian access to the sides of the building at both the 
upper and lower levels.  



FIGURE 3.1-1
Bungalow Neighborhood

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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FIGURE 3.1-2
Valley View Neighborhood

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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FIGURE 3.1-3
Lifestyle Neighborhood

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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FIGURE 3.1-4
Leasing Center

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR
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FIGURE 3.1-5 

Wall Height and Phasing Exhibit
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2018
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3.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Site Overview 

The City lies along the western edge of the Coastal Plain. The Coastal Plain in this area is 
dissected by the San Elijo Lagoon on the northern end of the City and the Del Mar Estuary (San 
Dieguito River) along the southern edge of the City. The terrain within Solana Beach consists 
primarily of gently sloping to steep hillsides supporting a variety of land uses. The elevations rise 
from sea level at the westerly City limits to more than 300 feet above mean sea level at the 
easterly City limits. There are several bluff and steep hillside areas along the western and 
northern City limits. The City’s visual character reflects a coastal residential community located 
on San Diego County’s central coast. The City encompasses 1.7 miles of beaches and bluffs 
along the Pacific coastline, which predominately defines the aesthetic character and quality of 
the City. The City is bounded by similar small coastal residential cities, with Encinitas to the 
north and Del Mar to the south, as well as the semirural community of Rancho Santa Fe to the 
east and the Pacific Ocean to the west (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

Key open spaces within the City consist of beaches and parks. Recreational lands in the City 
include Fletcher Cove, Tide Park, Seascape Surf Beach Park, La Colonia Park, Del Mar Shores, 
and golf courses. The San Elijo Lagoon and San Dieguito Park are significant open space features 
adjacent to the northwestern and eastern portions of the City, as is the San Dieguito Lagoon to the 
south of the City. Other scenic resources within and adjacent to the City are the Pacific Ocean and 
natural features such as hillsides, canyons, areas of native vegetation, and mature trees (City of 
Solana Beach 2014). Figure 3.1-6 shows the designated Citywide view corridors. 

Aesthetic value also includes historic structures and districts, streetscapes, architectural design, 
and manufactured landscapes. The City offers a variety of different types of architecture in its 
housing, shops, restaurants, and businesses, ranging from beach cottage and ranch-style to 
modern-style designs. 

The project site is surrounded by St. James Catholic Church and school campus to the west, and 
single-family residential housing to the north. Turfwood condominiums, Ocean Crest, and 
Solana Pointe multi-family housing complexes surround the project site to the south and east and 
share a similar architectural style, with two- and three-story flat-top and pitched-roof building 
styles, stucco exterior, wood frame detail, nude and earth-toned coloring, and a mixture of 
dispersed trees and shrubs for landscaping. 

Visual Character of the Project Site 

The project site is located within the southwestern portion of the City. The project site consists of 
developed lands populated with multi-family residential structures ranging from two to three 
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stories, mature landscape trees, turf areas, and surface parking lots. Amenities of the existing site 
include a clubhouse, laundry facility, pool(s) and spa, tennis courts, picnic and barbecue area, 
and a fitness center. The two-story multi-family residential structures were built in the early 
1970s and consist of stucco material, wooden frames and accents, and wood-shingled roofs. All 
buildings are painted in earth-toned colors. 

The south and east portions of the project site slope downward from the center portion. Scattered 
asphalt parking areas; mature eucalyptus, pine, and palm trees; long turf areas; and winding 
walkways separate the existing apartment buildings. Due to grading of the northern portion of 
the site, building setbacks, and vegetation, the majority of the first floors are not visible from 
adjacent residents on South Nardo Avenue. The most northeastern portion of the project site is 
the most visible from Fresca Street and adjacent residents because of the sparse landscaping and 
elevated building pads. 

Project Viewshed 

A useful analytic tool to aid in the identification of views and viewers that could be affected by 
development, called a viewshed, comprises all the surface areas visible from an observer’s 
viewpoint. The limits of a viewshed are defined as the visual limits of the views related to a 
project site, and a viewshed typically includes the locations of viewers likely to be affected by 
visual changes brought about by project features. 

Existing Visual Resources 

The approximately 13.4-acre site has a relatively hilly form, sloping upward from south to north. 
Due to the gently sloping topography of the site, vegetation, and the lower elevation to the south, 
views from the surrounding Turfwood condominiums and Solana Pointe, Del Mar Downs, and 
Ocean Crest apartments are limited. Similarly, views to the project site from the residential 
neighborhoods to the north are limited due to topography, grading, and existing vegetation 
(primarily tall eucalyptus, pine, and palm trees). Considering the intervening residential 
structures beyond the project site, views of the San Dieguito Lagoon and the Del Mar Racetrack 
from South Nardo Avenue, Fresca Street, and Nardito Lane are limited due to distance, 
vegetation, and the lower elevation of the lagoon and racetrack relative to the project site. The 
existing site is fully developed with numerous two-story multi-family structures and has an 
existing urbanized character. 

The minimal landscaping between the site and St. James Catholic Church and school allows 
immediate views from the church and school to the most northwestern portion of the project site, 
as well as views into the central portion of the site. Existing views for motorists on South Nardo 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue are limited to the existing Solana Highlands Apartments which 
considerably block direct views of any distant feature, a mixture of scattered eucalyptus and pine 
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trees, and occasionally distant, indistinct views of structures atop the bluff. As such, existing 
views for motorists on South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue are limited, considering the 
landscaping and trees that border the project site, prevailing speeds and curvilinear nature of 
South Nardo Avenue. 

Key Observation Point Locations 

Key observation points (KOPs) from which to assess the anticipated visual and aesthetic changes 
the proposed project have been established to reflect the various views of the proposed project 
from adjacent public streets and public areas. The CEQA analysis, therefore, is focused on public 
views and scenic resources and is distinct from the City’s SDP-related view assessment process 
which is focused on private views.  

KOPs consider multiple viewer groups in the surrounding area, with an emphasis on residential 
areas directly adjacent to the project site. The KOPs consider multiple viewing angles and 
distances. Nine KOPs were selected to depict the anticipated visual changes to the site resulting 
from implementation of the proposed project. Existing photographs were taken and visual 
simulations depicting post-construction were prepared for each of the KOPs. Figure 3.1-7 shows an 
aerial image of the locations of the KOPs. A brief discussion regarding the general location, view 
orientation, and viewer groups associated with existing views from each KOP is provided below.  

Key Observation Point 1 – Sidewalk View, North Side of South Nardo Avenue 

KOP 1 is located directly across from the project site on the north side of South Nardo Avenue in 
front of the adjacent single-family residence. From KOP 1 there is a prominent view of the 
second story of an existing Solana Highlands apartment building. From this point the viewer can 
clearly see sliding windows, doors, and patios associated with each visible unit, as well as the tan 
stucco finish and rooftop overhang of the building face. Because of building setbacks, grading, 
and the down-slope elevation, the remainder of the existing Solana Highlands apartment 
complex is not visible past this building in the forefront. In a break between cars parked along 
South Nardo Avenue, the sidewalk is visible, which is lined with turf and scattered shrubs 
associated with the existing Solana Highlands landscaping. Tall, mature trees are visible to the 
left of this KOP, and some tree tops are visible beyond the apartment building.. There are no 
prominent background views from this KOP (see Figure 3.1-8a) beyond the project site.  

Key Observation Point 2 – Crosswalk at the Base of Fresca Street 

KOP 2 is located at the base of Fresca Street intersecting South Nardo Avenue. In the foreground is 
a non-signalized pedestrian crosswalk directed from the base of the west side of Fresca Street to a 
sidewalk on the south side of South Nardo Avenue. In the middle ground, the side profile of one 
(1) existing Solana Highlands apartment building and associated staircase is visible. The side 
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facade is set back from the street by turf and minimal landscaping, with directional signage for the 
development near the sidewalk. The front facade is set back from the curving South Nardo Avenue 
by a lower-elevated turf. The turf area then slopes moderately upward to meet a metal gate 
extending the length of the front facade, separating a flat paved walkway in front of the building 
from the downslope turf area. First-story and second-story patios of units are visible on the front 
façade from this view. The backside of the building consists of a moderately sloped vegetated 
space that inclines to meet a flat, paved covered/uncovered parking area that is accessed by South 
Nardo Avenue. Tall pine trees are located at the entrance of the parking lot. There is minimal 
visibility of the Solana Pointe apartments through the tall pine trees on the far left side of the KOP, 
and a mixture of scattered, tall eucalyptus and pine trees cover the background of the KOP, 
blocking direct views of any distant features. Only distant, indistinct views of structures are 
afforded atop the bluff, beyond the Solana Pointe apartments (see Figure 3.1-8b). 

Key Observation Point 3 –Northern Most Point of the Project Site on South Nardo Avenue 

KOP 3 is from the north side of South Nardo Avenue and shows the full front facade of Solana 
Highlands apartment buildings described in KOP 2, past the on-street parking in the immediate 
foreground. Existing building features are prominent from this KOP, including residents’ patios, 
windows, sliding doors, front doors, and stairwells. The elevated building pad is gated off from 
the descending vegetated slope which meets a turfed area at street level. This landscaped area 
sets back the apartment buildings from South Nardo Avenue. The visible buildings from this 
point block any views of the rest of the existing Solana Highlands apartment complex. Tall 
eucalyptus and pine trees are scattered behind the visible Solana Highlands buildings. There are 
no prominent background views from this point. KOP 3 is visible to pedestrians using the public 
sidewalks on both sides of South Nardo Avenue and motorists (see Figure 3.1-8c). 

Key Observation Point 4 – East Side View of Solana Highlands from South Nardo Avenue 

KOP 4 is from an east side view of Solana Highlands from South Nardo Avenue. The foreground 
shows the south side of the South Nardo Avenue sidewalk, parallel to a narrow strip of turf, 
which meets a steep vegetated –slope that inclines to meet the flat building pad of the Solana 
Highlands complex The building facades seen in KOP 4 are the same as those described in KOP 
3. The neutral toned building facades, roof overhangs, and unit patios, doors, and windows are 
prominent from this point. Due to the elevation of the building pad and buildings relative to the 
location of KOP 4, views of the rest of the Solana Highlands complex are not available. Only 
tall, mature pine and eucalyptus tree tops are visible past the buildings in the foreground. There 
are no prominent background views from this KOP (see Figure 3.1-8d). 

  



Existing View from KOP 1

Proposed View from KOP 1

KOP 1, Residential View, North Side of South Nardo Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Existing View from KOP 2

Proposed View from KOP 2

KOP 2, Crosswalk at the Base of Fresca Street
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8b



3.1 – AESTHETICS 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.1-28 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



Existing View from KOP 3

Proposed View from KOP 3

KOP 3, Northern Most Point of the Project Site on South Nardo Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8c
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Key Observation Point 5 – East Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue 

KOP 5 is the view from the east side of Stevens Avenue at the intersection of Stevens Avenue 
and South Nardo Avenue. The foreground of KOP 5 consists of streetscape with stop signs, 
signaled crosswalks, and directional vehicle signage. The center middle ground is densely 
landscaped with shrubs and tall trees, gently sloping upward to meet the Solana Highlands 
complex grounds. Interrupted views of apartment buildings within the Solana Highlands site are 
afforded past the mature landscaping, parking overhangs, and street lights associated with South 
Nardo Avenue and Stevens. From this point, a small portion of an existing residence and 
associated parking area, off-site of the Solana Highlands complex is visible to the far left of this 
KOP. Because of the tall trees surrounding the elevated development, there are no distant views 
beyond the project site (see Figure 3.1-8e).  

Key Observation Point 6 – Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue 

KOP 6 is from the east side of Stevens Avenue looking toward the southeast portion of the 
Solana Highlands site. The foreground consists of a portion of Stevens Avenue streetscape, 
including associated cars utilizing on-street parking, sidewalks and a single street light. Dense 
shrubs border the west side of the Stevens Avenue sidewalk. The center point of this KOP is a 
two-story, tan-colored single-family house, which is highly visible from the street view. The 
dense landscaping of tall, mature trees runs through the middle ground of this view, almost 
entirely shielding views of any development past the single family home. Only an indirect, 
shielded view of a portion of the Solana Highlands development and associated parking area is 
visible from this point. There are no prominent background views, past the tree line from this 
KOP (see Figure 3.1-8f).  

Key Observation Point 7 – Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands from S. Nardo Ave. 

KOP 7 would depict the view from on the north side of South Nardo Avenue, looking southeast 
towards the Solana Highlands Complex. The foreground consists of the South Nardo Avenue 
streetscape, cars utilizing on-street parking, and a public sidewalk lined with turf to the south. 
The view of Solana Highlands from KOP 7 is similar to that of KOP 1. A steep downgrade of the 
Solana Highlands development results in views of only the second-story of Solana Highlands 
apartment buildings, and associated landscaping from this point. Solana Highlands complex 
signage which marks the main entrance of the development is visible at the end of the visible 
portion of South Nardo Avenue from this KOP. (see Figure 3.1-8g).  

Key Observation Point 8 – Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands  

KOP 8 is from the north side of South Nardo Avenue looking east/southeast. The foreground 
consists of South Nardo Avenue streetscape, including cars utilizing on-street parking, and 
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public sidewalk on the south side of South Nardo Avenue. Off of South Nardo Avenue to the 
south, an entrance/exist to the Solana Highlands complex is visible. Steep downslope building 
pads and a row of tall pine trees result in indirect, broken views of the second stories of the 
existing Solana Highlands buildings. To the east, beyond the visible Solana Highlands buildings, 
indirect and muted views of distant vegetation and topography can be seen (see Figure 3.1-8h). 

Key Observation Point 9 – View Through Green Space, South Side of South Nardo Avenue 

KOP 9 is from the south side of South Nardo Avenue, a view representative of that from 
pedestrians along the South Nardo Avenue sidewalk. The center foreground contains an open 
green space area, which acts as an informal dog park for Solana Highlands residents. Trees 
shield the majority of the Solana Highlands site. The open green space extends to meet the 
fenced-in tennis courts in the middle ground. Distant trees and structures associated with the 
Solana Highlands complex are located at a lower elevation. Beyond the apartment complex, a 
view pocket uninterrupted by trees allows for distant, muted view of portions of the Del Mar 
Fairgrounds and the San Dieguito Lagoon in the background of this KOP. The topography 
beyond the lagoon elevates upward where a small portion of I-5 splits the hills of patchy, green 
vegetation (see Figure 3.1-8i).  

Key Observation Point 10 – Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Viva Court  

KOP 10 is from the west end of Viva Court, east of Valley Avenue, a view representative of that 
from pedestrians and motorists along Viva Court and Valley Avenue. The center foreground 
contains a mix of trees and ornamental vegetation with existing 2-story residential structures. 
Distant trees and structures associated with the Solana Highlands complex are located at a higher 
elevation, partially screened and more to the background. The view skylines with trees on the 
ridge on and above the Solana Highlands property (see Figure 3.1-8j). 

  



Existing View from KOP 4

Proposed View from KOP 4

KOP 4, East Side View of Solana Highlands from South Nardo Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8d
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Existing View from KOP 5

Proposed View from KOP 5

KOP 5, East Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8e
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Existing View from KOP 6

Proposed View from KOP 6

KOP 6, Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8f
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Existing View from KOP 7

Proposed View from KOP 7

KOP 7, Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands from Residential
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Figure 3.1-8g
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Existing View from KOP 8

Proposed View from KOP 8

KOP 8, Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands from Residential
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Existing View from KOP 9

Proposed View from KOP 9

i 

KOP 9, View Through Green Space, South Side of South Nardo Avenue
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017
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Existing View from KOP 10

Proposed View from KOP 10

j           

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Dudek, 2017

Pa
th:

 Z
:\P

ro
jec

ts\
j86

07
01

\M
AP

DO
C\

DO
CU

ME
NT

\E
IR

\

KOP 10, Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Viva Court
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State Scenic Highways and Scenic Roadways 

Although there are no designated State Scenic Highways within the City, there are scenic 
roadways designated by the City’s General Plan that provide visual access to the major scenic 
resources in the City or that are visible from within the City. These include:  

 The entire length of both Highway 101/Pacific Coast Highway, and a railway corridor at 
the northern and southern boundaries of the City; 

 Sections of Lomas Santa Fe, including the western end of Lomas Santa fe from the 
intersection of Highway 101 to Nardo Avenue; 

 Eastern end of Lomas Santa Fe from the intersection of Las Banderas Drive to Via Mil 
Cumbres, I-5, and Lomas Santa Fe Drive; 

 Via de la Valle at its intersection with Highway 101; 

 Plaza Street; 

 Solana Circle (in the southerly part of the City between I-5 and Highway 101); 

 Vicinity of Avocado Place and Jeffery Road (in the southerly part of the City, east of I-5); 

 Area west on Lomas Santa Fe Drive, west of Nardo (between I-5 and Highway 101); 

 Cedros Design District 

 Areas within 100 feet of significant recreational, historic, or scenic resources, including 
designated City, County of San Diego, or state parks; the California Coastal Trail; and the 
California Coastal Rail Trail.  

Light and Glare 

The proposed project site is not designated as a “dark sky” area in the City of Solana Beach Dark 
Sky Overlay Map (City of Solana Beach 2014). A dark sky area is a place where the darkness of 
the night sky is relatively free of interference from artificial light. 

3.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

State 

California Scenic Highway Program  

The California Scenic Highway Program was created in 1963 with the intent to protect and 
enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors through special 
conservation. The state laws that govern the California Scenic Highway Program are Sections 
260 through 263 of the Streets and Highways Code. A highway may be designated “scenic” 
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based on the natural landscape visible by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the 
extent to which development intrudes on the views of the highway. The California Scenic 
Highway Program includes officially designated scenic highways and highways that are eligible 
for designation. It is the responsibility of local jurisdictions to apply for scenic highway 
approval, which requires the adoption of a corridor protection program (Caltrans 2008). As noted 
above, there are no State designated Scenic Highways in the City.  

California Coastal Act 

The entire City is located within the Coastal Zone and therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the 
California Coastal Commission and the policies contained within the California Coastal Act of 
1976 (Coastal Act). Under the Coastal Act, scenic and visual qualities of public coastal areas are 
protected as a visual resource. One of the primary objectives of the California Coastal Act is the 
protection of scenic and visual resources, particularly as viewed from public places. Section 
30251 of the act requires that development be sited and designed to protect views to and along 
the ocean and other scenic coastal areas. New development must minimize the alteration of 
natural landforms. This policy also requires that development is sited and designed to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas. Where feasible, development should include 
measures to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element 

The City’s Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan identifies several view 
corridors throughout the City. Scenic roadways designated by the General Plan include the entire 
length of Highway 101/Pacific Coast Highway and Plaza Street; sections of the Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive, including the western end of Lomas Santa Fe from the intersection of the Las Banderas 
Drive and Via Mil Cumbres; Lomas Santa Fe Drive; and I-5. Scenic roadways also include areas 
within 100 feet of significant recreational, historic, or scenic resources, including designated 
City, County of San Diego, or state parks; the California Coastal Trail; and the California 
Coastal Rail Trail (City of Solana Beach 2014). Goals and policies related to the preservation of 
scenic resources and public scenic views are addressed in Table 3.9-1, Project’s Consistency 
with City of Solana Beach General Plan, in Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR, 
and are listed below (City of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal 3.1 

o Policy 5.c: The city shall establish a heritage tree program which identifies mature 
trees that are to be preserved and protected from public and private development 
activities. Further, this program shall set forth procedures to be followed by the city 
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staff in the site plan review process to ensure compliance with the program and shall 
outline appropriate measures to preserve mature trees 

 Goal 3.2 

o Policy 2.a: The city shall enact a hillside development ordinance which contains 
development standards to: 1) maintain the natural visual character of the hillsides to 
the maximum feasible extent, 2.) integrate architecture and landscaping into the 
hillside setting, 3) preserve significant visual and environmental elements, 4) 
minimize grading impacts, 5) restrict development on slopes of greater than 25%, 6) 
preserve prominent ridgelines, 7) require the contouring of manufactured slopes to 
blend with natural slopes, 8) encourage the use of innovative structural designs which 
adapt to the natural topography, 9) discourage “stair-stepping” of building pads, 10) 
require the blending of colors and materials with the hillside environment, and 11) 
provide for the planting of slopes with fire-retardant, drought-tolerant materials. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall require new developments to be subjected to visual impact 
analyses where potential impacts upon sensitive locations are identified. 

o Policy 3.b: The city shall require that new structures and improvements be integrated 
with the surrounding environment to the greatest possible extent. 

o Policy 3.c: The city shall enforce its adopted design guidelines as specified in the 
community design element of this general plan. 

o Policy 3.d: The city shall encourage the preservation of private views, including 
policies for tree trimming and removal. 

Land Use Plan 

The City is located entirely within the state-designated coastal zone, which was established by 
the California Coastal Act. The City Council adopted a Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use 
Plan (LUP) on February 27, 2013 (amended June 2014) (City of Solana Beach 2013), and is in 
the process of preparing the Local Coastal Program Local Implementation Plan (IP). The LCP 
LUP includes enforceable policies that address scenic and visual resources within the City. The 
LUP provides for the protection of scenic and visual resources from public viewpoints, including 
views of the beach, ocean, lagoons, distant mountains, canyons, and native habitat surrounding 
the San Elijo and San Dieguito Lagoons. The LUP also identifies scenic roads, which are those 
roads within the City that traverse or provide views of areas with outstanding scenic quality that 
contain striking views of natural vegetation, geology, and other unique natural features, 
including the beach and ocean. The LUP policies require that new development not adversely 
affect public views from scenic roads or other important scenic resources (LUP Policies 6.5 
through 6.10). Where this is not feasible, new development must minimize impacts through 
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siting and design measures for reduction in bulk and scale of any proposed development (LUP 
Policy 6.10). The LUP policies also require new developments to be designed and sited in 
harmony with the existing area (LUP policies 6.11 through 6.13). Protection in scenic overlay 
areas is also provided for, as is a variety of important visual resources, including prominent 
ridgelines by requiring structures to be set below the ridgeline and to avoid intrusions into the 
skyline (LUP Policy 6.18). Minimizing the removal of native vegetation is also a policy (LUP 
Policy 6.19) (City of Solana Beach 2013). 

Solana Beach Municipal Code  

Public Trees and Shrubs 

Chapter 11.24 of the City’s Municipal Code prohibits the trimming, breaking, defacing, 
destruction, burning, removing, or planting of any tree, palm, hedge, or shrub on public property 
or in the public right-of-way, unless the City manager has issued written permit. The proposed 
project will/will not affect any public trees, palms, hedges or shrubs. 

Scenic Area Overlay Zone 

To regulate development in areas of high scenic value, to preserve and enhance the scenic 
resources present within and adjacent to such areas, and to ensure the exclusion of incompatible 
uses and structures, the City has designated some areas as being within a scenic area overlay 
(City of Solana Beach 2014). The scenic area overlay zone encompasses all areas of unique 
scenic value, including scenic highway corridors designated by the Solana Beach General Plan; 
critical viewshed and prime public viewsheds as designated by the LUP; and areas within 100 
feet of significant recreational, historic, or scenic resources, including designated City, County of 
San Diego, or State Parks (Figure 3.1-9; City of Solana Beach 2014). Development within areas 
covered by the Scenic Area Overlay Zone is subject to development review criteria that the 
proposed development cannot, to the maximum extent feasible, interfere with or degrade those 
visual features, natural or built, of the site or adjacent sites that contribute to its scenic 
attractiveness as viewed from a scenic highway or an adjacent scenic, historic, or recreational 
resource. The Scenic Area Overlay Zone regulations also include specific criteria relative to 
architecture, site design, landscaping, roads, utilities, grading, signs, and lighting. The project 
site is not located within a Scenic Area Overlay Zone (City of Solana Beach 2014). 



FIGURE 3.1-9
Scenic Areas Special Zone Overlays Map
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SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2014.
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Hillside Overlay Zone 

Section 17.48.020 of the City’s Municipal Code designates 23 areas in the City that are subject to 
the Hillside Overlay Zone (HOZ). Areas subject to the Hillside Overlay Zone contain natural 
slopes with an inclination of 25% or greater. The regulations described in this section of the 
Municipal Code are intended to preserve the natural topography and scenic qualities of the City; 
protect native coastal sage/chaparral and grassland habitat; preserve existing watersheds; and 
reduce the potential for environmental hazards, including soil erosion, siltation of coastal 
wetlands, landslides, adverse impacts due to runoff, and other impacts that could affect the 
public’s health, safety, and general welfare. The regulations restrict the grading of natural slopes 
with an inclination of 25% or greater. A development review permit is required for all grading 
within slopes subject to the overlay (SBMC Section 17.48.020). The project site does not contain 
areas that are located within the HOZ. 

Development Regulations 

The regulations for development within the residential zones of the City are set out in Section 
17.20.030 of the City’s Municipal Code. Section 17.20.050 of the City’s Municipal Code allows 
the waiver of development standards for projects applying for a density bonus. The applicant has 
requested a waiver from the following development standards: 

1.  SBMC Section 17.20.040(G), Maximum Building Height, which sets standards for the 
maximum allowable building height. 

a. SBMC Section 14.20.040(G)(2) sets a 30-foot maximum building height for MHR 
[Medium-High Residential] and HRd [High Residential] zones pursuant to a 
development review permit. 

2.  SBMC Section 17.20.040(O), Fences, Walls, and Retaining Walls, which states that no 
fence or wall that exceeds the allowable height limits above the pre-existing grade shall 
be constructed. 

a. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(1) sets a height limit of 42 inches for front and street-
side yards. 

b. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(2) sets a height limit of 6 feet for rear and  
interior yards. 

c. SBMC Section 17.20.040(O)(3) sets a height limit of 16 feet within the buildable area 
(between the front, rear, and side yard setbacks). 

3.  SBMC Section 14.70.045, Incentives, which allows for the City Council, at its sole 
discretion, to discount City fees, expedite the application process, or provide other 
assistance to certain types of affordable housing developments.  
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a. The project proposes a fee waiver pursuant to the City’s Affordable Housing 
Ordinance, which allows the City to waive its fees when the waiver is needed to meet 
housing needs identified in the Housing Element that otherwise would not be met.  

City of Solana Beach Structure Development Permit and View Assessment Process 

Chapter 17.63 of the City’s Municipal Code regulates new development within the City to 
protect the scenic value of hillsides, canyons, and natural geographic features of the City. This 
code governs the City’s view assessment process and provides a public notification process to 
encourage the resolution of view impairment issues by those property owners directly affected. 
SBMC 17.63 does not create a right to an unobstructed view. 

The Structure Development Permit (SDP) process applies to the entire City and to all zones 
within the City. Anyone in the City who proposes to build a new structure or add on to an 
existing structure that would be more than 16 feet in height above existing grade is required to 
obtain an SDP.  

The City’s View Assessment Commission (VAC) is made up of members nominated by City 
Council. The VAC uses SBMC Chapter 17.63, View Ordinance, and the City Council’s adopted 
“guidelines and toolkit” (City of Solana Beach 2004), to review all feasible solutions for 
development, and recommends the alternative that provides the best balance between the 
owner’s desire to develop the property in accordance with applicable regulations and the 
neighbor’s desire to protect their private view. The VAC assesses view assessment applications 
and makes recommendations to the City Council. The purpose of these regulations is to:  

A. Provide a process for the View Assessment Commission (VAC) to review all feasible 
solutions for development and choose that alternative which provides the best balance 
between the owner’s desire to develop his/her property in accordance with applicable 
regulations and the neighbor’s desire to protect his/her view. Chapter 17.63 does not create 
a right to an unobstructed view.  

B. Preserve the existing character of established residential neighborhoods, and the desire to 
protect, where feasible, public and private views, aesthetics, and other property values in 
a manner which is compatible with reasonable development of property. 

C. Implement those sections of the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the 
adoption of ordinances to encourage the preservation of private views where feasible. 

D. Promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the public by preventing the 
needless destruction and impairment of these limited, unique, and irreplaceable views 
for this and future generations. 
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Structure Development Permit 

The purpose and intent of the City’s view assessment process under the Structure Development 
Permit (SDP process) is to provide a public notification process to encourage the resolution of 
potential view impairment issues by those property owners that may be directly affected by a 
development proposal that exceeds 16 feet in height above the existing grade. 

Using SBMC Chapter 17.63, private the VAC assesses view assessment applications and 
makes recommendations to the City Council (SBMC Chapter 17.63) if there is a potential for 
private view impairment.  

3.1.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.) and were used to determine the significance of potential aesthetic impacts. 
Impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be significant if the proposed project would:  

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

B. Substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 

C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and  
its surroundings. 

D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

3.1.4 Impacts Analysis  

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

The project viewshed consists largely of adjacent residential uses to the north, east, and 
south, and St. James Catholic Church and school to the west. Although obstructed, distant 
segments of the San Dieguito Lagoon and the Del Mar Fairgrounds can be seen from the 
project site, and through the project site from South Nardo Avenue through the existing open 
space area, as seen in Figure 3.1-8e (KOP 9). The General Plan Conservation and Open 
Space Element identifies several view corridors throughout the City. These are consistent 
with those identified in Exhibit 6-1 of the LUP. The proposed project site is not within, nor 
adjacent to an identified view corridor within the City. Additionally, review of the relevant 
City Scenic Area Overlay Zones show that views from and immediately surrounding the 
project site are not considered scenic vistas, and there are no designated scenic vistas in the 
project area (refer to Figure 3.1-6).  
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Scenic corridors, which provide visual access to the major scenic resources in the City or 
that are visible from within the City, include Highway 101 and a railway corridor at the 
northern and southern boundaries of the City; Via de la Valle at its intersection with 
Highway 101; Plaza Street; Solana Circle (in the southerly part of the City between I-5 and 
Highway 101); the vicinity of Avocado Place and Jeffery Road (in the southerly part of the 
City, east of I-5); the area west of Lomas Santa Fe Drive; west of Nardo (between I-5 and 
Highway 101); Cedros Design District; and areas within 100 feet of significant 
recreational, historic, or scenic resources, including designated City, County of San Diego, 
or state parks; the California Coastal Trail; and the California Coastal Rail Trail. Although 
the project site is located east of Solana Circle and west of South Nardo Avenue between 
the I-5 and Highway 101, the project site is not within a scenic corridor and would not 
obstruct, interrupt, or detract from any views of the Pacific Ocean. Visual simulations were 
prepared and are discussed and evaluated under Threshold C, below. These evaluations 
consider the effects of the proposed project on available views. The project is located 
within a built-out area and would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  

As previously described under Section 3.1.1 above, and under Threshold a), there are no 
designated State Scenic Highways in the project vicinity or views from a Scenic Highway 
that include the project site. Additionally, the proposed project site is not within, nor adjacent 
to a City designated view corridor. Therefore, no impact to scenic resources within a State 
Scenic Highway would occur.  

C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings?  

Temporary Construction Impacts 

Redevelopment of the Solana Highlands apartment complex and installation of new 
landscaping would result in changes to the existing visual character of the site. Demolition of 
the existing structures and construction of the proposed project would involve the use of 
heavy machinery such as large trucks, cranes, bulldozers, and other equipment needed for 
grading and construction activities. The presence of this equipment and the demolition, 
grading and construction activities associated with the proposed project would alter the visual 
character and quality of the site during construction, and would be visible from surrounding 
areas located off site.  
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Phase 1 construction of the project would last approximately 39 months, and all equipment 
would be subsequently removed from the site following the completion of construction. 
Phase 1 construction would involve the central portion of the project site, with 
development of a main circulation corridor within the site, a leasing center, clubhouse, and 
three buildings in the south-central portion of the site. Views of Phase 1 construction-
related activities would be seen primarily from the northeast, the adjacent Solana Pointe 
apartment complex, and street views surrounding the intersection of Stevens Avenue and 
South Nardo Avenue. Views of Phase 1 construction from the south would be somewhat 
limited due to the presence of existing development and the relative lower elevation, but 
would be visible from the Turfwood condominium complex bordering the project site to 
the south. Phase 1 construction would involve construction fencing around the perimeter of 
the project site. In compliance with the City’s Building and Construction Code, the 
temporary fencing would not be higher than the maximum height applicable and made of 
materials that minimize impairment of view (City of Solana Beach 2017). 

Phase 2 would consist of the central-to-most-southeast portion of the project site, and views 
of Phase 2 construction-related activities would be more apparent than those of Phase 1 
construction activities due to higher elevations relative to the surrounding development. 
Development of Phase 2 would be visible from Stevens Avenue, adjacent streets including 
the Turfwood complex.  

Phase 3 would consist of the most northern point of the site and the whole western portion of 
the site. Views of Phase 3 construction-related activities would be visible from the north side 
of South Nardo Avenue, from Fresca Street, and from potential elevated views from Nardito 
Lane. Phase 3 construction would also be visible from St. James Church and school located 
west of the site. Views of the project site from the south would also be available from the 
Turfwood condominium complex.  

Although construction activities associated with the proposed project would alter the visual 
character and quality of the site for an extended period (approximately 39 months), the 
proposed project would adhere to all regulations of Title 15 (Building and Construction) of 
the City’s Municipal Code, and the potential impacts on the visual character and quality of 
the site and surroundings due to construction would not be permanent. In addition, because 
the construction would be phased, only portions of the site would be under construction in 
any one phase, and the construction activities would be visible from limited geographically 
based vantage points at a time over the approximately 39-month, 3-phase construction 
period. Therefore, construction impacts would be less than significant.  
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Operational Impacts 

The project site is currently developed, and the proposed project would consist of the 
same residential land uses. The proposed project would, however, change the topography 
of the site due to site grading which would generally lower the building pad elevations 
from existing conditions and would introduce new landscaping, architectural designs, 
density, and change the scale of buildings. As shown in Figures 3.1-8a through 3.1-8j, the 
proposed project would change the existing grade, landscaping, shadows, and building 
mass, however with the incorporation of landscaping, proposed views of the site would 
be similar to existing views of the site. The project viewshed would be most apparent to 
adjacent residents on South Nardo Avenue and neighboring residents on elevated streets 
to the north, such as on Fresca Street, Sonrisa Street, and Nardito Lane. Views of the 
proposed project from these streets would be similar to existing views in regard to height 
because of the proposed grading pads although in general the new buildings will be built 
at lower elevations than the existing buildings. Structures facing South Nardo Avenue 
would be no taller in height from street level and no closer to the street than what 
currently exists. Adjacent single-family homes vary in style, and there is no uniform 
architectural style in the surrounding single family neighborhood.  

The three proposed architectural stylings include a Craftsman-theme commonality that is 
designed to be compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. With the removal of existing 
mature trees, views of the proposed structures would be relatively more visible compared to 
existing views of the site which are partially shielded and visually softened by existing 
landscaping, at least until the new landscaping matures. The project would however, include 
the installation of mature (boxed) trees to reduce visual and aesthetic effects from the loss of 
the existing vegetation on site. Larger shade trees would include approximately 10 84-inch 
box Coast Live Oaks along the southern edge of the site and approximately 60 trees that 
would be a mix of Coast Live Oaks, Aleppo Pines, and California Sycamores, in 24-inch 
boxes throughout the site. A further mix of trees ranging in size and style (as shown in Figure 
2-6 Landscape Plan, in Chapter 2) includes over 400 trees. The inclusion of 10 mature Coast 
Live Oaks would replace the existing mature 5 California Sycamores on site in accordance 
with City requirements for tree protection (please refer to Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, 
and Chapter 3.9, Land Use and Planning, as well as Figure 2-7, Existing Tree Inventory, in 
Chapter 2). Visual changes from the KOPs as a result of project implementation are 
described below, and depicted through visual simulations prepared for the proposed project. 

Key Observation Point 1 –North Side of South Nardo Avenue 

As shown in Figure 3.1-8a (proposed view from KOP 1), the proposed project would result 
in an enhancement of background views when compared to existing conditions. The roofline 
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of the proposed buildings would be similar in height to that of the existing buildings. 
Proposed, upgraded building architecture would soften the view of the development from this 
point in comparison to the redundant, flat faced, low relief architecture of the existing 
buildings on site. Proposed building materials, neutral tones, and architectural details would 
more appropriately blend with surrounding single-family homes on South Nardo Avenue, 
and proposed inset patio areas for units would allow for more privacy. Proposed landscaping 
would blend with proposed architecture and surrounding landscaping. With implementation 
of the proposed project, views from KOP 1 would not be degraded and could be enhanced 
with project implementation. 

Key Observation Point 2 – Crosswalk at the Base of Fresca Street 

With implementation of the proposed project, views from KOP 2, as seen in Figure 3.1-8b 
(proposed view from KOP 2), would not differ substantially from existing views. KOP 2 would 
shift toward an overall more developed scene, but the building setback would increase and 
grading and building pads would be compatible with the existing streetscape. No existing 
views would be blocked with implementation of the proposed project. The visual character 
from KOP 2 would continue to be one of developed multi-story structures with landscaping. 
The proposed project would result in an updated architectural design that would improve the 
aesthetics of the visible apartment units compared to existing conditions. As described in 
proposed views from KOP 1, proposed building materials, neutral tones, and architectural style 
would more appropriately blend with surrounding single-family homes on South Nardo 
Avenue. With implementation of the proposed project, views from KOP 2 would be enhanced.  

The project applicant will be required to implement a Tree Protection Plan (Appendix E, see 
also Figures 2-6 and 2-7, in Chapter 2) to identify replacement trees which would mitigate 
the removal of any mature trees at a 1:1 ratio (see BIO-1 in Section 3.3 of this DEIR). 
Replacement of mature trees around and within the project site would reduce the potential for 
a substantial change to the view shed of the project site from surrounding visual receptors. 
The proposed landscaping, including mature tree replacement, would further soften the view 
of the slope leading up to the building pads, and vegetation would be placed adjacent to the 
crosswalk, softening the streetscape. 

Key Observation Point 3 –Northern Most Point of the Project Site on South Nardo Avenue 

Similar to KOPs 1 and 2, views from KOP 3 (as seen in Figure 3.1-8c, proposed view from 
KOP 3) would not differ substantially compared to what currently exists. Building facades of 
the proposed Solana Highlands complex would still constitute the prominent views from this 
point. Due to the proposed layout, interior views of the complex and private streets would be 
afforded, differing from existing conditions. Front facades of buildings would face each other 
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internally, instead of facing the street as in current conditions. Portions of three two-story 
buildings on the project site are visible from this point. Private garages are located at the 
interior ground level, topped by the second story of the associated residential unit. Building 
setbacks from the streetscape would increase in proposed conditions, and would include 
similar landscaping as current conditions with shrubs and trees leading up to an inclining 
vegetated slope which meets the elevated building pad. Interior views of the project site 
would allow for a more open feel, and soften views of the complex as viewed from off site. 
The proposed height of buildings would be similar to existing buildings on site as viewed 
from off site because of the alterations in grade level. As previously described, the proposed 
building materials, neutral tones, and architectural style and details would create a higher-
quality aesthetic, and more appropriately blend with surrounding single-family homes on 
South Nardo Avenue. The bulk and scale of the proposed buildings would not surpass 
existing building heights, and no existing views would be blocked or otherwise degraded 
from a public visual perspective.  

Key Observation Point 4 – East Side View of Solana Highlands from South Nardo Avenue 

As depicted in Figure 3.1-8d (Proposed View from KOP 4), proposed views from KOP 4 
would not substantially change from that of existing conditions. In proposed conditions, 
direct views of building facades would be less prominent than in existing conditions, as the 
front facades of buildings would face each other internally, softening views from off site. The 
proposed layout of buildings allows for increased views of the complex interior; and due to 
the increased setback from the road, the visual mass and scale of proposed buildings would 
be less obtrusive than in existing conditions. The layout of the proposed apartment buildings 
front facades facing towards the interior of the site, would allow for increased privacy, and 
visual relief. The open layout of the proposed complex from the KOP creates an enhanced 
visual appearance and provides for more open sky views. Landscaping of the slope 
separating the project site from the roadway would be similar to existing conditions, and 
would incorporate drought-tolerant plant species that complement the proposed architecture. 
As described in the proposed project view for KOPs 1-3, proposed building materials, neutral 
tones, and architectural styles and details would create a higher-quality aesthetic, and more 
appropriately blend with surrounding single-family homes on South Nardo Avenue. 

Key Observation Point 5 – East Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue 

As seen in Figure 3.1-8e (proposed view from KOP 5), implementation of the proposed 
project would substantially alter views from KOP 5. The view from KOP 5 is representative 
of that from a motorist, or pedestrian. The loss of mature vegetation, combined with 
increased building pad elevations for the proposed buildings would result in greater visibility 
of the new buildings in comparison to existing conditions at least until the new landscaping 
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matures. The vegetated slope fronting the elevated building pad would result in a substantial 
visual change compared to existing conditions, as the building setback is substantially 
increased thereby minimizing any sense of change in scale or massing as viewed from this 
KOPincreased. Viewers from this point would have clear views of the proposed three-story 
apartment buildings on site, and proposed landscaping. Building details such as windows, 
inset patios, neutral building colors, and buildings materials would be identifiable from this 
point. All existing vegetation on site would be removed as a result of the proposed grading 
required for the proposed project. The existing residences on site at 821 Stevens Avenue 
would be demolished, and that land would serve as the entrance to the senior housing and 
provide access to the existing single-family home south of the project site that will remain 
(for which access is currently only provided through the existing Solana Highlands complex). 
Although the change to the mass and scale of buildings would be apparent from a distance 
and would represent a change in the existing visual character of the site, the proposed 
building heights would not surpass the height of the existing tree line and would generally be 
consistent with the existing views of a multifamily residential project. Implementation of the 
proposed project would not block any background views from this point, as none are 
currently afforded from this KOP.  

Key Observation Point 6 – Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Stevens Avenue 

As seen in Figure 3.1-8f (proposed view from KOP 6), views from KOP 6 would 
substantially change from existing conditions. Existing shrubs bordering the sidewalk along 
the west side of Stevens Avenue are proposed to stay. As described in proposed views for 
KOP 5, four multifamily units (one of which is viewable from this point in existing 
conditions) would be demolished and replaced with an access road. Only partial views of this 
proposed access road from this view are afforded due to proposed landscaping. The existing 
slope would be cleared and re-landscaped with groundcover and scattered trees. Due to the 
elevated building pad, increased scale of buildings, and removal of single-family homes 
which front the project site in existing conditions; views of buildings on site would increase. 
However, the proposed buildings are set back substantially further than the existing 
structures thereby reducing the sense of scale and massing when compared to the existing 
structures which are located closer to Stevens Avenue. From this point, motorist, pedestrians 
traveling north along Stevens Avenue would be able to see indirect, yet clear views of the 
second and third stories of the proposed three-story buildings through proposed landscaping. 
The height of the proposed buildings would not surpass the existing tree lines in this KOP. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not block any background views from this 
point, as none are currently afforded from this KOP.  
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Key Observation Point 7 – Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands 

As shown in Figure 3.1-8g (proposed view from KOP 7), views from KOP 7 would be very 
similar with implementation of the proposed project, and would even increase visibility of 
distant views, beyond the project site, in comparison to current conditions. The flat line roof 
structure of the existing apartment buildings visible from KOP 7 would be replaced with 
rooflines that would be more similar to those of the adjacent single-family homes. This 
upgrade in architectural design, style and details, combined with the slightly reduced building 
pad elevation, and the removal of tall vegetation on site would allow for an enhanced view of 
background topography and the distant horizon line. Similar to KOP 1, only portions of the 
top story of the proposed buildings and rooflines would be visible from this point. Proposed 
building materials, neutral tones, and architectural styles and details would more 
appropriately blend with surrounding single-family homes on South Nardo Avenue. With 
implementation of the proposed project, views from KOP 7 would be enhanced. 

Key Observation Point 8 – Northwest Side View of Solana Highlands 

Views from KOP 8 projected in Figure 3.1-8h (proposed view from KOP 8) would result in 
a similar change from that of the proposed view from KOP 7. Implementation of the 
proposed project would increase visibility of distant views beyond the project site in 
comparison to current conditions. The flat line roof structure and angular architectural style 
of the existing apartment buildings visible through dense trees in existing conditions, 
would be replaced with rooflines that more similarly reflect those of adjacent single-family 
homes. This upgrade in architecture, the slightly reduced building pad, and the removal of 
tall trees in the foreground on site would allow for an extended and increased view of 
background topography and the distant horizon line. The proposed project landscape plan 
(Figure 2-6) includes more than 400 trees and replacement of identified mature native trees 
consistent with the City of Solana Beach (5 California sycamores are identified as removed 
and 10 mature Coast Live Oaks would be installed). Similar to KOP 1, only portions of the 
top story of the proposed buildings and rooflines would be visible from this point and the 
project proposed landscaping includes trees, including replacement mature trees for 
existing native mature trees. Proposed building materials, neutral tones, and architectural 
styles and details would result in an enhanced aesthetic character on site and would blend 
in somewhat with surrounding single-family homes on South Nardo Avenue. With 
implementation of the proposed project, views from KOP 8 would be enhanced. 

Key Observation Point 9 – View Through Green Space, South Side of South Nardo Avenue 

Views from KOP 9 projected in Figure 3.1-8i (proposed view from KOP 9) would result in a 
substantial change from that of existing conditions. From this point, viewers would be able to 
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see a large portion of the interior of the proposed Solana Highlands complex, including two 
and three-story buildings on site, internal private roadway and landscaping. Removal of 
existing vegetation on site would also allow for an increase in background views of distant 
rolling topography which forms the horizon line. With implementation of the proposed 
project, the existing green space would be removed and replaced with a similar-sized usable 
open space area including walkways and landscape areas, visible in the foreground of KOP 9. 
The existing limited slot/pocket view of the San Dieguito Lagoon and Del Mar Racetrack 
would be shifted to the east, resulting in slightly altered views of portions of the lagoon, 
fairgrounds, and I-5. Proposed architectural style, details and landscaping would be designed 
to blend together, creating a cohesive visual appearance of the complex. However, the 
increase in density on site would be apparent from this KOP as seen in Figure 3.1-8i. The 
proposed landscaping, including mature tree preservation or replacement, would soften the 
appearance of structures as the landscaping matures. As such, with implementation of the 
proposed project, views from KOP 9 would be neither enhanced nor substantially degraded.  

Key Observation Point 10 – Southeast Side View of Solana Highlands from Viva Court  

Views from KOP 10 projected in Figure 3.1-8j (proposed view from KOP 10) would 
result in a visual change from that of existing conditions. From this point, viewers would 
be able to see much of the east side of the proposed Solana Highlands complex, primarily 
the 3-story senior housing building, the modified slope and the new landscaping that 
would be planted on site. Removal of existing vegetation on site would also reduce, 
though not eliminate, ridgetop trees as the view skylines. Proposed architectural style, 
details and landscaping would be designed to appropriately blend, creating a cohesive 
visual appearance of the complex. The increase in density on site would be apparent from 
this KOP as seen in Figure 3.1-8j, softened by the continued foreground and ridge top 
trees remaining as well as visible landscaping on the modified slope.  The proposed 
landscaping, including mature tree preservation or replacement, would soften the 
appearance of structures. Overall, the distance from KOP 10 to the project site would 
reduce the sense of increase density, scale and massing as the existing and As such, with 
implementation of the proposed structures comprise a relatively small portion of the 
existing field of vision from this KOP. As such, with implementation of the proposed 
project, while the changes to the site would be noticeable, project views from KOP 10 
would be neither enhanced nor substantially degraded.  

Conclusions 

The proposed project (including the removal of existing vegetation on site) would represent a 
moderate change to the aesthetic character of the site and views from the KOPs and 
surrounding areas. The project would change to an overall more built-out look than what 
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currently exists, given the increase in development density; however, the scale of visible 
structures throughout the site would not be substantially changed, and the revised grading 
throughout the project would result in an increase in useable open space over existing 
conditions as well as open up views across the site and of the horizon.  

The project applicant conducted a Tree Inventory and Protection Plan assessing the potential for 
existing trees to remain in place or be relocated. However, as discussed in Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources, due to the amount of site work to reduce elevations, the root zones of the trees and/or 
the actual trees would likely be compromised, and all would be removed, requiring 
implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 (see Section 3.3 of this DEIR) in accordance with 
the City’s Certified LUP Policy 3.53. This LUP Policy requires mitigation for the removal of any 
mature native trees at a 1:1 ratio (City of Solana Beach 2013).  

The loss of existing trees would be detrimental to the existing visual quality and character of 
the site. However, the proposed project landscaping would replace all existing mature native 
trees (5 California Sycamores) on a 1:1 basis with mature native trees (10 84-inch boxed Coast 
Live Oaks) and promoting the vegetated aesthetic of the site with over 400 trees that would be 
consistent with existing conditions in the long-term as the new landscaping grows and matures. 
The proposed trees that would be visible would be of similar form and color as existing 
vegetation, and landscaping would shield and soften potential visual changes in mass and bulk 
as it matures.  

Considering the change in architectural style and increase in background views to the east 
and southeast with implementation of the proposed project, the proposed project would be 
consistent with surrounding land uses and would not substantially degrade the existing 
character of the site or its surroundings. Due to site elevations, varied topography, scattered 
vegetation, and the surrounding built-out community, views of the site past immediate 
streetscape views from South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue would be very limited. 
Overall, the proposed project would revitalize the site, removing buildings which are 
approaching 50 years old, and would maintain the visual cohesiveness of the surrounding 
community through architecture, setbacks and design and replacement landscaping. As 
described in Section 3.1, waivers regarding building and wall heights are sought to 
accommodate lowering the existing grade of the pad elevations and to allow the proposed 
walls and fence heights. Therefore, impacts to the visual character and quality of the site and 
surroundings are determined to be less than significant. 
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D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area?  

Lighting for the proposed project would be provided throughout the project site, affixed to 
building facades within the parking structures, along the pedestrian walkways, in the 
pool/spa/lounge area, and in open space areas. Lighting features would consist of energy-
efficient lighting that would be fully shielded and directed downward to minimize light trespass 
onto surrounding properties. Exterior lighting would be turned off during daylight hours. 

The proposed project has the potential to create new light sources in the project area due to 
the increase in density. However, energy-efficient lighting is proposed for interior and 
exterior use. Illumination levels would be required to meet standards for walkways, 
roadways, and parking areas. The SBMC Section 17.60.060 states that the primary measure 
of light intensity is the foot-candle: 1 foot-candle falls on a 1-square-foot area. The City has a 
foot-candle threshold, which states that the illumination of adjacent premises by spill light 
cannot exceed a value of 0.02 foot-candles measured in the horizontal or vertical plane at a 
point 5 feet inside the adjacent property (SBMC Section 17.60.060). The exterior lighting 
regulations of the SBMC are intended to minimize light pollution, prevent trespassing, and 
regulate development within dark sky areas. The project is not designated as a dark sky area, 
per the City of Solana Beach Dark Sky Area Overlay Map (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The project proposes the use of photovoltaic (solar) panels to increase sustainability within 
the community and reduce energy requirements of, and energy-related greenhouse gas 
emissions of the proposed project.. The system uses a variety of mounting methods, 
including the roof, carports, and a ground mount (H.G. Fenton 2013). Exact solar panel 
features and locations for the proposed project are to be determined prior to building permit 
issuance. Although the proposed solar panels have the potential for glare during sunlight 
hours, solar panels are generally designed to absorb light not reflect it and typically generate 
glare only at acute angles. Solar panels would be located on southerly facing rooftops, which 
would minimize the potential for glare to nearby views and would not result in glare that 
would be experienced from any roads.  

Compliance with the Solana Beach Municipal Code, including Scenic Area Overlay Zone 
regulations related to lighting, and implementation of project design features, which will be 
required as a condition of project approval, would ensure impacts related to light and glare 
would be less than significant. 

3.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
All impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
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3.1.6 Significance After Mitigation 
No mitigation is required because no impacts would be significant. 
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3.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section provides an overview of the existing setting of the Solana Highlands Revitalization 
Project (project or proposed project) site and surrounding region, the regulatory framework, and 
an analysis of potential effects on, and contributions to, local and regional air quality conditions 
that would result from implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this 
section is based in part on the Air Quality Analysis included as Appendix D to this DEIR.  

3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

This section describes the existing conditions in the project area and identifies the resources that 
could be affected by the proposed project. 

Climate and Topography 

The weather of the San Diego region, as in most of Southern California, is influenced by the 
Pacific Ocean and its semi-permanent high-pressure systems that result in dry, warm summers 
and mild, occasionally wet winters. The average temperature ranges (in degrees Fahrenheit (°F)) 
from the mid-40s to the high 90s. Most of the region’s precipitation falls from November to 
April, with infrequent (approximately 10%) precipitation during the summer. The average 
seasonal precipitation along the coast is approximately 10 inches; the amount increases with 
elevation as moist air is lifted over the mountains. 

The topography in the San Diego region varies greatly, from beaches on the west to mountains 
and desert on the east; along with local meteorology, it influences the dispersal and movement of 
pollutants in the San Diego Air Basin (the Basin). The mountains to the east prohibit dispersal of 
pollutants in that direction and help trap them in inversion layers. 

The interaction of ocean, land, and the Pacific High Pressure Zone maintains clear skies for 
much of the year and influences the direction of prevailing winds (westerly to northwesterly). 
Local terrain is often the dominant factor inland, and winds in inland mountainous areas tend to 
blow through the valleys during the day and down the hills and valleys at night. 

Air Pollution Climatology 

The project site is located within the Basin and is subject to the San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District (SDAPCD) guidelines and regulations. The basin is one of 15 air basins that 
geographically divide the State of California. The Basin is currently classified as a federal 
nonattainment area for ozone (O3) and a state nonattainment area for particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and O3. 
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The Basin lies in the southwest corner of California and comprises the entire San Diego region, 
covering 4,260 square miles, and is an area of high air pollution potential due to a variety of 
factors including existing development, topography, and climate. The Basin experiences warm 
summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity. This usually 
mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, 
winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. 

The Basin experiences frequent temperature inversions. Subsidence inversions occur during the 
warmer months as descending air associated with the Pacific High Pressure Zone meets cool marine 
air. The boundary between the two layers of air creates a temperature inversion that traps pollutants. 
The other type of inversion, a radiation inversion, develops on winter nights when air near the ground 
cools by heat radiation and air aloft remains warm. The shallow inversion layer formed between 
these two air masses also can trap pollutants. As the pollutants become more concentrated in the 
atmosphere, photochemical reactions occur that produce O3, commonly known as smog. 

Light daytime winds, predominately from the west, drive air pollutants inland toward the 
mountains. During the fall and winter, air quality problems can be created due to carbon 
monoxide (CO) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions. CO concentrations are generally higher 
in the morning and late evening. In the morning, CO levels are elevated due to cold temperatures 
and the large number of motor vehicles traveling. Higher CO levels during the late evenings are 
a result of stagnant atmospheric conditions trapping CO in the area. Since CO is produced almost 
entirely from automobiles, the highest CO concentrations in the Basin are associated with heavy 
traffic. Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) levels are also generally higher during fall and winter days. 

Under certain conditions, atmospheric oscillation results in the offshore transport of air from the 
Los Angeles region to San Diego County. This often produces high O3 concentrations, as 
measured at air pollutant monitoring stations within San Diego County. The transport of air 
pollutants from Los Angeles to San Diego has also occurred within the stable layer of the 
elevated subsidence inversion, where high levels of O3 are transported. 

Air Quality Characteristics  

Air quality varies as a direct function of the amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the 
size and topography of the air Basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions. Air quality 
problems arise when the rate of pollutant emissions exceeds the rate of dispersion. Reduced visibility, 
eye irritation, and adverse health impacts upon those persons termed sensitive receptors are the most 
serious hazards of existing air quality conditions in the area. Some land uses are considered more 
sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on the population groups and the activities 
involved. People most likely to be affected by air pollution include children, the elderly, athletes, and 
people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. Sensitive receptors include residences, 
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schools, playgrounds, child care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, 
rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. 

Pollutants and Health Effects  

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have 
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public 
health. The federal and state standards have been set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels 
above which concentrations could be harmful to human health and welfare. These standards are 
designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. Pollutants of concern 
include O3, NO2, CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), PM10, PM2.5, and lead (Pb). These pollutants are 
discussed in the following paragraphs.1 In California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, 
and visibility-reducing particles are also regulated as criteria air pollutants. 

Ozone. O3 is a colorless gas that is formed in the atmosphere when volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), sometimes referred to as reactive organic gases (ROGs), and NOx react in the presence 
of ultraviolet sunlight. O3 is not a primary pollutant; it is a secondary pollutant formed by 
complex interactions of two pollutants directly emitted into the atmosphere. The primary sources 
of VOCs and NOx, the precursors of O3, are automobile exhaust and industrial sources. 
Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3 formation, and ideal conditions occur during 
summer and early autumn, on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, 
and cloudless skies.  

Health Effects: Short-term exposures (lasting for a few hours) to O3 at levels typically 
observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of 
breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of  the lung tissue, and 
some immunological changes. 

Nitrogen Dioxide. Most NO2, like O3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed 
by an atmospheric chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen. NO 
and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx and are major contributors to O3 formation. High 
concentrations of NO2 can cause breathing difficulties and result in a brownish-red cast to the 
atmosphere with reduced visibility.  

                                                 
1  The following descriptions of health effects for each of the criteria air pollutants associated with project 

construction and operations are based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “Six Common Air 
Pollutants” (2014) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) “Glossary of Air Pollutant Terms” (2010) 
published information. 
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Health Effects: There is some indication of a relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary 
fibrosis and some increase in bronchitis in children (2 and 3 years old) has also been observed at 
concentrations below 0.3 parts per million by volume (ppm). 

Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of 
fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, 
industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, such as the project location, 
automobile exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a non-reactive air pollutant 
that dissipates relatively quickly; therefore, ambient CO concentrations generally follow the 
spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local 
meteorological conditions; primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO 
from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature 
inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk in urban 
areas between November and February. The highest levels of CO typically occur during the 
colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent.  

Health Effects: In terms of health, CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, 
thus reducing the blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO 
exposure can be dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous system functions. 

Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-
containing fossil fuels. Main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants and industries; 
as such, the highest levels of SO2 are generally found near large industrial complexes. In recent 
years, SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on 
stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels.  

Health Effects: SO2 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs and can cause acute 
respiratory symptoms and diminished ventilator function in children. SO2 can also yellow plant 
leaves and erode iron and steel. 

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles 
floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate matter 
can form when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the 
atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions of particulate matter. Fine particulate matter, or 
PM2.5, is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 results from fuel combustion (e.g., 
motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities), residential fireplaces, and wood stoves. 
In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from gases such as sulfur oxides (SOx), NOx, 
and VOC. Inhalable or coarse particulate matter, or PM10, is about 1/7 the thickness of a human 
hair. Major sources of PM10 include crushing or grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles 
traveling on roads; wood burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and 
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agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown dust from open 
lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 

Health Effects: PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When 
inhaled, these tiny particles can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and 
damage the respiratory tract. PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma 
attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to 
fight infections. Very small particles of substances, such as Pb, sulfates, and nitrates, can cause 
lung damage directly or be absorbed into the blood stream, causing damage elsewhere in the 
body. Additionally, these substances can transport absorbed gases, such as chlorides or 
ammonium, into the lungs, also causing injury. Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper 
portion of the respiratory system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and 
damage lung tissues. Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they 
settle, as well as produce haze and reduce regional visibility. 

Lead. Lead in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Sources of lead include leaded gasoline, 
the manufacturing of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, and ammunition and secondary lead smelters. 
Prior to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead. Between 1978 and 
1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 
95%. With the phase-out of leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and 
manufacturing facilities are becoming lead-emission sources of greater concern. 

Health Effects: Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. 
Health effects associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, 
kidney disease, and in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular 
concern are low-level lead exposures during infancy and childhood. Such exposures are 
associated with decrements in neurobehavioral performance including intelligence quotient 
performance, psychomotor performance, reaction time, and growth. 

Toxic Air Contaminants. A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse 
health effects in humans, including increasing the risk of cancer upon exposure, or acute and/or 
chronic noncancer health effects. A toxic substance released into the air is considered a toxic air 
contaminant (TAC). Examples include certain aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons, certain 
metals, and asbestos. TACs are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources 
such as dry cleaners, gas stations, combustion sources, and laboratories; mobile sources such as 
automobiles; and area sources such as landfills.  

Health Effects: Adverse health effects associated with exposure to TACs may include 
carcinogenic (i.e., cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic effects. Noncarcinogenic effects 
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typically affect one or more target organ systems and may be experienced either on short-term 
(acute) or long-term (chronic) exposure to a given TAC. 

Diesel Particulate Matter. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is part of a complex mixture that 
makes up diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, both of 
which contribute to health risks. CARB classified “particulate emissions from diesel-fueled 
engines” (i.e., DPM) as a TAC in August 1998. DPM is emitted from a broad range of diesel 
engines: on-road diesel engines of trucks, buses, and cars, and off-road diesel engines including 
locomotives, marine vessels, and heavy-duty construction equipment, among others.  

Health Effects: Approximately 70% of all airborne cancer risk in California is associated with 
DPM (CARB 2000). To reduce the cancer risk associated with DPM, CARB adopted a diesel 
risk reduction plan in 2000 (CARB 2000). 

3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal  

Clean Air Act 

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for 
the national air pollution control effort. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
responsible for implementing most aspects of the CAA, including the setting of National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for major air pollutants, hazardous air pollutant 
standards, approval of state attainment plans, motor vehicle emission standards, stationary source 
emission standards and permits, acid rain control measures, stratospheric ozone (O3) protection, 
and enforcement provisions.  

NAAQS are established by the EPA for “criteria pollutants” under the CAA, which are ozone 
(O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5), and lead (Pb). 

The NAAQS describe acceptable air quality conditions designed to protect the health and 
welfare of the citizens of the nation. The CAA requires the EPA to reassess the NAAQS at least 
every 5 years to determine whether adopted standards are adequate to protect public health based 
on current scientific evidence. States with areas that exceed the NAAQS must prepare a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates how those areas will attain the standards within 
mandated time frames.  
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State 

California Clean Air Act 

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) was adopted in 1988 and establishes the state’s air quality 
goals, planning mechanisms, regulatory strategies, and standards of progress.  

Under the CCAA, the task of air quality management and regulation has been legislatively 
granted to CARB, with subsidiary responsibilities assigned to air quality management districts 
and air pollution control districts at the regional and county levels. CARB is responsible for 
ensuring implementation of the CCAA, responding to the CAA, and regulating emissions from 
motor vehicles and consumer products. Pursuant to the authority granted to it, CARB has 
established California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are generally more 
restrictive than the NAAQS.  

The NAAQS and CAAQS are presented in Table 3.2-1. 

Table 3.2-1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standards
a
 National Standards

b
 

Concentration
c
 Primary

c,d
 Secondary

d,e
 

O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) — Same as Primary Standard 

8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3) 

CO 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) — 

8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

NO2f 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 g/m3) 0.100 ppm (188 g/m3) Same as Primary Standard 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 g/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 g/m3) 

SO2g 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) 0.075 ppm (196 g/m3) — 

3 hours — — 0.5 ppm (1300 g/m3) 

24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) 0.14 ppm (for certain 
areas)g 

 

Annual Arithmetic Mean — 0.030 ppm (for certain 
areas)g 

— 

PM10h 24 hours 50 g/m3 150 g/m3 Same as Primary Standard 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 g/m3 — 

PM2.5h 24 hours — 35 g/m3 Same as Primary Standard 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 g/m3 12.0 g/m3 15.0 g/m3 

Leadi,j 30-day Average 1.5 g/m3 — — 

Calendar Quarter — 1.5 μg/m3 (for certain 
areas)j 

Same as Primary Standard 

Rolling 3-Month Average — 0.15 μg/m3  

Hydrogen 
sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 g/m3) — — 
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Table 3.2-1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

California Standards
a
 National Standards

b
 

Concentration
c
 Primary

c,d
 Secondary

d,e
 

Vinyl chloridei 24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 g/m3) — — 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 µg/m3 — — 

Visibility 
reducing 
particlesk 

8 hours 
(10:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m. PST) 

See footnote k. — — 

Sources: EPA 2016a; CARB 2016a. 

Notes: ppm= parts per million by volume; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; mg/m3= milligrams per cubic meter. 
a California standards for ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO; except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (SO2; 1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2), and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not 
to be equaled or exceeded. CAAQS are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

b National standards (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not 
to be exceeded more than once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged 
over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For NO2 and SO2, the standard is attained when the 3-year average of the 98th and 
99th percentile, respectively, of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area does not exceed the standard. For 
PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 
150 μg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 
years, are equal to or less than the standard. 

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25° Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. 

 Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this 
table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

d Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of 
the air quality standard may be used. 

e National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.  
f National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant. 
g Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent 

relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA. 
h On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.  
i On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 μg/m3 to 12.0 μg/m3. The existing national 24- 

hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 μg/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 μg/m3. The 
existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 μg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary 
standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.  

j  To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at 
each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in 
units of ppm. To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In 
this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 

k On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To 
attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an area is 
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in 
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.  

1 CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These 
actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.  

2 The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a 
quarterly average) remains in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated 
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 
standard are approved. 

3 In 1989, CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to 
instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07 per kilometer” for the statewide and Lake 
Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.  
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Toxic Air Contaminants  

California regulates TACs primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (Assembly Bill 1807) 
and the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (Assembly Bill 
2588). The Tanner Act sets forth a formal procedure for CARB to designate substances as 
TACs. This includes research, public participation, and scientific peer review before CARB 
can designate a substance as a TAC. To date, CARB has identified over 21 TACs and has 
adopted the EPA’s list of hazardous air pollutants as TACs. Once a TAC is identified, CARB 
then adopts an airborne toxics control measure for sources that emit that particular TAC. If 
there is a safe threshold for a substance at which there is no toxic effect, the control measure 
must reduce exposure below that threshold. If there is no safe threshold, the measure must 
incorporate best available control technology for toxics to minimize emissions. None of the 
TACs identified by CARB have a safe threshold. 

Under the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Act, existing facilities that emit air pollutants above 
specified level were required to (1) prepare a TAC emission inventory plan and report ; (2) 
prepare a risk assessment if TAC emissions were significant; (3) notify the public of 
significant risk levels; and (4) if health impacts were above specified levels, prepare and 
implement risk reduction measures. 

California Health and Safety Code, Section 41700 

Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code states that a person shall not discharge 
from any source whatsoever quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public; or that 
endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of those persons or the public; or that 
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. This section 
also applies to sources of objectionable odors. 

Local  

San Diego Air Pollution Control District  

While CARB is responsible for the regulation of mobile emission sources within the state, local 
air quality management districts and air pollution control districts are responsible for enforcing 
standards and regulating stationary sources. The project site is located within the Basin and is 
subject to the guidelines and regulations of the SDAPCD. 

In San Diego County, O3 and particulate matter are the pollutants of main concern, since 
exceedances of state ambient air quality standards for those pollutants are experienced here in 
most years. For this reason, the Basin has been designated as a nonattainment area for the state 
PM10, PM2.5, and O3 standards. The Basin is also a federal O3 attainment (maintenance) area for 
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1997 8-hour O3 standard, an O3 nonattainment area for the 2008 8-hour O3 standard, and a CO 
maintenance area (western and central part of the Basin only, including the project site).  

Federal Attainment Plans  

The 2008 Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego County indicates that local controls 
and state programs would allow the region to reach attainment of the federal 2008 8-hour O3 

standard (SDAPCD 2016a). In this plan, SDAPCD demonstrates how the region will comply 
with the 2008 federal O3 standard and details how the region will manage and reduce O3 
precursors (NOx and VOCs) by identifying emission control measures and regulations intended 
to reduce these contaminants. The control measures identified in the plan generally focus on 
stationary sources; however, the emissions inventories and projections in the plan address all 
potential sources, including those under the authority of CARB and the EPA.  

As discussed in the Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the 1997 National Ozone 
Standard for San Diego County2, the Basin reached attainment of the federal 1997 standard in 
2011 (SDAPCD 2012). This redesignation request demonstrates the region’s attainment of the 
1997 O3 NAAQS and outlines the plan for maintaining attainment status. 

State Attainment Plans  

The SDAPCD and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are responsible for 
developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient 
air quality standards in the Basin. The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) for the Basin was 
initially adopted in 1991, and most recently updated in 2016 (SDAPCD 2016b). The RAQS 
identifies the plans and control measures designed by SDAPCD to attain the state air quality 
standards for O3. (Although the RAQS does not include plans and control measures designed to 
attain the NAAQS, in general, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS; therefore, plans 
like the RAQS designed to assist the Basin in achieving attainment for the CAAQS would, by 
nature, assist the basin in achieving NAAQS attainment status.) The RAQS relies on information 
from CARB and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions, and information 
regarding projected growth in the cities and San Diego County, to project future emissions and 
determine the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls. 
CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are based on 
population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by the cities and San Diego County as 
part of the development of their general plans. 

                                                 
2  For the purpose of this report, the relevant federal air quality plan is the ozone maintenance plan (SDAPCD 

2012). The RAQS is the applicable plan for purposes of state air quality planning. Both plans reflect growth 
projections in the Basin. 
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In December 2005, SDAPCD prepared a report titled Measures to Reduce Particulate Matter 
in San Diego County to address implementation of Senate Bill 656 in San Diego County 
(Senate Bill 656 required additional controls to reduce ambient concentrations of PM10 and 
PM2.5) (SDAPCD 2005). In the report, SDAPCD evaluated the implementation of source-
control measures that would reduce particulate matter emissions associated with residential 
wood combustion; various construction activities including earthmoving, demolition, and 
grading; bulk material storage and handling; carryout and trackout removal and cleanup 
methods; inactive disturbed land; disturbed open areas; unpaved parking lots/staging areas; 
unpaved roads; and windblown dust.  

SDAPCD Rules and Regulations  

As stated above, the SDAPCD is responsible for planning, implementing, and enforcing federal 
and state ambient standards in the Basin. The following rules and regulations apply to all sources 
in the jurisdiction of SDAPCD, and would apply to the proposed project:  

1. SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 51: Nuisance. Prohibits the discharge, 
from any source, of such quantities of air contaminants or other materials that cause or 
have a tendency to cause injury, detriment, nuisance, annoyance to people and/or the 
public, or damage to any business or property (SDAPCD 1969). 

2. SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 55: Fugitive Dust. Regulates fugitive 
dust emissions from any commercial construction or demolition activity capable of 
generating fugitive dust emissions, including active operations, open storage piles, and 
inactive disturbed areas, as well as track-out and carry-out onto paved roads beyond a 
project Site (SDAPCD 2009). 

3. SDAPCD Regulation IV: Prohibitions; Rule 67.0.1: Architectural Coatings. Requires 
manufacturers, distributors, and end users of architectural and industrial maintenance 
coatings to reduce VOC emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by placing 
limits on the VOC content of various coating categories (SDAPCD 2001). 

Local Air Quality 

San Diego Air Basin Attainment Designation  

An area is designated in attainment when it is in compliance with the NAAQS and/or CAAQS. 
These standards are set by the EPA or CARB for the maximum level of a given air pollutant that 
can exist in the outdoor air without unacceptable effects on human health or the public welfare. 
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The criteria pollutants of primary concern that are considered in this analysis are O3, NO2, CO, 
SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Although there are no ambient standards for VOCs or NOx, they are 
important as precursors to O3. 

The portion of the Basin where the project site is located is designated by the EPA as an 
attainment area for the 1997 8-hour NAAQS for O3 and as a marginal nonattainment area for the 
2008 8-hour NAAQS for O3.The Basin is designated in attainment for all other criteria pollutants 
under the NAAQS with the exception of PM10, which was determined to be unclassifiable.  

The Basin is currently designated nonattainment for O3 and particulate matter, PM10 and PM2.5, under 
the CAAQS. It is designated attainment for the CAAQS for CO, NO2, SO2, lead, and sulfates.  

Table 3.2-2 summarizes the Basin’s federal and state attainment designations for each of the 
criteria pollutants. 

Table 3.2-2 
San Diego Air Basin Attainment Classification 

Pollutant Federal Designationa State Designationb 

O3 (1-hour) Attainment1 Nonattainment 

O3 (8-hour – 1997) 

 (8-hour – 2008) 

Attainment (Maintenance) 

Nonattainment (Moderate) 

Nonattainment 

CO Attainment (Maintenance)2 Attainment 

PM10 Unclassifiable/Attainment3 Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Unclassifiable/Attainment Nonattainment 

NO2 Unclassifiable/Attainment Attainment 

SO2 Attainment Attainment 

Lead4 Unclassifiable/Attainment Attainment 

Sulfates No federal standard Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No federal standard Unclassified 

Visibility-Reducing Particles No federal standard Unclassified 

Vinyl chloride4 No federal standard No designation 

Sources: 
a EPA 2016b 
b CARB 2016b. 
Notes: 
1 The federal 1-hour standard of 0.12 ppm was in effect from 1979 through June 15, 2005. The revoked standard is referenced here 

because it was employed for such a long period and because this benchmark is addressed in SIPs. 
2 The western and central portions of the Basin are designated attainment, while the eastern portion is designated 

unclassifiable/attainment. “Maintenance” refers to a geographic area that was previously classified as a nonattainment area, and is now 
meeting the NAAQS or CAAQS, and must continue to demonstrate attainment status through a maintenance plan.  

3 At the time of designation, if the available data does not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment, the area is 
designated as unclassifiable. 

4 CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health  
effects determined. 
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Air Quality Monitoring Data 

The SDAPCD operates a network of ambient air monitoring stations throughout San Diego 
County, which measure ambient concentrations of pollutants and determine whether the ambient 
air quality meets the CAAQS and the NAAQS. The SDAPCD monitors air quality conditions at 
10 locations throughout the Basin. Not all monitoring stations monitor all criteria pollutants; 
therefore, data from several monitoring stations are provided. Ambient concentrations of 
pollutants from 2013 through 2016 are presented in Table 3.2-3. The number of days exceeding 
the ozone and particulate AAQS (CAAQS and NAAQS) is shown in Table 3.2-4.  

Table 3.2-3 
Ambient Air Quality Data  

(ppm unless otherwise indicated) 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Most Stringent 
Ambient Air 

Quality Standard 
Monitoring 

Station 

O3 8 hours 0.070 0.088 0.078 0.71 0.070 Del Mar–Mira 
Costa  1 hour 0.081 0.099 0.077 0.079 0.090 

PM10 Annual 20.0 19.5 16.7 N/A 20 μg/m3 San Diego–
Kearny Villa 
Road 

24 hours 38.0 μg/m3* 39.0 37.0 35.0 50 μg/m3 

PM2.5 Annual* 8.3 μg/m3* 8.2 7.2 7.5 12 μg/m3 San Diego–
Kearny Villa 
Road 

24 hours 22.0 μg/m3* 20.2 25.7 19.4 35 μg/m3 

NO2 Annual 10.8 10 9 9 0.030 San Diego–
Kearny Villa 
Road 

1 hour 67* 51 51 53 0.180 

CO 8 hours 2.10* 1.9* 2.0* 1.7* 9.0 San Diego - 
Beardsley 
Street 

1 hour* 3.0* 2.7* 2.6* 2.2* 20 

SO2 Annual 0.14* 0.10* 0.11* 0.18* 0.030 El Cajon - 
Redwood Ave. 24 hours 0.6* 0.5* 0.4* 0.2* 0.040 

Sources: CARB 2016c; EPA 2016c. 

*  Data taken from EPA 2014b. 
Data represent maximum values. 
N/A = not available 
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Table 3.2-4 
Frequency of Ambient Air Quality Standard Violations 

Monitoring Site Year 

Number of Days Exceeding Standard 

State 

1-Hour O3 

National/State 

8-Hour O3 

Del Mar–Mira Costa Station 2013 0 0 

2014 1 4 

2015 1 2 

2016 0 1 

Source: CARB 2016c. 

3.2.3 Thresholds of Significance  

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) provides guidance that a project 
would have a significant environmental impact if it would: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation.  

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quanti tative thresholds 
for ozone precursors).  

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District Thresholds 

As part of its air quality permitting process, the SDAPCD has established thresholds in Rule 20.2 
requiring the preparation of Air Quality Impact Assessments for permitted stationary sources. 
The thresholds are presented in Table 3.2-5.  

Table 3.2-5 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Construction Emissions  

Pollutant  Total Emissions (pounds per day) 

Respirable particulate matter (PM10)  100 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)  55 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx)  250 

Oxides of sulfur (SOx)  250 



 3.2 – AIR QUALITY  

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.2-15 

Table 3.2-5 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

Construction Emissions  

Pollutant  Total Emissions (pounds per day) 

Carbon monoxide (CO)  550 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)  137* 

Operational Emissions  

Pollutant 

Total Emissions 

Pounds per Hour Pounds per Day Tons per Year 

Respirable particulate matter (PM10)  — 100 15 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)  — 55 10 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx)  25 250 40 

Sulfur oxides (SOx) 25 250 40 

Carbon monoxide (CO)  100 550 100 

Lead and lead compounds (Pb) — 3.2 0.6 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)  — 137* 13.7 

Source: SDAPCD 1998, 1999. 
* VOC thresholds based on the significance thresholds recommended by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District for the 

North Central Coast Air Basin, which has similar federal and state attainment status as the Basin for O3. 

The thresholds listed in Table 3.2-5 represent screening-level thresholds that can be used to 
evaluate whether project-related emissions could cause a significant impact on air quality. 
Emissions below the screening-level thresholds would not cause a significant impact. For 
nonattainment pollutants, if emissions exceed the thresholds shown in Table 3.2-5, the project 
could have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in these pollutants 
and thus could have a significant impact on the ambient air quality. 

SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) prohibits emission of any material that causes nuisance to a 
considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health, or safety of any person. A 
project that proposes a use that would produce objectionable odors would be deemed to have a 
significant odor impact if it would affect a considerable number of off-site receptors. 

3.2.4 Impacts Analysis 

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air  
quality plan?  

As mentioned in Section 3.2.2, Regulatory Setting, the SDAPCD and SANDAG are 
responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plans for attainment and 
maintenance of the ambient air quality standards in the Basin—specifically, the SIP and 



 3.2 – AIR QUALITY  

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.2-16 

RAQS.3 The federal O3 maintenance plan, which is part of the SIP, was adopted in 2012. The 
SIP includes a demonstration that current strategies and tactics will maintain acceptable air 
quality in the Basin based on the NAAQS. The RAQS was initially adopted in 1991 and is 
updated on a triennial basis (most recently in December 2016) (SDAPCD 2016b). The RAQS 
outlines SDAPCD’s plans and control measures designed to attain the CAAQS for O3. The 
SIP and RAQS rely on information from CARB and SANDAG, including mobile and area 
source emissions as well as information regarding projected growth in San Diego County as a 
whole and the cities in the County, to project future emissions and determine the strategies 
necessary for the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls. CARB mobile source 
emission projections and SANDAG growth projections are based on population, vehicle 
trends, and land use plans developed by the County and the cities in the County as part of the 
development of their general plans. Additionally, SANDAG’s final regional plan, San Diego 
Forward: The Regional Plan, and associated Strategy for Sustainability, was adopted 
October 9, 2015 (SANDAG 2015).  

If a proposed project involves development that is greater than that anticipated in the City’s 
General Plan, the project might be in conflict with the SIP and RAQS and may contribute to 
a potentially significant cumulative impact on air quality. The complex and the four multi-
family units in three stand-alone structures are zoned High Residential (HRd), which allows 
for the site to be developed with 13 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The proposed project 
would be consistent with the General Plan land use designation for the site, and would not 
require a General Plan amendment (City of Solana Beach 2014). The project would include a 
density bonus that would allow for the development of 260 units on the project site, and 
would include a waiver, as prescribed by State Density Bonus law, of some development 
standards related to building and retaining and perimeter wall heights and steep slopes on 
site, which would otherwise require a reduction in density on certain portions of the site.  

The resulting development equates to 19 dwelling units per acre averaged over the 13.41-acre 
site, for a total of 260 units. Additionally, the 260-unit project is identified in the City’s 
Housing Element (updated February 2013) along with 19 other sites within the City, the 
development of which would meet SANDAG’S growth projections delineated in its 2015 
Regional Plan and development anticipated in the December 2016 revision to the RAQS. 
Therefore, at a regional level, the proposed project would be consistent with the underlying 
growth forecasts in the RAQS, and impacts would be less than significant. 

                                                 
3  For the purpose of this discussion, the relevant federal air quality plan is the ozone maintenance plan (SDAPCD 

2012). The RAQS is the applicable plan for purposes of state air quality planning. Both plans reflect growth 
projections in the basin. 
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B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality violation?  

Construction – Proposed Project 

Construction of the proposed project would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the 
local air basin caused by soil disturbance, fugitive dust emissions, and combustion pollutants 
from on-site construction equipment, as well as from off-site trucks hauling construction 
materials. Construction emissions can vary substantially day to day, depending on the level 
of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather conditions. 
Fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions would primarily result from grading and site 
preparation activities. NOx and CO emissions would primarily result from construction 
equipment use and motor vehicles. 

Emissions resulting from the construction phase of the project were estimated using 
CalEEMod Version 2016.3.1. For the purposes of emissions modeling, it was assumed 
that the 39-month construction phase of the proposed project would commence in mid-
2020.4 Construction would occur in three geographically-based 19-month phases over an 
approximately 39-month period. Construction activities within each of the three phases 
would overlap and occur simultaneously. Within each of the three phases, the following 
construction activities would occur: 

 Demolition of a portion of the existing structures on site (1 month) 

 Grading, excavation, and wall work (2 months) 

 Building construction (12 months) 

 Paving (2 months) 

 Architectural coating application (2 months) 

A detailed depiction of the construction schedule—including information regarding 
subphases, demolition, and equipment used during each subphase—is included in Section 
1.2, Project Description, and Appendix D of this document. The information contained in 
Appendix D was used as CalEEMod inputs. 

Construction equipment specifications were provided by the project applicant, and the 
equipment mix is meant to represent a reasonable estimate of anticipated construction 

                                                 
4  For purposes of this analysis, an earlier construction start date is considered conservative when estimating daily 

criteria pollutant emissions because construction emissions in future years would decrease as CARB regulations 
become more stringent and construction equipment-fleet turn-over occurs to replace older equipment with 
newer, more-efficient equipment technology. 
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activity. For the analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy construction equipment 
would be operating at the site for approximately 8 hours per day, 5 days per week (22 days 
per month) during project construction. Construction-worker estimates by construction 
phase were provided by the project applicant, and traffic estimates for construction-worker 
trips provided by Fehr and Peers were applied to peak building construction periods (Fehr 
and Peers 2016). CalEEMod defaults, including haul trips, were applied for the demolition 
of the existing multifamily units. Excavation activities would likely include a large portion 
of export material that would potentially be used as beach nourishment at Fletcher Cove 
Beach, which is approximately 1.5 miles from the project site. However, for the purposes 
of a conservative air quality analysis, it was assumed that all soil material to be exported 
off site would be transported to a disposal facility. The Sycamore Landfill is located 
approximately 22 miles from the project site. The Otay Landfill is located approximately 
33 miles from the project site. To be conservative when estimating emissions from haul 
trips for export activity, it was assumed all export material would be transported to the 
Otay Landfill. Haul trucks for material export were assumed to have a 14-cubic-yard haul 
capacity based on the CalEEMod default value.  

The proposed project is subject to SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control. This rule 
requires that the project take steps to restrict visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the 
property line. Compliance with Rule 55 would limit fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) that may 
be generated during grading and construction activities. To account for dust control measures 
in the calculations, it was assumed that the active construction areas on site would be watered 
two times daily, resulting in an approximately 55% reduction of particulate matter. The 
proposed project is also subject to SDAPCD Rule 67.0.1, Architectural Coatings. This rule 
requires manufacturers, distributors, and end users of architectural and industrial 
maintenance coatings to reduce VOC emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by 
placing limits on the VOC content of various coating categories. VOC content restrictions, 
which include 100 grams per liter for exterior coatings and 50 grams per liter for interior 
coatings, are reflected in the emissions estimates.  

Table 3.2-6 shows the estimated maximum daily construction emissions associated with the 
construction phases of the proposed project. Complete details of the emissions calculations 
are provided in Appendix D of this DEIR. 

Table 3.2-6 
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions  

(pounds/day) 

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2020 4.42 77.65 34.89 0.19 8.87 4.20 
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Table 3.2-6 
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions  

(pounds/day) 

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2021 64.49 102.15 55.53 0.27 11.06 5.24 

2022 65.64 104.59 58.33 0.32 11.99 5.29 

2023 61.45 14.96 22.38 0.04 1.65 0.92 

Maximum Daily 
Emissions  

65.64 104.59 58.33 0.32 11.99 5.29 

Emission Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 55 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 

Source: See Appendix D for complete results.  
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns. 
Emissions represent maximum of summer and winter. Summer emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone 
season (May 1 to October 31), and winter emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year 
(November 1 to April 30). 

As shown in Table 3.2-6, daily construction emissions would not exceed the significance 
thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5; therefore, impacts during construction 
of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

Operation 

Following the completion of construction activities, the proposed project would generate 
VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from mobile and stationary sources, 
including vehicular traffic and area sources (water heating and landscaping). Because 
operation of the existing buildings also generates air pollutant emissions, the emissions 
associated with the existing buildings were subtracted from those resulting from the proposed 
project, and the net change in emissions was compared to the significance thresholds. 
Operational emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. 

Vehicular Traffic 

The proposed project would impact air quality through the anticipated increase in vehicular 
traffic associated with the proposed project. The proposed project would result in a total of 
496 additional average daily trips (ADT) above existing conditions.  

Project-related traffic was assumed to include a mixture of vehicles in accordance with the 
model outputs for traffic. Emission factors representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 
2014 (year of issuance of the Notice of Preparation) was applied to the existing site trips, and 
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emission factors for the year 2024 were used to estimate emissions associated with full 
buildout of the proposed project. 

Energy 

In addition to estimating mobile source emissions, CalEEMod was also used to estimate 
emissions from the project’s energy use, which includes natural gas combustion. CalEEMod 
default factors for Title 24 energy rates were applied to the existing building and the 
proposed project energy emission estimates, which is considered conservative because the 
existing structures were built in the 1970s and do not reflect current building codes regarding 
energy efficiency. Refer to Appendix D for additional information. 

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was also used to estimate emissions from the project’s area sources, which 
include hearth use, landscaping, consumer products, and architectural coatings for building 
maintenance. Refer to Appendix D for additional information. Currently, 39 of the existing 
194 units contain wood-burning fireplaces. The off-complex units do not contain fireplaces. 
The proposed project would not include any fire burning hearths in any of the units. 

Table 3.2-7 presents both the maximum daily emissions associated with existing on-site 
buildings and the operation of the proposed project after all phases of construction have 
been completed. The net increase in emissions for each criteria pollutant is provided. The 
values shown for motor vehicles and area sources are the maximum summer or winter 
daily emissions results from CalEEMod. Complete details of the emissions calculations 
are provided in Appendix D.  

Table 3.2-7 
Estimated Daily Maximum Operational Emissions  

Emissions Source VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds Per Day 

Existing Buildings 

Area sources 172.01 4.74 202.79 0.31 25.63 25.63 

Energy 0.03 0.29 0.13 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Mobile sources 5.42 21.00 64.84 0.14 9.88 2.83 

Total 177.46 26.03 267.76 0.45 35.53 28.48 

Proposed Project 

Area sources 8.42 0.25 21.48 0.00 0.12 0.12 

Energy 0.06 0.49 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.04 

Mobile sources 3.97 16.87 46.63 0.16 12.74 3.51 

Total 12.45 17.61 68.32 0.16 12.90 3.67 

Net Change (165.01) (8.42) (199.44) (0.29) (22.63) (24.81) 
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Table 3.2-7 
Estimated Daily Maximum Operational Emissions  

Emissions Source VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds Per Day 

Emission Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: See Appendix D for complete results. 
Note: A decrease in emissions is denoted by parenthesis  
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns. 
Emissions represent maximum of summer and winter. Summer emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone 
season (May 1 to October 31), and winter emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year 
(November 1 to April 30). 

As shown in Table 3.2-7, the net change in daily operational emissions from the proposed 
project would not exceed the significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or 
PM2.5. All criteria pollutant emissions would result in a net decrease from existing 
conditions, primarily as a result of the area emission sources from wood-burning hearth use 
in the existing structures versus the proposed structures which would not include fireplaces.  

Additionally, regarding mobile emissions, the proposed project’s Buildout Year of 2024 
represents a vehicle fleet mix that reflects the latest federal and state regulatory standards 
regarding engine and fuel efficiency compared to the existing building’s baseline year of 2014.  

Therefore, operational emissions would be lower than existing emissions and would also be 
less than significant.  

C.  Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative threshold emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for  
ozone precursors)?  

The Basin has been designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3 and a state 
nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with 
construction generally result in localized impacts. The nonattainment status is the result of 
cumulative emissions from all sources of these air pollutants and their precursors within the 
Basin. As discussed previously, the project-related emissions of all criteria pollutants, 
including ozone precursors, would be below the significance levels during construction and 
operation of the project; therefore, construction emissions would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact. Additionally, construction would be short term and 
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temporary in nature and not a long-term or permanent new emissions source. Once 
construction is completed, construction-related emissions would cease. 

Regarding operational emissions, as shown in Table 3.2-7, emissions generated by the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in all criteria pollutant emissions compared to 
existing land uses primarily as a result of the area emission sources from wood-burning 
hearth use in the existing structures versus the proposed structures, which would not include 
wood burning fireplaces, as well as a slightly older vehicle fleet (i.e., less efficient vehicles) 
associated with the existing uses compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the project 
would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.  

D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  

Air quality varies as a direct function of the amount of pollutants emitted into the 
atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological 
conditions. Air quality problems arise when the rate of pollutant emissions exceeds the rate 
of dispersion. Reduced visibility, eye irritation, and adverse health impacts upon those 
persons termed “sensitive receptors” are the most serious hazards of existing air quality 
conditions in the area. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air 
quality than others, depending on the population groups and the activities involved. People 
most likely to be affected by air pollution, as identified by CARB, include children, the 
elderly, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases; however, 
for the purposes of this analysis, residents are also considered sensitive receptors. The 
SDAPCD identifies sensitive receptors as those who are especially susceptible to adverse 
health effects from exposure to toxic air contaminants, such as children, the elderly, and the 
ill. Sensitive receptors include schools (grades Kindergarten through 12), day care centers, 
nursing homes, retirement homes, health clinics, and hospitals within 2 kilometers of the 
facility (SDAPCD 2015). The closest off-site sensitive receptors to the project are a church 
and associated schoolyard playground located within approximately 50 feet of the western 
project boundary. In addition, existing residential land uses to the north, south, and east are 
located with approximately 100 feet of the project boundaries. Receptors also include 
residents of the on-site apartments.  

Table 3.2-8 presents a list of the criteria pollutants and other related pollutants of concern, 
emission sources, associated health effects, and current Basin attainment status. 
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Table 3.2-8 
Pollutants, Sources, Health Effects, and Attainment Status 

Pollutant Sources Health Effects 

Attainment Status 

NAAQS CAAQS 

Ozone (O3) Formed when ROGs and 
nitrogen oxides react in the 
presence of sunlight. ROG 
sources include any source that 
burns fuels (e.g., gasoline, 
natural gas, wood, oil); solvents; 
petroleum processing and 
storage. 

Breathing difficulties, lung tissue 
damage, vegetation damage, 
damage to rubber and some 
plastics. 

Attainment Nonattainment 

Respirable 
Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Road dust, windblown dust, 
agriculture and construction, 
fireplaces. Also formed from 
other pollutants (NOx, SOx, 
organics). Incomplete 
combustion. 

Increased respiratory disease, 
lung damage, cancer, premature 
death, reduced visibility, surface 
soiling. 

Unclassifiable Nonattainment 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

Fuel combustion in motor 
vehicles, equipment, and 
industrial sources; residential 
and agricultural burning. Also 
formed from reaction of other 
pollutants (NOx, SOx, organics, 
and NH3). 

Increases respiratory disease, 
lung damage, cancer, and 
premature death, reduced 
visibility, surface soiling. 
Particles can aggravate heart 
diseases such as congestive 
heart failure and coronary artery 
disease. 

Attainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

Any source that burns fuel such 
as automobiles, trucks, heavy 
construction and farming 
equipment, residential heating. 

Chest pain in heart patients, 
headaches, reduced mental 
alertness. 

Unclassifiable/
Attainment 

Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

See carbon monoxide. Lung irritation and damage. 
Reacts in the atmosphere to 
form ozone and acid rain. 

Unclassifiable/
Attainment 

Attainment 

Lead Metal smelters, resource 
recovery, leaded gasoline, 
deterioration of lead paint. 

Learning disabilities, brain and 
kidney damage. 

Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Coal or oil burning power plants 
and industries, refineries, diesel 
engines. 

Increases lung disease and 
breathing problems for 
asthmatics. Reacts in the 
atmosphere to form acid rain. 

Attainment Attainment 

Sulfates Produced by reaction in the air 
of SO2, (see SO2 sources), a 
component of acid rain. 

Breathing difficulties, aggravates 
asthma, reduced visibility. 

No federal 
standard 

Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide Geothermal power plants, 
petroleum production and 
refining, sewer gas. 

Nuisance odor (rotten egg 
smell), headache and breathing 
difficulties (higher 
concentrations). 

No federal 
standard 

Unclassified 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particles 

See PM2.5 Reduced visibility (e.g,. 
obscures mountains and other 
scenery), reduced airport safety. 

No federal 
standard 

Unclassified 
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Table 3.2-8 
Pollutants, Sources, Health Effects, and Attainment Status 

Pollutant Sources Health Effects 

Attainment Status 

NAAQS CAAQS 

Vinyl Chloride Exhaust gases from factories 
that manufacture or process 
vinyl chloride (construction, 
packaging, and transportation 
industries) 

Central nervous system effects 
(e.g., dizziness, drowsiness, 
headaches), kidney irritation, 
liver damage, liver cancer. 

N/A N/A 

Toxic Air 
Contaminant 
(TAC) 

Combustion engines (stationary 
and mobile), diesel combustion, 
storage and use of TAC-
containing substances (i.e., 
gasoline, lead smelting, etc.) 

Depends on TAC, but may 
include cancer, mutagenic 
and/or teratogenic effects, other 
acute or chronic health effects 

N/A N/A 

Source: County of San Diego 2007. 

Health Impacts of Toxic Air Contaminants 

In addition to impacts from criteria pollutants, project impacts may include emissions of 
pollutants identified by the state and federal government as TACs or hazardous air pollutants. 
State law has established the framework for California’s TAC identification and control 
program, which is generally more stringent than the federal program and aimed at TACs that 
are a problem in California. The state has formally identified more than 200 substances as 
TACs, including the federal hazardous air pollutants, and is adopting appropriate control 
measures for sources of these TACs. The greatest potential for TAC emissions during 
construction would be diesel particulate matter emissions from heavy equipment operations 
and heavy-duty trucks and the associated health impacts to sensitive receptors. The following 
measures are required by state law to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions: Fleet owners 
of mobile construction equipment are subject to the CARB Regulation for In-use Off-road 
Diesel Vehicles (Title 13 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 9, Section 2449), the 
purpose of which is to reduce DPM and criteria pollutant emissions from in-use (existing) 
off-road diesel-fueled vehicles.  

As a precautionary measure, a health risk assessment (HRA) was performed to assess the 
impact of construction on sensitive receptors proximate to the proposed project. This 
report includes an HRA associated with emissions from construction of the proposed 
project based on the methodologies prescribed in the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines 
– Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (OEHHA 2015). To 
implement the OEHHA Guidelines based on Project information, the SDAPCD has 
developed a three-tiered approach where each successive tier is progressively more 
refined, with fewer conservative assumptions. The SDAPCD Supplemental Guidelines for 
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Submission of Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program Health Risk Assessments  provides 
guidance with which to perform HRAs within the SDAB (SDAPCD 2015b). 

Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of cancer risk. The 
SDAPCD recommends a carcinogenic (cancer) risk threshold of 10 in a million. 
Additionally, some TACs increase non-cancer health risk due to long-term (chronic) 
exposures. The Chronic Hazard Index is the sum of the individual substance chronic hazard 
indices for all TACs affecting the same target organ system. The SDAPCD recommends a 
Chronic Hazard Index significance threshold of 1.0 (project increment). The exhaust from 
diesel engines is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and particles, many of which are known 
human carcinogens. DPM has established cancer risk factors and relative exposure values for 
long-term chronic health hazard impacts. No short-term, acute relative exposure level has 
been established for DPM; therefore, acute impacts of DPM are not addressed in this 
assessment. This HRA evaluated the risk to future residents from diesel emissions from 
exhaust from on-site construction equipment and diesel haul and vendor trucks. 

The dispersion modeling of DPM was performed using the American Meteorological 
Society/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD), which is the model SDAPCD requires for 
atmospheric dispersion of emissions. AERMOD is a steady-state Gaussian plume model that 
incorporates air dispersion based on planetary boundary layer turbulence structure and 
scaling concepts, including treatment of surface and elevated sources, building downwash, 
and simple and complex terrain (EPA 2015). For the Project, AERMOD was run with all 
sources emitting unit emissions (1 gram per second) to obtain the “Χ/Q” values. Χ/Q is a 
dispersion factor that is the average effluent concentration normalized by source strength and 
is used as a way to simplify the representation of emissions from many sources. The Χ/Q 
values of ground-level concentrations were determined for construction emissions using 
AERMOD and the maximum concentrations determined for the 1-hour and Period averaging 
periods. Principal parameters of this modeling are presented in Table 3.2-10. 

Table 3.2-9  
AERMOD Principal Parameters 

Parameter Details 

Meteorological Data The latest 3-year meteorological data (2010–2012) for the Del Mar Station (Station ID 3177) from 
SDAPCD were downloaded and then input to AERMOD. For cancer or chronic noncancer risk 
assessments, the average cancer risk of all years modeled was used. 

Urban versus Rural 
Option 

Urban areas typically have more surface roughness, as well as structures and low-albedo surfaces 
that absorb more sunlight—and thus more heat—relative to rural areas. However, based on the 
SDAPCD guidelines, the rural dispersion option was selected due to the Project’s proximity to the 
ocean. 
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Table 3.2-9  
AERMOD Principal Parameters 

Parameter Details 

Terrain Characteristics The terrain in the vicinity of the modeled Project site is generally flat. The elevation of the modeled 
site is about 35 meters above sea level. Digital elevation model files were imported into AERMOD so 
that complex terrain features were evaluated as appropriate. 

Elevation Data Digital elevation data were imported into AERMOD, and elevations were assigned to the emission 
sources and receptors. Digital elevation data were obtained through AERMOD View in the United 
States Geological Survey’s National Elevation Dataset format with a 10-meter resolution. 

Emission Sources and 
Release Parameters 

Air dispersion modeling of DPM from construction equipment was conducted using emissions 
estimated using the CalEEMod, assuming emissions would occur in accordance with the project 
schedule in Appendix A. The Project area was modeled as a series of volume sources. 

Source Release 
Characterizations 

The volume source release height was assumed to be 5 meters with an initial vertical and lateral 
dimension of 5.81 meters. All volume sources were assumed to be 25 meters on each side. 

Discrete Receptors A uniform Cartesian grid overlaying the project site with 20-meter resolution was converted into discrete 
Cartesian receptors to represent sensitive receptors. Discrete Cartesian receptors were also placed 
on site to represent on-site residents. 

Note: See Appendix D.  

Dispersion model plotfiles from AERMOD were then imported into CARB’s Hotspots 
Analysis and Reporting Program Version 2 to determine health risk, which requires peak 1-
hour emission rates and annual-averaged emission rates for all pollutants for each modeling 
source. For the residential health risk, the HRA assumes exposure would start in the third 
trimester of pregnancy. 

“Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a person continuously exposed to 
concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year exposure period would 
contract cancer based on the use of standard OEHHA risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 
2015). In addition, some TACs have non-carcinogenic effects. TACs that would potentially be 
emitted during construction activities would be DPM emitted from heavy-duty construction 
equipment and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment and diesel trucks are subject 
to CARB ATCMs to reduce DPM emissions. According to the OEHHA, HRAs should be based on 
a 30-year exposure duration based on typical residency period; however, such assessments should 
be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project (OEHHA 2015). Thus, the 
duration of proposed construction activities (approximately 39 months for the proposed project) 
would only constitute a small percentage of the total long-term exposure period and would not 
result in exposure of proximate sensitive receptors to substantial TACs. After construction is 
completed there would be no long-term source of TAC emissions during operation. The results of 
the HRA for proposed project construction is summarized in Table 3.2-10.  
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Table 3.2-10  
Construction Activity Health Risk Assessment Results - Unmitigated 

Impact Parameter Units Project Impact 
Recommended 

Threshold Level of Significance 

Proposed Project 

MICR – Residential On Site Per Million 57.10 10.0 Potentially Significant 

HIC – On Site  Not Applicable 0.12 1.0 Less than Significant 

MICR – Residential Off Site Per Million 56.38 10.0 Potentially Significant 

HIC – Off Site Not Applicable 0.17 1.0 Less than Significant 

Sources:  Appendix D 
Notes:  MICR – Maximum Individual Cancer Risk; HIC – Chronic Hazard Index 

The results of the HRA demonstrate that the TAC exposure from construction diesel exhaust 
emissions would result in cancer risk on site above the 10 in 1 million threshold for the proposed 
project. The Chronic Hazard Index for the proposed project would be less than 1. Therefore, 
TAC emissions from construction activities of the proposed project may expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and would result in a potentially significant 
impact and therefore, mitigation is required. 

Health Impacts of Carbon Monoxide  

As described previously, high concentrations CO exposure can result in dizziness, fatigue, 
chest pain, headaches, and impairment of central nervous system functions. Mobile-source 
impacts, including those related to CO, occur on two scales of motion. Regionally, project-
related construction travel would add to regional trip generation and increase the VMT 
within the local airshed and the Basin. Locally, construction traffic would be added to the 
roadway system in the vicinity of the proposed project site. Although the Basin is currently 
an attainment area for CO, there is a potential for the formation of microscale CO “hotspots” 
to occur immediately around areas where there is traffic congestion. Hotspots can form if 
such traffic occurs during periods of poor atmospheric ventilation and when a large number 
of vehicles “cold-started” and operating at pollution-inefficient speeds. Because of continued 
improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or 
congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the Basin is steadily decreasing (CARB 2005). 

Carbon monoxide transport is extremely limited and disperses rapidly with distance from the 
source. Under certain extreme meteorological conditions, however, CO concentrations near a 
congested roadway or intersection may reach unhealthy levels, affecting sensitive receptors 
such as residents, school children, hospital patients, and the elderly. Typically, high CO 
concentrations are associated with urban roadways or intersections operating at an 
unacceptable level of service (LOS). CO hotspots have been found to occur only at 
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signalized intersections that operate at or below LOS E with peak-hour traffic volumes 
exceeding 3,000 vehicle trips. According to the County of San Diego’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements, if a project would 
place a sensitive receptor within 500 feet of such an intersection, a CO hotspot analysis 
would be required. Similarly, any project that would cause intersections to operate at or 
below LOS E with peak-hour trips exceeding 3,000 trips, a CO hotspot analysis would be 
required (County of San Diego 2007). As previously discussed, construction-generated traffic 
would not contribute a substantial number of trips to the local roadway network; therefore, a 
construction CO hotspot analysis is unwarranted.  

Additionally, as stated in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Fehr and Peers, all key 
study area intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better under Horizon Year 
2035 conditions without and with the proposed project. The reported travel delay at the 
Stevens Avenue/South Nardo Avenue intersection is projected to decrease compared to Near 
Term 2017 conditions despite the increase in volumes because the intersection’s signal 
timing automatically adjusts to provide more green time to the north and south approaches in 
response to the increased demand. The green time provided for the east and west approaches 
automatically decreases, in response, in order to maintain the cycle length. The vehicular 
delay at the north and south approaches are therefore reduced and thus, the overall delay 
reported for the intersection is reduced (Fehr and Peers 2016). Therefore, because the project 
would not cause intersection performance to operate at or below LOS E during project 
operation, a CO hotspot analysis would not be required. Localized carbon monoxide impacts, 
therefore, would be considered less than significant.  

Health Impacts of Other Criteria Air Pollutants 

Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in emissions that 
exceed the SDAPCD emission thresholds for any criteria air pollutants including VOC, 
NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5. Some VOCs would be associated with motor vehicles and 
construction equipment, while others are associated with architectural coatings, the 
emissions of which would not result in the exceedances of the SDAPCD thresholds as 
shown in Table 3.2-6. Additionally, SDAPCD Rule 67.0 restricts the VOC content of 
coatings for both construction and operational applications. 

VOCs and NOx are precursors to O3, for which the Basin is designated as nonattainment with 
respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS (the Basin is designated by the EPA as an attainment area 
for the 1-hour O3 NAAQS standard and 1997 8-hour NAAQS standard). The potential health 
effects associated with O3, as discussed in Section 3.2, are generally associated with reduced 
lung function. The contribution of VOCs and NOx to regional ambient O3 concentrations is the 
result of complex photochemistry. The increases in O3 concentrations in the Basin due to O3 
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precursor emissions tend to be found downwind from the source location, allowing time for 
photochemical reactions to occur. The potential for exacerbating excessive O3 concentrations 
would also depend on the time of year that the VOC emissions would occur because 
exceedances of the O3 AAQS tend to occur between April and October when solar radiation is 
highest. The EPA, in coordination with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, 
National Park Service, and tribal, state, and local agencies developed the Air Quality Index—
an air monitoring system under the AirNow program—which provides real-time monitoring 
data for ozone and particulate matter and archives historical air quality data throughout the 
year. Air quality data collected under the system is then ranked using a color and number scale, 
which corresponds to the level of pollutants and associated health effects from exposure at 
those levels. Table 3.2-11 shows these scales and descriptions.  

Table 3.2-11 
Air Quality Health Effects Index Scale 

Air Quality Index 
Color (Level of 

Health Concern) Health Effects 

Good (0–50) Green No health impacts are expected when air quality is in this range. 

Moderate (51–100) Yellow Air quality is acceptable; however, for some pollutants there may be a 
moderate health concern for a very small number of people. For example, 
people who are unusually sensitive to ozone may experience respiratory 
symptoms. 

Unhealthy for Sensitive 
Groups (101–150) 

Orange Although the general public is not likely to be affected at this range, people with 
lung disease, older adults, and children are at a greater risk from exposure to 
ozone, whereas persons with heart and lung disease, older adults, and children 
are at greater risk from the presence of particles in the air. 

Unhealthy (151–200) Red Everyone may begin to experience some adverse health effects, and 
members of the sensitive groups may experience more serious effects. 

Very Unhealthy (201–300) Purple This would trigger a health alert signifying that everyone may experience 
more serious health effects. 

Hazardous (301–500) Maroon This would trigger a health warning of emergency conditions. The entire 
population is more likely to be affected. 

Source: EPA 2015. 

Because ozone concentrations tend to be the highest during the summer months, ozone 
during the months of June 2014 and July 2014 were examined to establish existing worst-
case ozone conditions at the project site location. Of the 61 consecutive days analyzed, 
approximately 59 days were reported as having “Good” ozone levels (the lowest reported 
levels) and approximately 2 of the 61 days were reported as having “Moderate” ozone 
levels in the coastal San Diego area (EPA 2015). The overall effect of a single project’s 
emissions of O3 precursors is speculative due to the lack of quantitative methods to assess 
impacts. Nonetheless, the VOC and NOx emissions associated with project construction 
could minimally contribute to regional O3 concentrations and the associated health 
impacts. Due to the minimal contribution during construction and operation, as well as 
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the existing good air quality in the project area and coastal San Diego areas, potential air 
quality related health impacts would be considered less than significant.  

Similar to O3, construction of the proposed project would not exceed thresholds for PM10 or 
PM2.5 and would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate 
matter. The project would also not result in substantial DPM emissions during construction 
and operation and therefore, would not result in significant health effects related to DPM 
exposure. Additionally, of the 61 consecutive days analyzed as described previously, 
approximately 14 days were reported as having “Good” particulate levels (the lowest 
reported levels) and approximately 47 of the 61 days were reported as having “Moderate” 
particulate levels in the coastal San Diego area (EPA 2015). As shown in Table 3.2-12, 
moderate levels are considered acceptable in terms of localized health effects. Due to the 
minimal contribution of particulate matter during construction and operation, potential air 
quality-related health impacts would be considered less than significant.  

Regarding nitrogen dioxide, according to the construction emissions analysis, construction of 
the proposed project would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for 
NO2. As described in Section 3.2.1, NO2 and NOx health impacts are associated with 
respiratory irritation, which may be experienced by nearby receptors during the periods of 
heaviest use of off-road construction equipment. However, these operations would be 
relatively short term, and application of construction BMP AQ-1 and BMP AQ-2 would help 
to reduce this impact. Additionally, off-road construction equipment would be operating at 
various portions of the site and would not be concentrated in one portion of the site at any 
one time. Additionally, construction of the proposed project would not require any stationary 
emission sources that would create substantial, localized NOx impacts. Therefore, potential 
air quality related health impacts would be considered less than significant. 

In summary, construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in 
exceedances of SDAPCD emission-based thresholds for any criteria pollutants. The VOC 
and NOx emissions, as described previously, would minimally contribute to regional O3 
concentrations. Current and historical air quality for ozone at the project site is 
considered “Good” (between 0–50 on a scale of 0–500) according to the EPA’s Air 
Quality Index (EPA 2015). In addition to O3, NOx emissions would not contribute to 
potential exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2. As shown in Table 3.2-3, the 
existing NO2 concentrations in the area are well below the NAAQS and CAAQS 
standards. Thus, it is not expected the project’s operational NOx emissions would result 
in exceedances of the NO2 standards or contribute to the associated health effects. CO 
tends to be a localized impact associated with congested intersections. The associated CO 
“hotspots” were discussed previously as a less-than-significant impact. Thus, the 
project’s CO emissions would not contribute to significant health effects associated with 
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this pollutant. PM10 and PM2.5 would not contribute to potential exceedances of the 
NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate matter and would not obstruct the Basin from 
coming into attainment for these pollutants and would not contribute to significant health 
effects associated with particulates. Lastly, current and historical air quality for 
particulate matter at the project site are considered “Good” to “Moderate” according to 
the EPA’s Air Quality Index (EPA 2015). Therefore, health impacts associated with 
criteria air pollutants would be considered less than significant. 

E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  

Odors would be generated from vehicles and/or equipment exhaust emissions during 
construction of the proposed project. Odors produced during construction would be 
attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction 
equipment and architectural coatings. Such odors are temporary and generally occur at 
magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts 
associated with odors during construction would be considered less than significant. 

Land uses and industrial operations associated with odor complaints include agricultural 
uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, 
refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project involves residential 
uses similar to those that currently exist on site and would not result in the creation of a land 
use that is commonly associated with odors. Therefore, project operations would result in an 
odor impact that is less than significant.  

3.2.5 Mitigation  

As discussed in Section 3.2.4, the potential impact to sensitive receptors from construction of 
the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the following 
mitigation is required to reduce the emissions of DPM from construction and the associated 
health risk. 

AQ-1 To reduce the potential for health risks as a result of construction of the project 
the Applicant shall: 

a. Prior to the start of construction activities, the project applicant, or its 
designee, shall ensure that all diesel-powered excavators, forklifts, paving 
equipment, rollers, rubber tired dozers, scrapers, and 
tractors/loaders/backhoes, are powered with CARB certified Tier 4 Interim 
engines, except where the project applicant establishes to the satisfaction of 
the City that Tier 4 Interim equipment is not available.  
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• All other diesel-powered construction equipment will be classified as Tier 
3 or higher, at a minimum, except where the project applicant establishes 
to the satisfaction of the City that Tier 3 equipment is not available.  

 In the case where the applicant is unable to secure a piece of equipment that meets 
the Tier 4 Interim requirement, the applicant may upgrade another piece of 
equipment to compensate (from Tier 4 Interim to Tier 4 Final).  

 Engine Tier requirements in accordance with this measure shall be incorporated 
on all construction plans. As the construction fleet details assumed for this 
analysis were based on best available data at the time of preparation (June 2018), 
construction fleet and operating scenarios may change once a contractor is 
selected prior to construction anticipated to be mid-2020.  

b. Prior to the commencement of any demolition, grading or construction activity on 
the project site, if the applicant makes changes to the construction fleet the 
applicant will conduct a supplemental health risk assessment (HRA) to ensure 
that the health risk associated with the construction scenario at the time of 
construction is no greater risk than the 10 in one million as stated in the EIR.  

All emissions for criteria pollutants would be well below the SDAPCD thresholds. In addition, 
construction best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to further limit exposure 
of sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants, consistent with SDAPCD Rule 55. Construction 
BMPs are as follows: 

BMP AQ-1 Consistent with San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55, the 
project applicant shall ensure that fugitive dust generated by grading and 
construction activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of retaining dust on 
the site, by following the dust control best management practices listed below: 

a. During clearing, grading, earthmoving, excavation, or transportation of cut or 
fill materials, the project applicant shall use water trucks or sprinkler systems 
to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create a crust after each day’s 
activities cease. 

b. During construction, the project applicant shall use water truck or sprinkler 
systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust 
from leaving the site. At a minimum, this would include wetting down such 
areas at least twice per day, later in the morning and after work is completed 
for the day, and whenever winds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
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c. The project applicant shall ensure that soil stockpiled for more than 2 days shall 
be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. 

d. The project applicant shall post signs on site to limit speeds on unpaved roads 
to not more than 15 miles per hour. 

e. The project applicant shall halt all grading and excavation operations when 
wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

f. The project applicant shall ensure that dirt and debris spilled onto paved 
surfaces at the project site and on the adjacent roadways shall be swept, 
vacuumed, and/or washed at the end of each workday. 

g. The project applicant shall ensure that all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or 
other loose material to and from the construction site shall be tarped and 
maintain a minimum 2 feet of freeboard. 

h. The project applicant shall, at a minimum, at each vehicle egress from the 
project site to a paved public road, install a pad consisting of washed gravel 
(minimum-size: 1 inch) maintained in a clean condition. 

BMP AQ-2 The project applicant shall implement the following best management practices 
during construction to reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) emissions from construction equipment to the extent feasible: 

a. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum size 
necessary to accomplish the task for which it is used. 

b. The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be 
minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the smallest 
practicable number is operating at any one time. 

c. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

d. Electric equipment shall be utilized in lieu of diesel-powered equipment, 
where feasible. 

e. Delivery or haul truck idling time shall not exceed 5 minutes at any single 
location per the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure 13 (13 California Code of Regulations Section 2485), unless 
additional time is required for safety reasons, per engine manufacturers’ 
specifications or reasons stated in the Final Regulation Order of 13 California 
Code of Regulations Section 2485.  
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3.2.6 Significance After Mitigation 

The construction of the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact to 
sensitive receptors prior to mitigation. With implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1, the 
emissions of DPM are significantly reduced compared to the unmitigated scenario. The detailed 
emissions assumptions and model outputs using CalEEMod are provided in Appendix D. Table 
3.2-12 shows the results of the HRA after implementation of AQ-1 for the proposed project. 

Table 3.2-12  
Construction Activity Health Risk Assessment Results - Mitigated 

Impact Parameter Units Project Impact CEQA Threshold Level of Significance 

Proposed Project 

MICR – Residential On Site Per Million 6.21 10.0 Less than Significant 

HIC – On Site  Not Applicable 0.036 1.0 Less than Significant 

MICR – Residential Off Site Per Million 7.38 10.0 Less than Significant 

HIC – Off Site Not Applicable 0.036 1.0 Less than Significant 

Sources:  Appendix D 
Notes:  MICR – Maximum Individual Cancer Risk; HIC – Chronic Hazard Index 

The mitigated results shown in Table 3.2-12 demonstrate that the construction mobile 
sources exhibit maximum individual cancer risks (MICR) below the 10 in a million threshold 
and chronic hazard indices (HIC) less than 1. AERMOD and HARP2 outputs are contained 
in Appendix D. 

Therefore, with respect to CEQA Appendix G, Air Quality question (d), TAC emissions from 
construction of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations and would result in a less than significant impact with mitigation. 
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3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section provides an overview of the biological resources within the proposed Solana 
Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and surrounding region; the 
regulatory framework; and an analysis of potential impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species as identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  

3.3.1 Existing Conditions 
The approximately 13.4-acre site is located in a developed neighborhood at 661–781 South Nardo 
Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the City of Solana Beach (City). The City is nearly entirely 
built-out in an urban setting, with only small pockets of ornamental/planted landscape 
material/vegetation throughout the community. The proposed project site is surrounded by 
residential neighborhoods to the north, Solana Pointe apartments to the northeast, commercial area 
to the east, single-family homes to the southeast, Turfwood condominiums to the south, and St. 
James Catholic Church and school to the west. 

The most common forms of biological resources are landscaping introduced in conjunction with 
urban development, horticultural activity, grassland, and chaparral on undeveloped hillside areas. 
The existing Solana Highlands complex contains 16 buildings with paved carports, surface parking, 
and various hardscape and landscape areas. Existing mature trees are located along the sidewalks and 
throughout the parking areas within the complex, including five California sycamores (Platanus 
racemosa). There is no native habitat on the project site, as it consists of residential development 
with ornamental landscape plantings. A landscaped slope runs along the southern and western 
border of the project site.  

The City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan (LUP) includes a biological resources map (Figure 3-5 of 
the LUP) and environmentally sensitive habitat map (Figure 3-10 of the LUP). Neither of these 
maps identify any sensitive biological resources or native habitat on, or adjacent to, the project site 
(City of Solana Beach 2013).  

3.3.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal  

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 United States Code 
(U.S.C.) 1531 et seq.), provides for listing of endangered and threatened species of plants and 
animals, and designation of critical habitat for listed animal species. The federal ESA also 
prohibits all persons subject to U.S. jurisdiction from “taking” endangered species, which 
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includes any harm or harassment. Section 7 of the federal ESA requires that federal agencies, 
prior to project approval, consult USFWS and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure 
adequate protection of listed species that may be affected by the project. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.) is a federal statute that implements treaties 
with several countries on the conservation and protection of migratory birds. The list of bird 
species covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is extensive and is detailed in 50 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 10.13. The regulatory definition of “migratory bird” is broad and 
includes any mutation or hybrid of a listed species, including any part, egg, or nest of such a bird 
(50 CFR 10.12). Migratory birds are not necessarily federally listed as endangered or threatened 
under the federal ESA. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which is enforced by USFWS, makes it 
unlawful “by any means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, [or] kill” any migratory 
bird or attempt such actions, except as permitted by regulation. The applicable regulations prohibit 
the take, possession, import, export, transport, sale, purchase, barter, or offering of these activities, 
except under a valid permit or as permitted in the implementing regulations (50 CFR 21.11). 

Clean Water Act 

The federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (also known as the Clean Water 
Act) (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 1000-4), is the 
major federal legislation governing water quality. The purpose of the Clean Water Act is to 
“restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” 
Discharges into waters of the United States are regulated under Section 404. Waters of the 
United States include all navigable waters (including all waters subject to the ebb and flow of 
tides); all interstate waters and wetlands; all other waters, such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams 
(including intermittent streams), mudflats, sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, or natural ponds; all 
impoundments of waters mentioned above; all tributaries to waters mentioned above; the 
territorial seas; and all wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above. In California, the State 
Water Resources Control Board and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards are 
responsible for implementing the Clean Water Act. Important applicable sections of the Clean 
Water Act are discussed below: 

 Section 303 requires states to develop water quality standards for inland surface and ocean 
waters and submit to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for approval. Under Section 
303(d), the state is required to list waters that do not meet water quality standards and to 
develop action plans, called total maximum daily loads, to improve water quality. 

 Section 304 provides for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines. 
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 Section 401 requires an applicant for any federal permit that proposes an activity that 
may result in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain certification from the 
state that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the Clean Water Act. 
Certification is provided by the respective Regional Water Quality Control Board.  

 Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, a permitting 
system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredge or fill material) into waters of the 
United States. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program is administered 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Conformance with Section 402 is typically 
addressed in conjunction with water quality certification under Section 401. 

 Section 404 provides for issuance of dredge/fill permits by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE). Permits typically include conditions to minimize impacts on water 
quality. Common conditions include ACOE review and approval of sediment quality analysis 
before dredging, a detailed pre- and post-construction monitoring plan that includes disposal 
site monitoring, and required compensation for loss of waters of the United States.  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ACOE has primary federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters and 
wetlands. In this regard, ACOE acts under two statutory authorities: the Rivers and Harbors Act 
(33 U.S.C., Sections 9 and 10), which governs specified activities in navigable waters, and the 
Clean Water Act (Section 404), which governs specified activities in waters of the United States, 
including wetlands and special aquatic sites. Wetlands and non-wetland waters (e.g., rivers, 
streams, and natural ponds) are a subset of waters of the United States and receive protection 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. ACOE has primary federal responsibility for 
administering regulations that concern waters and wetlands in the project area under the statutory 
authority of the Clean Water Act (Section 404). In addition, the regulations and policies of 
various federal agencies mandate that the filling of wetlands be avoided to the extent feasible. 
ACOE requires obtaining a permit if a project proposes placing structures within navigable 
waters and/or alteration of waters of the United States.  

State 

California Endangered Species Act 

Similar to the federal ESA, the California ESA of 1970 provides protection to species 
considered threatened or endangered by the State of California (California Fish and Game 
Code, Section 2050 et seq.). The California ESA recognizes the importance of threatened and 
endangered fish, wildlife, and plant species and their habitats, and prohibits the taking of any 
endangered, threatened, or rare plant and/or animal species unless specifical ly permitted for 
education or management purposes. 
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California Fish and Game Code 

The California Fish and Game Code regulates the handling and management of the state’s fish 
and wildlife. Most of the code is administered or enforced by CDFW. It states that no mammals, 
birds, reptiles, amphibians, or fish species listed as fully protected can be “taken or possessed at 
any time.” In addition, CDFW affords protection over the destruction of nests or eggs of native 
bird species (Section 3503), and it states that no birds in the orders of Falconiformes or 
Strigiformes (birds of prey) can be taken, possessed, or destroyed (Section 3503.5). CDFW 
cannot issue permits or licenses that authorize the take of any Fully Protected species, except 
under certain circumstances such as scientific research and live capture and relocation of such 
species pursuant to a permit for the protection of livestock (Section 3511). Separate from federal 
and state designations of species, CDFW designates certain vertebrate species as Species of 
Special Concern based on declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats 
that have made them vulnerable to extinction.  

Porter–Cologne Water Quality Act 

The Porter–Cologne Water Quality Act of 1969, updated in 2012 (California Water Code, Section 
13000 et seq.), provides for statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The act established 
the California State Water Resources Control Board as the statewide authority, and nine separate 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards to oversee water quality on a day-to-day basis. 

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan  

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Solana Beach General Plan is a combined 
element that describes existing conditions and issues related to water resources, flori-cultural 
resources, air resources, cultural resources, energy resources, and open space/visual resources. 
This element also contains goals, objectives, and policies established to ensure that natural 
resources in Solana Beach are managed wisely. Open space and conservation policies applicable 
to the proposed project are outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal 3.1: To protect and conserve the City’s natural and cultural resources. 

o Policy 1.b: The City shall require the incorporation of adequate erosion control 
measures into development projects that may otherwise impact water resources 
adversely. Such measures shall be reviewed by the Planning and Engineering 
Departments and shall include sandbagging of newly graded slopes, prompt planting 
of disturbed areas, phasing of grading and construction activities to minimize exposed 
areas susceptible to erosion, and the routing of runoff flows through desilting basins 
prior to discharge into any watercourse. 
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o Policy 2.a: The City shall require all new developments to incorporate water 
conservation measures into project design to the greatest extent possible. Such 
measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of plumbing fixtures which 
reduce water usage (in accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative 
Code) and xeriscape landscaping which maximizes the use of drought-tolerant plant 
species and drip irrigation systems. 

o Policy 2.b: The City shall support projects involving water reclamation (such as the 
San Elijo treatment plant) by using reclaimed water for irrigation of public 
landscaped areas to the greatest feasible extent. Further, the City shall encourage the 
use of such water in privately owned areas. 

o Policy 4.a: The City shall use the environmental review procedures established by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to ensure that potential adverse effects 
upon natural and cultural resources are identified. 

o Policy 4.b: The City shall not permit land uses that would have unavoidable 
significant adverse impacts upon natural or cultural resources unless a statement of 
overriding considerations is adopted by the Solana Beach City Council. 

o Policy 4.c: Technical reports made available to the public in conjunction with 
environmental documentation shall include summaries written for laypersons (e.g., 
soils and geology reports that minimize the use of technical jargon). 

o Policy 5.a: The City shall require that all development proposals provide adequate 
mitigation measures for identified significant biological resources, including selective 
preservation, replanting, sensitive site planning techniques, the provision of 
replacement habitat, and/or other appropriate measures. 

o Policy 5.c: The City shall establish a heritage tree program which identifies mature 
trees that are to be preserved and protected from public and private development 
activities. Further, this program shall set forth procedures to be followed by the City 
staff in the site plan review process to ensure compliance with the program and shall 
outline appropriate measures to preserve mature trees. 

City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan  

The City is completely encompassed by the state-designated Coastal Zone. The Local Coastal 
Program LUP, adopted February 27, 2013, and amended June 11, 2014, is designed to locally 
implement statewide goals for the Coastal Zone, including protection, maintenance, 
enhancement, and restoration of the quality of the Coastal Zone environment and its natural and 
artificial resources. The LUP includes policies for marine- and land-based biological resources, 
and restrictions for existing and new development (City of Solana Beach 2013).  
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Pursuant to the LUP, there are 12 sensitive vegetation communities within the City: southern 
coastal salt marsh, freshwater marsh, southern willow scrub, mulefat scrub, open water/estuarine, 
beach, southern coastal bluff scrub, southern maritime chaparral, Diegan coastal sage scrub, 
southern mixed chaparral, coastal sage-chaparral scrub, and non-native grasslands. Five sensitive 
plant species were noted during field surveys for the LUP: wart-stemmed ceanothus (Ceanothus 
verrucosus), San Diego marsh-elder (Iva hayesiana), southwestern spiny rush (Juncus acutus 
ssp. leopoldii), Nuttall’s scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), and San Diego viguiera (Viguiera 
laciniata). Four sensitive animal species were observed or detected during field surveys for the 
LUP in and/or adjacent to the San Elijo Lagoon: yellow breasted chat (Icteria virens), coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), southern mule deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus fuliginatus), and western bluebird (Sialia mexicana) (City of Solana Beach 2013). 

The following LUP policies are applicable to the proposed project (City of Solana Beach 2013): 

F.  Environmental Review 

 Policy 3.32: For development in locations known, or determined by environmental 
review, to potentially have breeding or nesting sensitive birds species, two weeks 
prior to any scheduled development, a qualified biological monitor shall conduct a 
pre-construction survey of the site and within 500 feet of the project site. Sensitive 
bird species are those species designated “threatened” or “endangered” by state or 
federal agencies, California Species of Special Concern, California Fully Protected 
Species, raptors, and large wading birds. In addition, surveys must be conducted 
every two weeks for sensitive nesting birds during the breeding season. If nesting 
sensitive birds are detected at any time during the breeding season, CDFW shall be 
notified and an appropriate disturbance set-back will be determined and imposed 
until the young-of-the-year are no longer reliant upon the nest. The set-back or 
buffer shall be no less than 100 feet. 

H. Native Tree Protection 

 Policy 3.51: New development shall be sited and designed to preserve oak, 
sycamore, alder, willow, toyon, or other native trees that are not otherwise protected 
as ESHA [Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas]. Removal of native trees shall be 
prohibited except where no other feasible alternative exists. Structures, including 
roads or driveways, shall be sited to prevent any encroachment into the root zone and 
to provide an adequate buffer outside of the root zone of individual native trees win 
order to allow for future growth. 

 Policy 3.52: New development on sites containing native trees shall include a tree 
protection plan. 
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 Policy 3.53: Where the removal of native trees cannot be avoided through the 
implementation of project alternatives or where development encroachments into 
the protected zone of native trees result in the loss or worsened health of the trees, 
mitigation measures shall include, at a minimum, the planting of replacement 
trees on-site, if suitable area exists on the project site, at a ratio of 1:1 for every 
tree removed. Where on-site mitigation is not feasible, off-site mitigation shall be 
provided through planting replacement trees or by providing an in-lieu fee based 
on the type, size and age of the tree(s) removed. The number of replacement trees 
allowed to be planted within the very high fire hazard severity zone will be 
approved by the Fire Marshal. Proper spacing of tree trunks and canopies will be 
maintained in accordance with the Fire Code for trees in this zone. Any new or 
replacement tree planted in this zone shall be fire resistive and on the Planning 
and Fire Department approved planting list. 

3.3.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), and have been used to determine the potential significance of a biological resources 
impact. Impacts to biological resources would be significant if the proposed project would: 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 
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3.3.4 Impacts Analysis  

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

The project site is fully developed and in an urban setting. Pursuant to the LUP 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Map, non-native vegetation, disturbed Diegan coastal 
sage scrub, and eucalyptus woodlands are located within 0.5 mile of the project site. 
There are no Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas on site according to the LUP, and 
there are no species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species 
identified on the project site. In addition, the project site is shown with a developed 
designation, and not listed as an area where a site-specific study would be required. 
However, the City’s LUP includes policies that protect native trees, including oak, 
manzanita, sycamore, cottonwood, willow, and toyon trees (Heteromeles arbutifolia) 
(City of Solana Beach 2013). There are five sycamore trees located on site. Under the 
LUP, development must be sited and designed to avoid removal of trees and 
encroachment into the root zone of each tree (City of Solana Beach 2013).  

The applicant has provided an Existing Tree Inventory (refer to Figure 2-7) that identifies 
that the applicant will attempt to preserve certain trees as feasible along the 
north/northwestern project boundary and south-central portion of the project site in an effort 
to maintain current landscape aesthetics. As noted in Figure 2-7, existing trees indicated 
within a green cloud (including Canary Island Pines, Italian Stone Pines, and Monterey 
Pines), may potentially remain in place as determined by final grading solution, and/or 
determination of health by a certified arborist. Existing trees indicated within a red cloud 
(which includes canary island date palms, canary island pines, Aleppo pines, and queen 
palms) may potentially be relocated on site as determined by final grading solution and/or 
determination of health by a certified arborist. 

However, based on site design changes based on community feedback to reduce building pad 
elevations to minimize effects on potential private off site views of the project site and 
provide senior affordable housing on site, it is anticipated that all on-site trees (including 
both non-native and native) could be removed and replaced. 

Where removal of native trees cannot be avoided, per LUP Policy 3.52, they must be 
replaced on a 1:1 ratio per LUP Policy 3.53 (City of Solana Beach 2013). As provided in the 
proposed Landscape Plan (Figure 2-6) native trees including 5 California Sycamore trees and 
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10 large (84-inch box) Coast Live Oak trees would be incorporated into project landscaping, 
thereby replacing the number of existing native trees removed. 

Additionally, the proposed project has the potential to directly and indirectly impact nesting 
birds (as a result of construction-related disturbance. Therefore, impacts would be potentially 
significant. Policy 3.32 of the Solana Beach LUP (see above) requires surveys and an 
appropriate disturbance set-back, if necessary (City of Solana Beach 2013). The proposed 
project would be required under LUP Policy 3.32 to conduct nesting bird surveys prior to 
ground-disturbing activities. With implementation of BIO-1 and BIO-2, operational impacts to 
nesting birds would be less than significant, as native trees would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. 

Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 tree protection/replacement) and BIO-2 (pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds) would reduce potential impacts to species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by CDFW or USFWS.  

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

There are no areas of riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities located on the 
project site because it is a built-out apartment complex with vegetated areas consisting of 
ornamental landscaping. Landscaping includes mature native trees, as discussed above, and 
no riparian or other sensitive natural community is identified on site. Because the project 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS, impacts would be less than significant.  

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 

as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 

interruption, or other means?  

The project site is fully developed and located within an urban setting. Pursuant to the LUP, 
there are no federally protected wetlands or other wetlands on site. Therefore, construction 
activities such as direct removal, filling, and hydrological interruption would not cause an 
impact to wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. There would be no 
impacts to federally protected wetlands.  
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D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

The project site is fully developed and located within an urban setting. There are no native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species located on site, and re-development of the 
project site would not impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The project site does 
not contain a wildlife corridor or migratory passageway for any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species. No impacts would occur.  

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?  

The LUP requires the protection of native trees, including oak, manzanita, sycamore, 
cottonwood, willow, and toyon trees. There are five sycamore trees located on site. Under the 
LUP, development must be sited and designed to avoid removal of trees and encroachment 
into the root zone of each tree. Where the removal of trees cannot be avoided by any feasible 
project alternative, replacement trees must be provided. Specific policies that apply to the 
protection of native trees are outlined above in Section 3.3.2. 

Five native trees (sycamores) have been identified on site, triggering a requirement to prepare 
a tree protection plan (LUP Policy 3.52). The applicant has provided an existing Tree 
inventory and landscaping plan that together constitute a Tree Protection Plan(Appendix E, 
and Figures 2-6 and 2-7) that identifies preserving some trees, if feasible, along the project 
boundary in an effort to maintain current landscape aesthetics. The applicant would be 
required to submit finalized tree inventory and landscaping plans, including a formalized 
Tree Protection Plan, prior to the certificate of occupancy as detailed in BIO-1. As discussed 
within the Threshold A. analysis above, based on site design needed to realize the allowable 
density, and provide for appropriate internal circulation, private view protection, and building 
pad elevations, it is anticipated that all on-site native trees would be compromised, and their 
removal would be unavoidable. Where removal of native trees cannot be avoided, per LUP 
Policy 3.52, they must be replaced on a 1:1 ratio, per LUP Policy 3.53 (City of Solana Beach 
2013). This information has been added to the landscape plan (Figure 2-6) to ensure 
compliance with these requirements. Therefore, as the proposed project would require the 
removal of all mature trees on site that could potentially provide habitat for sensitive species, 
impacts would be potentially significant. With implementation of BIO-1 and BIO-2 (see 
Section 3.3.5, Mitigation Measures below), the proposed project would not conflict with the 
LUP. The project would be consistent with all other relevant goals and policies within the 
Solana Beach General Plan, Solana Beach Municipal Code, and LUP regarding the 
preservation and protection of biological resources. 
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G. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?  

The City is almost entirely built out, with only a few vacant parcels and pockets of native 
and/or naturalized vegetation remaining, mostly along the City’s northern edge and 
within canyons in the eastern half of the City. There is not an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan that covers the project site. The project would 
be consistent with all relevant goals and policies regarding the preservation and 
protection of habitat, such as those contained in the Solana Beach LUP and General Plan, 
as outlined in detail within Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR. As 
previously described, although there are individual native trees on the project site, there 
is no native habitat on the project site, as it consists of residential development with 
ornamental landscape plantings. Therefore, the project is not within an area covered by 
an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan; the project would not conflict 
with the provisions of any such plan; and there would be no impact.  

3.3.5 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to ensure potential impacts to biological 
resources are reduced to less than significant.  

BIO-1 Prior to certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall complete, to the satisfaction 
of the City of Solana Beach, a tree protection plan. As required by Policy 3.53 of 
the Land Use Plan, the applicant shall replace all native trees (five sycamores) at a 
1:1 ratio, and shall ensure maturity and viability of the root zone. Further, based 
on the removal of other trees on site as a result of development, and as outlined in 
the project’s Tree Protection Plan, the applicant shall provide an arborist’s 
certification that the replacement trees are in good health and thriving. Monitoring 
will occur three times during year 1, twice during year 2, and annually during 
years 3 through 5. Following each monitoring inspection, a monitoring report will 
be provided by the arborist as notification to the City of Solana Beach that the 
trees are healthy and establishing. The final monitoring report will provide 
certification that the trees are healthy and established. Should any of the trees die 
during the monitoring period, they will be replaced by a minimum 72-inch box 
tree and will be monitored for the remainder of the 5 year period. Declining trees 
will be provided appropriate measures to improve health or structural condition, 
or the tree(s) will be replaced. 
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BIO-2 The project biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys in the proposed 
project impact area and a 500-foot buffer around the impact area no earlier than 7 
days prior to any on-site grading and construction activities that would occur 
during the nesting/breeding season of special-status birds or birds protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Pre-construction surveys shall be conducted 
between January 1 and September 15, or as determined by the project biologist. 
The purpose of the pre-construction surveys shall be to determine whether 
occupied nests are present in the impact zone or within 500 feet of the impact 
zone boundary. In addition, surveys shall be conducted every 2 weeks for 
sensitive nesting birds during the breeding season.  

 If occupied nests are found, then the limits of construction to avoid occupied nests 
shall be established by the project biologist in the field with flagging, fencing, or 
other appropriate barriers (e.g., 300 to 500 feet), and construction personnel shall 
be instructed about the sensitivity of nest areas. If nesting sensitive birds are 
detected at any time during the breeding season, the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife shall be notified, and the project biologist shall serve as a 
weekly construction monitor during those periods when construction activities are 
to occur near active nest areas (i.e., within 100 feet of setback) to avoid 
inadvertent impacts to nests. The project biologist may adjust the 250-foot or 500-
foot setback at his or her discretion depending on the species and the location of 
the nest (e.g., if the nest is well protected in an area buffered by dense vegetation). 
Once the nest is no longer occupied for the season, construction may proceed. 

3.3.6 Significance After Mitigation 

With incorporation of BIO-1, the project would adhere to a tree protection plan, and no net loss 
in native trees would occur. The project would comply with LUP Policies 3.52 and 3.53, and 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Implementation of BIO-2 would reduce, to 
below the level of significance, potential impacts to nesting birds by ensuring detection of 
nesting activities and requiring adequate buffering if any nests are detected. 

3.3.7 References 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 

City of Solana Beach. 2013. Local Coastal Plan. Adopted February 27, 2013; amended June 11, 
2014. http://www.ci.solana-beach.ca.us/index.asp?SEC=0D05AB2F-1E66-4C37-8D2C-
97E6489F0B7E&Type=B_BASIC. 
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City of Solana Beach. 2014. City of Solana Beach General Plan. November 2014. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SolanaBeach/#!/SolanaBeachGP/ 
SolanaBeachGP01.html.   



 3.3 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.3-14 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



3.4 – GREENHOUSE GASES 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR City of Solana Beach 

June 2018 3.4-1 

3.4 GREENHOUSE GASES 

This section provides an overview of the existing environment within the Solana Highlands 
Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and surrounding region, identifies 
associated regulatory requirements, and evaluates potential impacts related to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions and contribution to global climate change that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this section is based, in part, on 
the Air Quality Analysis included as Appendix D to this DEIR, and the Greenhouse Gas 
Analysis included as Appendix F of this DEIR.  

3.4.1 Existing Environment 

This section describes the existing conditions in the project area, and identifies the resources that 
could be affected by the proposed project. 

The Greenhouse Effect and Greenhouse Gases 

The greenhouse effect is the trapping and build-up of heat in the atmosphere (troposphere) near 
the Earth’s surface. The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a threefold 
process: Short-wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth, the Earth emits a 
portion of this energy in the form of long-wave radiation, and GHGs in the upper atmosphere 
absorb this long-wave radiation and emit it into space and toward the Earth.  

The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature. 
Without it, the temperature of the Earth would be about 0°F (−18°C) instead of its present 57°F 
(14°C). If the atmospheric concentrations of GHGs rise, the average temperature of the lower 
atmosphere will gradually increase. Global climate change concerns are focused on whether 
human activities are leading to an enhancement of the greenhouse effect. 

GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), water 
vapor, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), 
and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, occur naturally and are 
emitted to the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and 
CH4 are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have 
a much greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases such as HFCs, 
HCFCs, PFCs, and SF6, which are associated with certain industrial products and processes. A 
summary of the most common GHGs and their sources is included in the following text.1  

                                                 
1  The descriptions of GHGs are summarized from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 

Second Assessment Report (1995), IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (2007), the California Air Resources 
Board’s Glossary of Terms Used in GHG Inventories (CARB 2015a), and the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Glossary of Climate Change Terms (EPA 2016a). 
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Carbon Dioxide. CO2 is a naturally occurring gas and a by-product of human activities, and is 
the principal anthropogenic GHG that affects the Earth’s radiative balance. Natural sources of 
CO2 include respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; 
volcanic out-gassing; and decomposition of dead organic matter. Human activities that generate 
CO2 are from the combustion of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. 

Methane. CH4 is a flammable gas and is the main component of natural gas. CH4 is produced 
through anaerobic (without oxygen) decomposition of waste in landfills, flooded rice fields, 
animal digestion, decomposition of animal wastes, production and distribution of natural gas and 
petroleum, coal production, and incomplete fossil fuel combustion. 

Nitrous Oxide. Sources of N2O include soil cultivation practices (microbial processes in soil 
and water), especially the use of commercial and organic fertilizers; manure management; 
industrial processes (such as in nitric acid production, nylon production, and fossil-fuel-fired 
power plants); vehicle emissions; and the use of N2O as a propellant (such as in rockets, 
racecars, and aerosol sprays). 

Fluorinated Gases. Fluorinated gases are powerful synthetic GHGs that are emitted from a 
variety of industrial processes. Several prevalent fluorinated gases include the following: 

 Hydrofluorocarbons: HFCs are compounds containing hydrogen, fluorine, and carbon 
atoms. HFCs are synthetic chemicals that are used as alternatives to ozone-depleting 
substances in many industrial, commercial, and personal needs. HFCs are emitted as by-
products of industrial processes and are used in manufacturing.  

 Hydrochlorofluorocarbons: HCFCs are compounds containing hydrogen, fluorine, 
chlorine, and carbon atoms. HCFCs are synthetic chemicals that are used as alternatives 
to ozone-depleting substances (chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs)).  

 Perfluorocarbons: PFCs are a group of human-made chemicals composed of carbon and 
fluorine. These chemicals were introduced as alternatives, along with HFCs, to ozone-
depleting substances. The two main sources of PFCs are aluminum production and 
semiconductor manufacturing. Since PFCs have stable molecular structures and do not 
break down through the chemical processes in the lower atmosphere, these chemicals have 
long lifetimes, ranging between 10,000 and 50,000 years. 

 Sulfur hexafluoride: SF6 is a colorless gas that is soluble in alcohol and ether and 
slightly soluble in water. SF6 is used for insulation in electric power transmission and 
distribution equipment, semiconductor manufacturing, the magnesium industry, and as a 
tracer gas for leak detection. 

 Nitrogen trifluoride: Nitrogen trifluoride is used in the manufacture of a variety of 
electronics, including semiconductors and flat panel displays.  
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Black Carbon. Black carbon is a component of fine particulate matter, which has been identified 
as a leading environmental risk factor for premature death. It is produced from the incomplete 
combustion of fossil fuels and biomass burning, particularly from older diesel engines and forest 
fires. Black carbon warms the atmosphere by absorbing solar radiation, influences cloud formation, 
and darkens the surface of snow and ice, which accelerates heat absorption and melting. Black 
carbon is short lived and varies spatially, which makes it difficult to quantify its global warming 
potential. Diesel particulate matter emissions are a major source of black carbon and are also toxic 
air contaminants that have been regulated and controlled in California for several decades to 
protect public health. In relation to declining diesel particulate matter from regulations from the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) pertaining to diesel engines, diesel fuels, and burning 
activities, CARB estimates that annual black carbon emissions in California have reduced by 70% 
between 1990 and 2010, with 95% control expected by 2020 (CARB 2014a).  

Water Vapor. The primary source of water vapor is evaporation from the ocean, with additional 
vapor generated by sublimation (change from solid to gas) from ice and snow, evaporation from 
other water bodies, and transpiration from plant leaves. Water vapor is the most important, 
abundant, and variable GHG in the atmosphere, and it maintains a climate necessary for life.  

Ozone. Tropospheric O3, which is created by photochemical reactions involving gases from 
natural sources and from human activities, acts as a GHG. Stratospheric O3, which is created by 
the interaction between solar ultraviolet radiation and molecular oxygen (O2), plays a decisive 
role in the stratospheric radiative balance. Depletion of stratospheric O3 due to chemical 
reactions that may be enhanced by climate change results in an increased ground-level flux of 
ultraviolet-B radiation.  

Aerosols. Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through 
burning biomass (plant material) and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by 
absorbing and emitting heat and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light. 

Chlorofluorocarbons. CFCs are synthetic chemicals that have been used as cleaning solvents, 
refrigerants, and aerosol propellants. CFCs are chemically unreactive in the lower atmosphere 
(troposphere), and the production of CFCs was prohibited in 1987 due to the chemical 
destruction of stratospheric O3.  

Contributions to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Per the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Sinks: 1990–2014 (EPA 2016b), total United States GHG emissions were approximately 
6,870.5 million metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) in 2014. The primary 
GHG emitted by human activities in the United States was CO2, which represented approximately 
80.9% of total GHG emissions (5,556 MMT CO2E). The largest source of CO2, and of overall 
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GHG emissions, was fossil fuel combustion, which accounted for approximately 93.7% of CO2 
emissions in 2014 (5,208.2 MMT CO2E). Total United States GHG emissions increased by 7.4% 
from 1990 to 2014, and emissions increased by 1.0% (70.5 MMT CO2E) from 2013 to 2014. Since 
1990, United States GHG emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.3%; however, 
overall, net emissions in 2014 were 8.6% below 2005 levels (EPA 2016b). 

According to California’s 2000–2014 GHG emissions inventory, California emitted 441.5 MMT 
CO2E in 2014, including emissions resulting from out-of-state electrical generation (CARB 
2016a). The sources of GHG emissions in California include transportation, industry, electric 
power production from both in-state and out-of-state sources, residential and commercial 
activities, agriculture, high-global-warming-potential substances, and recycling and waste. The 
California GHG emissions source categories and their relative contributions in 2014 are 
presented in Table 3.4-1. 

Table 3.4-1 
Greenhouse Gas Sources in California 

Source Category Annual GHG Emissions (MMT CO2E)  Percent of Totala 

Transportation  159.53 36% 

Industrial uses 93.32 21% 

Electricity generationb 88.24 20% 

Residential and commercial uses 38.34 9% 

Agriculture 36.11 8% 

High global-warming-potential substances 17.15 4% 

Recycling and waste 8.85 2% 

Totals 441.54 100% 

Source Category Annual GHG Emissions (MMT CO2E) Percent of Totala 

Source: CARB 2016a. 
Note: Emissions reflect the 2014 California GHG inventory. 
MMT CO2E = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year  

a Percentage of total has been rounded, and total may not sum due to rounding. 
b Includes emissions associated with imported electricity, which account for 36.51 MMT CO2E annually. 

During the 2000 to 2014 period, per-capita GHG emissions in California continued to drop from 
a peak in 2001 of 13.9 metric tons (MT) per person to 11.4 MT per person in 2014, representing 
an 18% decrease. In addition, total GHG emissions in 2014 were 2.8 MMT CO2E less than 2013 
emissions. The declining trend in GHG emissions, coupled with programs that will continue to 
provide additional GHG reductions going forward, demonstrates that California is on track to 
meet the statewide 2020 target of 431 MMT CO2E established by Assembly Bill (AB) 32, 
discussed below (CARB 2016a). 
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Potential Effects of Human Activity on Climate Change 

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through 
uncertain impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. The 2014 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Synthesis Report indicated that warming of the climate 
system is unequivocal, and, since the 1950s, many of the observed changes are unprecedented over 
decades to millennia. Signs that global climate change has occurred include warming of the 
atmosphere and ocean, diminished amounts of snow and ice, and rising sea levels (IPCC 2014). 

In California, climate change impacts have the potential to affect sea-level rise, agriculture, 
snowpack and water supply, forestry, wildfire risk, public health, and electricity demand and supply 
(CCCC 2006). The primary effect of global climate change has been a 0.2°C (0.36°F) rise in average 
global tropospheric temperature per decade, determined from meteorological measurements 
worldwide from 1990 to 2005. Scientific modeling predicts that continued emissions of GHGs at or 
above current rates would induce more extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were 
observed during the 20th century. A warming of approximately 0.2°C (0.36°F) per decade is 
projected, and there are identifiable signs that global warming is taking place.  

Although climate change is driven by global atmospheric conditions, climate change impacts are 
felt locally. A scientific consensus confirms that climate change is already affecting California. 
The average temperatures in California have increased, leading to more extreme hot days and 
fewer cold nights; shifts in the water cycle have been observed, with less winter precipitation 
falling as snow, and both snowmelt and rainwater running off earlier in the year; sea levels have 
risen; and wildland fires are becoming more frequent and intense due to dry seasons that start 
earlier and end later (CAT 2010).  

An increase in annual average temperature is a reasonably foreseeable effect of climate change. 
Observed changes over the last several decades across the western United States reveal clear 
signals of climate change. Statewide average temperatures increased by approximately 1.7°F 
from 1895 to 2011, and warming has been greatest in the Sierra Nevadas (CCCC 2012). By 
2050, California is projected to warm by approximately 2.7°F above 2000 averages, a threefold 
increase in the rate of warming over the last century. By 2100, average temperatures could 
increase by 4.1°F to 8.6°F, depending on emissions levels. Springtime warming—a critical 
influence on snowmelt—will be particularly pronounced. Summer temperatures will rise more 
than winter temperatures, and the increases will be greater in inland California compared to the 
coast. Heat waves will be more frequent, hotter, and longer. There will be fewer extremely cold 
nights (CCCC 2012). A decline of Sierra Nevada snowpack, which accounts for approximately 
half of the surface water storage in California and much of the state’s water supply, by 30% to as 
much as 90% is predicted over the next 100 years (CAT 2006). 
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Model projections for precipitation over California continue to show the Mediterranean pattern 
of wet winters and dry summers, with seasonal, year-to-year, and decade-to-decade variability. 
For the first time, however, several of the improved climate models shift toward drier conditions 
by the mid-to-late 21st century in Central and, most notably, Southern California. By late-
century, all projections show drying, and half of them suggest the 30-year average precipitation 
will decline by more than 10% below the historical average (CCCC 2012).  

Wildfire risk in California will increase as a result of climate change. Earlier snowmelt, 
higher temperatures and longer dry periods over a longer fire season will directly increase 
wildfire risk. Indirectly, wildfire risk will be influenced by potential climate-related changes 
in vegetation and ignition potential from lightning. However, human activities will continue 
to be the biggest factor in ignition risk. It is estimated that the long-term increase in fire 
occurrence associated with a higher emissions scenario is substantial, with increases in the 
number of large fires statewide ranging from 58% to 128% above historical levels by 2085. 
Under the same emissions scenario, estimated burned area will increase by 57% to 169%, 
depending on location (CCCC 2012). 

Reduction in the suitability of agricultural lands in the state for traditional crop types may occur. 
Although effects may occur, adaptation could allow farmers and ranchers to minimize potential 
negative effects on agricultural outcomes through adjusting timing of plantings or harvesting and 
changing crop types (CCCC 2012).  

Public-health-related effects of increased temperatures and prolonged temperature extremes, 
including heat stroke, heat exhaustion, and exacerbation of existing medical conditions, could be 
particular problems for older adults, infants, and those who lack access to air conditioning or 
cooled spaces (CNRA 2009a).  

A summary of current and future climate change impacts to resource areas in California, as discussed 
in the Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk (CNRA 2014), is provided below.  

Agriculture. The impacts of climate change on the agricultural sector are far more severe than 
the typical variability in weather and precipitation patterns that occur year to year. Some of the 
specific challenges faced by the agricultural sector and farmers include more drastic and 
unpredictable precipitation and weather patterns; extreme weather events that range from severe 
flooding to extreme drought to destructive storm events; significant shifts in water availably and 
water quality; changes in pollinator lifecycles; temperature fluctuations, including extreme heat 
stress and decreased chill hours; increased risks from invasive species and weeds, agricultural 
pests, and plant diseases; and disruptions to the transportation and energy infrastructure 
supporting agricultural production. These challenges and associated short-term and long-term 
impacts can have positive and negative effects on agricultural production. For example, changes 
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in weather patterns can foster longer growing periods for certain crops, but simultaneously 
increase the likelihood of pests. It is predicted that current crop and livestock production will 
suffer long-term negative effects, resulting in a substantial decrease in the agricultural sector if 
not managed or mitigated (CNRA 2014). 

Biodiversity and Habitat. The state’s extensive biodiversity stems from its varied climate and 
assorted landscapes, which have resulted in numerous habitats where species have adapted over 
time. The preservation of California’s unique biological heritage is of everincreasing importance, 
given the forecasted impacts associated with climate change (CNRA 2014). 

Similar to the agricultural sector, the biodiversity sector must contend with a number of climate 
change challenges, on top of the ever-increasing pressures of habitat loss and fragmentation, 
population growth, pollution, plant and animal diseases, and other human-induced impacts. 
Specific climate change challenges to biodiversity and habitat include species migration in 
response to climatic changes; range shift and novel combinations of species; pathogens, 
parasites, and disease; invasive species; extinction risks; changes in the timing of seasonal life-
cycle events; food web disruptions; and threshold effects (i.e., a change in the ecosystem that 
results in a “tipping point” beyond which irreversible damage or loss has occurs) (CNRA 2014).  

Habitat restoration, conservation, and resource management across California has assisted in the 
effort to fight climate change impacts on biodiversity and habitat. One of the key measures in 
these efforts is ensuring species’ ability to relocate as temperature and water availability 
fluctuate as a result of climate change. As such, it is critical to ensure habitat corridors, linkages, 
and connectivity are established to allow species the mobility to move from place to place as 
resources change over time. Continued collaborative efforts are required across agencies to 
ensure the health of existing habitat, wildlife, and the geographic extent of their existence 
required to support biodiversity (CNRA 2014).  

Emergency Management. Emergency management includes actions to prepare for, mitigate 
against, respond to, and recover from emergencies and disasters that impact critical infrastructure 
and resources by lessoning the likelihood, severity, and duration of the consequences of the 
incident (CNRA 2014). Hazard mitigation is any action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-
term risk to human life and property from natural and human-caused hazards (CNRA 2014). In 
California, preparing, mitigating, and responding to and/or recovering from a natural disaster 
usually is related to an earthquake, wildfire, or severe flood event (CNRA 2014).  

Energy. The energy sector provides California residents with a supply of reliable and affordable 
energy through a complex integrated system. Specific climate change challenges for the energy 
sector include temperature, fluctuating precipitation patterns, increasing extreme weather events, 
and sea-level rise. Increasing temperatures and reduced snowpack negatively impact the 
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availability of a steady flow of snowmelt to hydroelectric reservoirs. Higher temperatures reduce 
the capacity of thermal power plants since power plant cooling is less efficient at higher ambient 
temperatures. Natural gas infrastructure in coastal California is threatened by sea-level rise and 
extreme storm events (CNRA 2014).  

Forestry. Forests occupy approximately 33% of California’s 100 million acres, and provide key 
benefits such as wildlife habitat, absorption of carbon dioxide, renewable energy, and building 
materials. The most significant climate-change-related risk to forests is accelerated risk of 
wildfires and more frequent and severe droughts. Droughts have resulted in more large-scale 
plant mortalities, and, combined with increasing temperatures, have led to an overall increase in 
wildfire risks. Increased wildfire intensity subsequently increases public safety risks, property 
damage, fire suppression and emergency response costs, watershed and water quality impacts, 
and vegetation conversions. These factors contribute to decreased forest growth, geographic 
shifts in tree distribution, loss of fish and wildlife habitat, and decreased carbon absorption. 
These losses can negatively impact the timber industry and recreation opportunities. Climate 
change may result in increased establishment of non-native species, particularly in rangelands 
where invasive species are already a problem. Invasive species may be able to exploit 
temperature or precipitation changes, or quickly occupy areas denuded by fire, insect mortality, 
or other climate change effects on vegetation (CNRA 2014). 

Ocean and Coastal Ecosystems and Resources. Sea-level rise, changing ocean conditions, and 
other climate change stressors are likely to exacerbate long-standing challenges related to ocean 
and coastal ecosystems, in addition to threatening people and infrastructure located along the 
California coastline and in coastal communities. Sea-level rise, in addition to more frequent and 
severe coastal storms and erosion, are threatening vital infrastructure such as roads, bridges, 
power plants, ports and airports, gasoline pipes, and emergency facilities, as well as negatively 
impacting coastal recreational assets such as beaches and tidal wetlands. Water quality and ocean 
acidification threaten the abundance of seafood and other plant and wildlife habitats throughout 
California and globally (CNRA 2014).  

Public Health. Climate change can impact public health through various environmental changes, 
and is the largest threat to human health in the 21st century. Changes in precipitation patterns 
affect public health primarily through potential for altered water supplies, and extreme events 
such as heat, floods, droughts, and wildfires. Increased frequency, intensity, and duration of 
extreme heat and heat waves is likely to increase the risk of mortality due to heat-related illness, 
and exacerbate existing chronic health conditions. Other extreme weather events are likely to 
negatively impact air quality and increase or intensify respiratory illness such as asthma and 
allergies. Additional health impacts that may be impacted by climate change include 
cardiovascular disease, vector-borne diseases, mental health impacts, and malnutrition injuries. 
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Increased frequency of these ailments is likely to subsequently increase the direct risk of injury 
and/or mortality (CNRA 2014). 

Transportation. Residents of California rely on airports, seaports, public transportation, and an 
extensive roadway network to gain access to destinations, goods, and services. The 
transportation industry is a source of GHG emissions, but it is also vulnerable to climate change 
risks. Particularly, sea-level rise and erosion threaten many coastal California roadways, airports, 
seaports, transit systems, bridge supports, and energy and fueling infrastructure. Increasing 
temperatures and extended periods of extreme heat threaten the integrity of roadways and rail 
lines. High temperatures cause the road surfaces to expand, which leads to increased pressure 
and pavement buckling. High temperatures can also cause rail breakages, which could lead to 
train derailment. Other forms of extreme weather events, such as extreme storm events, can 
negatively impact infrastructure, which can impair movement of peoples and goods or 
potentially block evacuation routes and emergency access roads. Increased wildfires, flooding, 
erosion risks, landslides, mudslides, and rockslides can all profoundly impact the transportation 
system and pose a serious risk to public safety (CNRA 2014).  

Water. Water resources in California support residences, plants, wildlife, farmland, landscapes, 
and ecosystems, and bring trillions of dollars in economic activity. Climate change could 
seriously impact the timing, form, amount of precipitation, runoff patterns, and frequency and 
severity of precipitation events. Higher temperatures reduce the amount of snowpack and lead to 
earlier snowmelt, which can impact water supply availability, natural ecosystems, and winter 
recreation. Water supply availability during the intense dry summer months is heavily dependent 
on the snowpack accumulated during the winter. Increased risk of flooding has a variety of 
public health concerns, including water quality, public safety, property damage, displacement, 
and post-disaster mental health problems. Prolonged and intensified droughts can negatively 
affect groundwater reserves and result in increased overdraft and subsidence. Droughts can also 
negatively impact agriculture and farmland. A higher risk of wildfires can lead to increased 
erosion, which can negatively impact watersheds and result in poor water quality. Water 
temperatures are also prone to increase, which can negatively impact wildlife that rely on a 
specific range of temperatures for suitable habitat (CNRA 2014).  

3.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Activities 

Massachusetts vs. EPA. On April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. EPA, the Supreme Court directed 
the EPA Administrator to determine whether GHG emissions from new motor vehicles cause or 
contribute to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or 
welfare, or whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision. In making these 
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decisions, the EPA Administrator is required to follow the language of Section 202(a) of the 
federal Clean Air Act. On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed a final rule with two 
distinct findings regarding GHGs under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act: 

 The EPA Administrator found that elevated concentrations of GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, 
HFCs, PFCs, and SF6—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of 
current and future generations. This is referred to as the “endangerment finding.”  

 The EPA Administrator further found that the combined emissions of GHGs—CO2, CH4, 
N2O, and HFCs—from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to 
GHG air pollution that endangers public health and welfare. This is referred to as the 
“cause or contribute finding.” 

These two findings were necessary to establish the foundation for regulation of GHGs from new 
motor vehicles as air pollutants under the Clean Air Act. 

Energy Independence and Security Act. On December 19, 2007, President George W. Bush 
signed the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. Among other key measures, the Act 
would do the following, which would aid in the reduction of national GHG emissions: 

1. Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel 
Standard requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel by 2022. 

2. Set a target of 35 miles per gallon for the combined fleet of cars and light trucks by model 
year 2020, and direct the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) to 
establish a fuel economy program for medium- and heavy-duty trucks and create a separate 
fuel economy standard for work trucks. 

3. Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling 
products and procedures for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energy 
efficiency labeling for consumer electronic products, residential boiler efficiency, electric 
motor efficiency, and home appliances. 

Federal Vehicle Standards. In response to the U.S. Supreme Court ruling discussed above, the 
Bush Administration issued Executive Order (EO) 13432 in 2007, directing the EPA, the 
Department of Transportation, and the Department of Energy to establish regulations that reduce 
GHG emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and non-road engines by 2008. In 2009, 
the NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency and GHG emissions from cars and light-
duty trucks for model year 2011; and, in 2010, the EPA and NHTSA issued a final rule 
regulating cars and light-duty trucks for model years 2012–2016. 
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In 2010, President Obama issued a memorandum directing the Department of Transportation, 
Department of Energy, EPA, and NHTSA to establish additional standards regarding fuel 
efficiency and GHG reduction, clean fuels, and advanced vehicle infrastructure. In response to 
this directive, the EPA and NHTSA proposed stringent, coordinated federal GHG and fuel 
economy standards for model years 2017–2025 light-duty vehicles. The proposed standards 
projected to achieve 163 grams per mile of CO2 by model year 2025 on an average industry 
fleet-wide basis, which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if this level were achieved solely 
through fuel efficiency. The final rule was adopted in 2012 for model years 2017–2021, and 
NHTSA intends to set standards for model years 2022–2025 in a future rulemaking. 

In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks described above, in 2011, 
the EPA and NHTSA announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty 
trucks for model years 2014–2018. The standards for CO2 emissions and fuel consumption are 
tailored to three main vehicle categories: combination tractors, heavy-duty pickup trucks and 
vans, and vocational vehicles. According to the EPA, this regulatory program will reduce GHG 
emissions and fuel consumption for the affected vehicles by 6%–23% over the 2010 baselines. 

In August 2016, the EPA and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two program related 
to the fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two 
program will apply to vehicles with model years 2018–2027 for certain trailers, and model years 
2021–2027 for semi-trucks, large pickup trucks, vans, and all types of buses and work trucks. 
The final standards are expected to lower CO2 emissions by approximately 1.1 billion MT, and 
reduce oil consumption by up to 2 billion barrels over the lifetime of the vehicles sold under the 
program (EPA and NHTSA 2016). 

State of California  

State Climate Change Targets 

Executive Order S-3-05. EO S-3-05 (June 2005) established the following goals: GHG 
emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, GHG emissions should be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020, and GHG emissions should be reduced to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. 
Under EO S-3-05, the California EPA is directed to report biannually on progress made toward 
meeting the GHG targets and the impacts to California due to global warming, including impacts 
to water supply, public health, agriculture, the coastline, and forestry. The Climate Action Team 
was formed, which subsequently issued the 2006 Climate Action Team Report to Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the Legislature (CAT 2006). 

The 2009 Climate Action Team Biennial Report (CAT 2010) expands on the policy outlined in 
the 2006 assessment. The 2009 report identifies the need for additional research in several 
aspects that affect climate change to support effective climate change strategies. The 2010 
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Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the California Legislature (CAT 
2010) reviews past climate action milestones, including voluntary reporting programs, GHG 
standards for passenger vehicles, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, a statewide renewable energy 
standard, and the cap-and-trade program. 

Assembly Bill 32. In furtherance of the goals established in EO S-3-05, the legislature 
enacted AB 32 (Núñez and Pavley), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 
(September 27, 2006). AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020, representing a reduction of approximately 15% below emissions expected under a 
business-as-usual scenario. 

CARB has been assigned responsibility for carrying out and developing the programs and 
requirements necessary to achieve the goals of AB 32. Under AB 32, CARB must adopt 
regulations requiring the reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. This program 
will be used to monitor and enforce compliance with the established standards. CARB is also 
required to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and 
cost-effective GHG emissions reductions. AB 32 also authorized CARB to adopt market-based 
compliance mechanisms to meet the specified requirements. Finally, CARB is responsible for 
monitoring compliance and enforcing any rule, regulation, order, emissions limitation, emissions 
reduction measure, or market-based compliance mechanism adopted. These efforts target GHG 
emissions reductions from cars and trucks, electricity production, fuels, and other sources. The 
full implementation of AB 32 will help mitigate risks associated with climate change while 
improving energy efficiency, expanding the use of renewable energy resources and cleaner 
transportation, and reducing waste. 

Of relevance to this analysis, in 2007, CARB approved a statewide limit on the GHG emissions 
level for 2020 consistent with the determined 1990 baseline (427 MMT CO2E). CARB’s 
adoption of this limit is in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 38550. In addition to 
the 1990 emissions inventory, CARB also adopted regulations requiring mandatory reporting of 
GHGs for large facilities that account for 94% of GHG emissions from industrial and 
commercial stationary sources in California. 

Further, in 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change 
(Scoping Plan) in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 38561. The Scoping Plan 
establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s GHG 
emissions for various emissions sources/sectors to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 emissions limit 
was set at 427 MMT of CO2E. The Scoping Plan establishes an overall framework for a suite of 
measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s GHG emissions consistent with established 
targets. The Scoping Plan evaluates opportunities for sector-specific reductions, integrates all 
CARB and Climate Action Team early actions and additional GHG reduction features by both 
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entities, identifies additional measures to be pursued as regulations, and outlines the role of a cap-
and-trade program. The key elements of the Scoping Plan are as follows (CARB 2008): 

1. Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and 
appliance standards. 

2. Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33%. 

3. Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate 
Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system and caps sources 
contributing 85% of California’s GHG emissions. 

4. Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout 
California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets. 

5. Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing state laws and policies, 
including California’s clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard. 

6. Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high GWP 
[global warming potential] gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the State of 
California’s long-term commitment to AB 32 implementation. 

In the Scoping Plan, CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level by 2020 would 
require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 28.5% from the otherwise projected 
2020 emissions level (i.e., those emissions that would occur in 2020, absent GHG-reducing laws 
and regulations, referred to as “business-as-usual”). For example, in further explaining CARB’s 
business-as-usual methodology, CARB assumed that all new electricity generation would be 
supplied by natural gas plants, no further regulatory action would impact vehicle fuel efficiency, 
and building energy efficiency codes would be held at 2005 standards. 

In the 2011 Final Supplement to the Scoping Plan’s Functional Equivalent Document, CARB 
revised its estimates of the projected 2020 emissions level in light of the economic recession 
and the availability of updated information about GHG reduction regulations. Based on the 
new economic data, CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level by 2020 
would require a reduction in GHG emissions of 21.7% (down from 28.5%) from the business-
as-usual conditions. When the 2020 emissions level projection also was updated to account 
for newly implemented regulatory measures, including Pavley I (model years 2009–2016) 
and the Renewable Portfolio Standard (12% to 20%), CARB determined that achieving the 
1990 emissions level by 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of 16% (down 
from 28.5%) from the business-as-usual conditions (CARB 2011a).  
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Most recently, in 2014, CARB adopted the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: 
Building on the Framework (First Update) (CARB 2014b). The stated purpose of the First 
Update is to “highlight California’s success to date in reducing its GHG emissions and lay the 
foundation for establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions beyond 2020, 
on the path to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050” (CARB 2014b). The First Update found that 
California is on track to meet the 2020 emissions reduction mandate established by AB 32, and 
noted that California could reduce emissions further by 2030 to levels squarely in line with 
those needed to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 if the 
state realizes the expected benefits of existing policy goals (CARB 2014b).  

In conjunction with the First Update, CARB identified “six key focus areas comprising major 
components of the state’s economy to evaluate and describe the larger transformative actions that 
will be needed to meet the state’s more expansive emission reduction needs by 2050” (CARB 
2014b). Those six areas are energy, transportation (vehicles/equipment, sustainable 
communities, housing, fuels, and infrastructure), agriculture, water, waste management, and 
natural and working lands. The First Update identifies key recommended actions for each sector 
that will facilitate achievement of EO S-3-05’s 2050 reduction goal. 

Based on CARB’s research efforts presented in the First Update, it has a “strong sense of the mix 
of technologies needed to reduce emissions through 2050” (CARB 2014b). Those technologies 
include energy demand reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large-scale electrification 
of on-road vehicles, buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; 
and the rapid market penetration of efficient and clean energy technologies (CARB 2014b). 

As part of the First Update, CARB recalculated the state’s 1990 emissions level using more 
recent global warming potentials identified by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
Using the recalculated 1990 emissions level (431 MMT CO2E) and the revised 2020 emissions 
level projection identified in the 2011 Final Supplement, CARB determined that achieving the 
1990 emissions level by 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 
15% (instead of 28.5% or 16%) from the business-as-usual conditions (CARB 2014b). The 
update also recommends that a statewide mid-term target and mid-term and long-term sector 
targets be established toward meeting the 2050 goal established by EO S-3-05 (i.e., reduce 
California’s GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels), although no specific recommendations 
are made (CARB 2014b). 

On January 20, 2017, CARB released The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second 
Update) for public review and comment (CARB 2017). This update proposes CARB’s strategy 
for achieving the state’s 2030 GHG target as established in Senate Bill (SB) 32 (discussed 
below), including continuing the Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030. The Second Update 
incorporates approaches to cutting short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs) under the Short-Lived 



 3.4 – GREENHOUSE GASES 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.4-15 

Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy (a planning document that was adopted by CARB in 
March 2017), and acknowledges the need for reducing emissions in agriculture and highlights 
the work underway to ensure that California’s natural and working lands increasingly sequester 
carbon. During development of the Second Update, CARB held a number of public workshops in 
the Natural and Working Lands, Agriculture, Energy, and Transportation sectors to inform 
development of the 2030 Scoping Plan Update (CARB 2016b). When discussing project-level 
GHG emissions reduction actions and thresholds, the Second Update states, “Achieving net zero 
increases in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, may not be feasible or 
appropriate for every project, however, and the inability of a project to mitigate its GHG 
emissions to net zero does not imply the project results in a substantial contribution to the 
cumulatively significant environmental impact of climate change under CEQA.” The Second 
Update was approved by CARB’s Governing Board on December 14, 2017. 

Executive Order B-30-15. EO B-30-15 (April 2015) identified an interim GHG reduction 
target in support of targets previously identified under EO S-3-05 and AB 32. EO B-30-15 set 
an interim target goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 to keep 
California on its trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the long-term goal of reducing GHG 
emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 as set forth in EO S-3-05. To facilitate 
achievement of this goal, EO B-30-15 calls for an update to CARB’s Scoping Plan to express 
the 2030 target in terms of MMT CO2E. The EO also calls for state agencies to continue to 
develop and implement GHG emissions reduction programs in support of the reduction targets. 
Sector-specific agencies in transportation, energy, water, and forestry were required to prepare 
GHG reduction plans by September 2015, followed by a report on action taken in relation to 
these plans in June 2016.  

Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197. SB 32 and AB 197 (enacted in 2016) are companion bills 
that set new statewide GHG reduction targets, make changes to CARB’s membership and increase 
legislative oversight of CARB’s climate change-based activities, and expand dissemination of 
GHG and other air-quality-related emissions data to enhance transparency and accountability. SB 
32 codified the 2030 emissions reduction goal of EO B-30-15 by requiring CARB to ensure that 
statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. AB 197 established the 
Joint Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies, consisting of at least three members of 
the Senate and three members of the Assembly to provide ongoing oversight over implementation 
of the state’s climate policies. AB 197 also added two members of the Legislature to CARB as 
nonvoting members; requires CARB to make available and update (at least annually via its 
website) emissions data for GHGs, criteria air pollutants, and toxic air contaminants from 
reporting facilities; and requires CARB to identify specific information for GHG emissions 
reduction measures when updating the Scoping Plan. 
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Senate Bill 605. SB 605 (September 2014) required CARB to complete a comprehensive strategy 
to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants in the state no later than January 1, 2016. As 
defined in the statute, short-lived climate pollutant means “an agent that has a relatively short 
lifetime in the atmosphere, from a few days to a few decades, and a warming influence on the 
climate that is more potent than that of carbon dioxide” (SB 605). SB 605, however, does not 
prescribe specific compounds as short-lived climate pollutants, or add to the list of GHGs regulated 
under AB 32. In developing the strategy, CARB completed an inventory of sources and emissions 
of short-lived climate pollutants in the state based on available data, identified research needs to 
address any data gaps, identified existing and potential new control measures to reduce emissions, 
and prioritized the development of new measures for short-lived climate pollutants that offer co-
benefits by improving water quality or reducing other criteria air pollutants that impact community 
health and benefit disadvantaged communities. The Proposed Short-Lived Climate Pollution 
Reduction Strategy released by CARB in April 2016 focuses on methane, black carbon, and 
fluorinated gases, particularly HFCs, as important short-lived climate pollutants (CARB 2016e). 
The strategy recognizes emissions reduction efforts implemented under AB 32 (e.g., refrigerant 
management programs) and other regulatory programs (e.g., in-use diesel engines, solid waste 
diversion), along with additional measures to be developed (CARB 2016e). 

Building Energy 

Title 24, Part 6. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) was established in 1978 
and serves to enhance and regulate California’s building standards. Although not initially 
promulgated to reduce GHG emissions, Part 6 of Title 24 establishes Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards that are designed to ensure that new and existing buildings in California achieve 
energy efficiency and preserve outdoor and indoor environmental quality. The California Energy 
Commission (CEC) is required by law to adopt standards every 3 years that are cost effective for 
homeowners over the 30-year lifespan of a building. These standards are updated to consider and 
incorporate new energy-efficient technologies and construction methods. As a result, these 
standards save energy, increase electricity supply reliability, increase indoor comfort, avoid the 
need to construct new power plants, and help preserve the environment. 

The 2016 Title 24 building energy efficiency standards, which became effective January 1, 2017, 
will further reduce energy used and associated GHG emissions. In general, single-family homes 
built to the 2016 standards are anticipated to use approximately 28% less energy for lighting, 
heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than those built to the 2013 standards, and 
nonresidential buildings built to the 2016 standards will use an estimated 5% less energy than 
those built to the 2013 standards (CEC 2015).  
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Although the project would be required to comply with 2016 Title 24 standards because building 
construction would commence after January 1, 2017, this analysis conservatively does not quantify 
the increased energy efficiency associated with the more stringent 2016 Title 24 standards. 

Title 24, Part 11. In addition to the CEC’s efforts, in 2008, the California Building Standards 
Commission adopted the nation’s first “green” building standards. The California Green Building 
Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24) is commonly referred to as CalGreen, and establishes minimum 
mandatory standards and voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable site 
development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water 
conservation, material conservation, and interior air quality. The CalGreen standards took effect in 
January 2011 and instituted mandatory minimum environmental performance standards for all 
ground-up, new construction of commercial, low-rise residential, state-owned buildings, and schools 
and hospitals. The CalGreen 2016 standards became effective January 1, 2017. The mandatory 
standards require the following (24 CCR Part 11):  

 Mandatory reduction in indoor water use through compliance with specified flow rates 
for plumbing fixtures and fittings 

 Mandatory reduction in outdoor water use through compliance with a local water 
efficient landscaping ordinance or the California Department of Water Resources’ Model 
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

 65% of construction and demolition waste must be diverted from landfills 

 Mandatory inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency 

 Inclusion of electric vehicle charging stations or designated spaces capable of supporting 
future charging stations 

 Low-pollutant emitting exterior and interior finish materials, such as paints, carpets, vinyl 
flooring, and particle boards 

The CalGreen standards also include voluntary efficiency measures that are provided at two 
tiers and implemented at the discretion of local agencies and applicants. CalGreen’s Tier  1 
standards call for a 15% improvement in energy requirements, stricter water conservation, 65% 
diversion of construction and demolition waste, 10% recycled content in building materials, 
20% permeable paving, 20% cement reduction, and cool/solar-reflective roofs. CalGreen’s 
more rigorous Tier 2 standards call for a 30% improvement in energy requirements, stricter 
water conservation, 75% diversion of construction and demolition waste, 15% recycled content 
in building materials, 30% permeable paving, 25% cement reduction, and cool/solar-reflective 
roofs (24 CCR Part 11).  
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The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), CEC, and CARB also have a shared, 
established goal of achieving zero net energy for new construction in California. The key policy 
timelines are all new residential construction in California will be zero net energy by 2020, and 
all new commercial construction in California will be zero net energy by 2030.2 

Title 20. Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations requires manufacturers of appliances to 
meet state and federal standards for energy and water efficiency. Performance of appliances must 
be certified through the CEC to demonstrate compliance with standards. New appliances 
regulated under Title 20 are refrigerators, refrigerator-freezers, freezers, room air conditioners 
and room air-conditioning heat pumps, central air conditioners, spot air conditioners, vented gas 
space heaters, gas pool heaters, plumbing fittings and plumbing fixtures, fluorescent lamp 
ballasts, lamps, emergency lighting, traffic signal modules, dishwaters, clothes washers and 
dryers, cooking products, electric motors, low-voltage dry-type distribution transformers, power 
supplies, televisions, consumer audio and video equipment, and battery charger systems. Title 20 
presents protocols for testing for each type of appliance covered under the regulations, and 
appliances must meet the standards for energy performance, energy design, water performance, 
and water design. Title 20 contains three types of standards for appliances: federal and state 
standards for federally regulated appliances, state standards for federally regulated appliances, 
and state standards for non-federally regulated appliances.  

Mobile Sources 

Assembly Bill 1493. In a response to the transportation sector accounting for more than half of 
California’s CO2 emissions, AB 1493 (Pavley) was enacted in July 2002. AB 1493 required 
CARB to set GHG emissions standards for passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other 
vehicles determined by the state board to be vehicles that are primarily used for noncommercial 
personal transportation in the state. The bill required that CARB set GHG emissions standards 
for motor vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model years. CARB adopted the 
standards in September 2004. The near-term (2009–2012) standards aimed to result in a 
reduction of approximately 22% in GHG emissions compared to emissions from the 2002 fleet, 
and the mid-term (2013–2016) standards aimed to result in a reduction of approximately 30%. 

Executive Order S-1-07. Issued on January 18, 2007, EO S1-07 sets a declining Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard for GHG emissions measured in CO2E grams per unit of fuel energy sold in 
California. The target of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard is to reduce the carbon intensity of 
California passenger vehicle fuels by at least 10% by 2020. The carbon intensity measures the 
amount of GHG emissions in the lifecycle of a fuel, including extraction/feedstock production, 

                                                 
2  See CPUC’s California’s Zero Net Energy Policies and Initiatives, September 18, 2013, at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/ 

NR/rdonlyres/C27FC108-A1FD-4D67-AA59- 7EA82011B257/0/3.pdf. It is expected that achievement of the 
zero net energy goal will occur via revisions to the Title 24 standards. 
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processing, transportation, and final consumption, per unit of energy delivered. CARB adopted 
the implementing regulation in April 2009. The regulation is expected to increase the production 
of biofuels, including those from alternative sources such as algae, wood, and agricultural waste. 
In addition, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard will drive the availability of plug-in hybrid, battery 
electric, and fuel-cell power motor vehicles.  

Senate Bill 375. SB 375 (Steinberg) (September 2008) addresses GHG emissions associated 
with the transportation sector through regional transportation and sustainability plans. SB 375 
required CARB to adopt regional GHG reduction targets for the automobile and light-truck 
sector for 2020 and 2035. Regional metropolitan planning organizations are then responsible for 
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy within their Regional Transportation Plan. The 
goal of the Sustainable Communities Strategy is to establish a forecasted development pattern for 
the region that, after considering transportation measures and policies, will achieve, if feasible, 
the GHG reduction targets. If a Sustainable Communities Strategy is unable to achieve the GHG 
reduction target, a metropolitan planning organization must prepare an Alternative Planning 
Strategy demonstrating how the GHG reduction target would be achieved through alternative 
development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies.  

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), a Sustainable Communities Strategy does 
not regulate the use of land; supersede the land use authority of cities and counties; or require 
that a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, including those in a general plan, be 
consistent with it. Nonetheless, SB 375 makes regional and local planning agencies responsible 
for developing those strategies as part of the federally required metropolitan transportation 
planning process and the state-mandated housing element process.  

In 2010, CARB adopted the SB 375 targets for the regional metropolitan planning organizations. 
The targets for the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) are a 7% reduction in 
emissions per capita by 2020 and a 13% reduction by 2035.  

SANDAG completed and adopted its 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) in October 2011. In November 2011, CARB, by 
resolution, accepted SANDAG’s GHG emissions quantification analysis and determination 
that, if implemented, the SCS would achieve CARB’s 2020 and 2035 GHG emissions 
reduction targets for the region.  

After SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS was adopted, a lawsuit was filed by the Cleveland National Forest 
Foundation and others. In July 2017, the California Supreme Court held that SANDAG’s EIR did not 
have to use EO S-3-05’s 2050 goal of an 80% reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels as a 
threshold because the EIR sufficiently informed the public of the potential impacts. 
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Although the EIR for SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS was pending before the California Supreme 
Court, in 2015, SANDAG adopted the next iteration of its RTP/SCS in accordance with 
statutorily mandated timelines, and no subsequent litigation challenge was filed. More 
specifically, in October 2015, SANDAG adopted San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan. Like 
the 2050 RTP/SCS, this planning document meets CARB’s 2020 and 2035 reduction targets for 
the region (SANDAG 2015). In December 2015, CARB, by resolution, accepted SANDAG’s 
GHG emissions quantification analysis and determination that, if implemented, the SCS would 
achieve CARB’s 2020 and 2035 GHG emissions reduction targets for the region.  

Advanced Clean Cars Program. In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars 
program, a new emissions-control program for model years 2015 through 2025. The program 
combines the control of smog- and soot-causing pollutants and GHG emissions into a single, 
coordinated package. The package includes elements to reduce smog-forming pollution, reduce 
GHG emissions, promote clean cars, and provide the fuels for clean cars (CARB 2011b). To 
improve air quality, CARB implemented new emissions standards to reduce smog-forming 
emissions beginning with 2015 model year vehicles. It is estimated that, by 2025, cars will emit 
75% less smog-forming pollution than the average new car sold today. To reduce GHG emissions, 
CARB, in conjunction with EPA and NHTSA, adopted new GHG standards for model years 2017 
to 2025 vehicles; the new standards are estimated to reduce GHG emissions by 34% by 2025.  

The zero-emissions-vehicle program will act as the focused technology of the Advanced Clean 
Cars program by requiring manufacturers to produce increasing numbers of zero-emissions-
vehicles and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles in the 2018 to 2025 model years. The Clean Fuels 
Outlet regulation will ensure that fuels such as electricity and hydrogen are available to meet the 
fueling needs of the new advanced technology vehicles as they come to the market. 

Executive Order B-16-12. EO B-16-12 (March 2012) directs state entities under the Governor’s 
direction and control to support and facilitate development and distribution of zero-emissions 
vehicles. EO B-16-12 also sets a long-term target of reaching 1.5 million zero-emissions vehicles 
on California’s roadways by 2025. On a statewide basis, EO B-16-12 establishes a GHG emissions 
reduction target from the transportation sector equaling 80% less than 1990 levels by 2050. 

Renewable Energy and Energy Procurement  

Senate Bill 1078. SB 1078 (Sher) (September 2002) established the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) program, which requires an annual increase in renewable energy generation by 
utilities companies equivalent to at least 1% of sales, with an aggregate goal of 20% by 2017. 
This goal was subsequently accelerated, requiring utilities to obtain 20% of their power from 
renewable sources by 2010 (see SB 107, EOs S-14-08, and S-21-09.) 
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Senate Bill 1368. In September 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed SB 1368, which 
requires the CEC to develop and adopt regulations for GHG emissions performance standards for 
the long-term procurement of electricity by local publicly owned utilities. These standards must 
be consistent with the standards adopted by the CPUC. This effort will help protect energy 
customers from financial risks associated with investments in carbon-intensive generation by 
allowing new capital investments in power plants with GHG emissions that are as low as or 
lower than new combined-cycle natural gas plants by requiring imported electricity to meet GHG 
performance standards in California and by requiring that the standards be developed and 
adopted in a public process. 

Executive Order S-14-08. EO S-14-08 (November 2008) focuses on the contribution of 
renewable energy sources to meet the electrical needs of California while reducing the GHG 
emissions from the electrical sector. EO S-14-08 requires that all retail suppliers of electricity in 
California serve 33% of their load with renewable energy by 2020. Furthermore, the EO directs 
state agencies to take appropriate actions to facilitate reaching this target. The California Natural 
Resources Agency, through collaboration with the CEC and the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, is directed to lead this effort. Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the CEC and California Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding creating the 
Renewable Energy Action Team, these agencies will create a “one-stop” process for permitting 
renewable energy power plants. 

Executive Order S-21-09. EO S-21-09 (September 2009) directed CARB to adopt a regulation 
consistent with the goal of EO S-14-08 by July 31, 2010. CARB was further directed to work 
with the CPUC and CEC to ensure that the regulation builds on the RPS program and is 
applicable to investor-owned utilities, publicly owned utilities, direct access providers, and 
community choice providers. Under this order, CARB is to give the highest priority to those 
renewable resources that provide the greatest environmental benefits with the least 
environmental costs and impacts on public health, and can be developed the most quickly in 
support of reliable, efficient, cost-effective electricity system operations. On September 23, 
2010, CARB adopted regulations to implement a Renewable Electricity Standard, which would 
achieve the goal of the EO with the following intermediate and final goals: 20% for 2012–2014, 
24% for 2015–2017, 28% for 2018–2019, and 33% for 2020 and beyond. Under the regulation, 
wind; solar; geothermal; small hydroelectric; biomass; ocean wave, thermal, and tidal; landfill 
and digester gas; and biodiesel are considered sources of renewable energy. The regulation 
applies to investor-owned utilities and public (municipal) utilities. 

Senate Bill X1 2. SB X1 2 (April 2011) expanded the RPS by establishing a goal of 20% of the 
total electricity sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2013, and 33% 
by December 31, 2020, and in subsequent years. Under the bill, a renewable electrical generation 
facility is one that uses biomass, solar thermal, photovoltaic, wind, geothermal, fuel cells using 
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renewable fuels, small hydroelectric generation of 30 megawatts or less, digester gas, municipal 
solid waste conversion, landfill gas, ocean wave, ocean thermal, or tidal current, and that meets 
other specified requirements with respect to its location. In addition to the retail sellers covered 
by SB 107, SB X1 2 adds local, publicly owned electric utilities to the RPS. By January 1, 2012, 
the CPUC was required to establish the quantity of electricity products from eligible renewable 
energy resources to be procured by retail sellers to achieve targets of 20% by December 31, 
2013; 25% by December 31, 2016; and 33% by December 31, 2020. The statute also required 
governing boards for local, publicly owned electric utilities to establish the same targets, and the 
governing boards are responsible for ensuring compliance with these targets. The CPUC is 
responsible for enforcement of the RPS for retail sellers, and the CEC and CARB enforce the 
requirements for local, publicly owned electric utilities. 

Senate Bill 350. SB 350 (October 2015) expands the RPS by establishing a goal of 50% of the 
total electricity sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2030. In addition, 
SB 350 includes the goal to double the energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas 
(such as heating, cooling, lighting, or class of energy uses on which an energy-efficiency 
program is focused) to retail customers through energy conservation and efficiency. The bill also 
requires the CPUC, in consultation with the CEC, to establish efficiency targets for electrical and 
gas corporations consistent with this goal. SB 350 also provides for the transformation of the 
California Independent System Operator into a regional organization to promote the 
development of regional electricity transmission markets in the western states, and to improve 
the access of consumers served by the California Independent System Operator to those markets.  

Water 

Executive Order B-29-15. In response to the ongoing drought in California, EO B-29-15 (April 
2015) set a goal of achieving a statewide reduction in potable urban water usage of 25% relative 
to water use in 2013. The term of the EO extended through February 28, 2016, although many of 
the directives have become permanent water-efficiency standards and requirements. The EO 
includes directives that set strict limits on water usage in the state. In response to EO B-29-15, 
the California Department of Water Resources modified and adopted a revised version of the 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance that, among other changes, significantly increases 
the requirements for landscape water use efficiency and broadens its applicability to include new 
development projects with smaller landscape areas. 

Solid Waste 

AB 939 and AB 341. In 1989, AB 939, known as the Integrated Waste Management Act 
(Public Resources Code Sections 40000 et seq.), was passed because of the increase in waste 
stream and the decrease in landfill capacity. The statute established the California Integrated 
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Waste Management Board, which oversees a disposal reporting system. AB 939 mandated a 
reduction of waste being disposed where jurisdictions were required to meet diversion goals of 
all solid waste through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities of 25% by 1995 
and 50% by 2000. 

AB 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011 (Chesbro)) amended the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 to include a provision declaring that it is the goal of the state that not 
less than 75% of solid waste generated be source-reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020, and 
annually thereafter. In addition, AB 341 required the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) to develop strategies to achieve the state’s policy goal. 
CalRecycle conducted several general stakeholder workshops and focused workshops, and in 
August 2015, published a discussion document titled AB 341 Report to the Legislature, which 
identifies five priority strategies that CalRecycle believes would assist the state in reaching the 
75% goal by 2020, legislative and regulatory recommendations, and an evaluation of program 
effectiveness (CalRecycle 2015). 

Increasing the amount of commercial solid waste that is recycled, reused, or composted will 
reduce GHG emissions primarily by reducing the energy requirements associated with the 
extraction, harvest, and processing of raw materials, and using recyclable materials that require 
less energy than raw materials to manufacture finished products (CalRecycle 2015). Increased 
diversion of organic materials (green and food waste) will also reduce GHG emissions (CO2 and 
CH4) resulting from decomposition in landfills by redirecting this material to processes that use 
the solid waste material to produce vehicle fuels, heat, electricity, or compost. 

Executive Order S-13-08. EO S-13-08 (November 2008) is intended to hasten California’s 
response to the impacts of global climate change, particularly sea-level rise. It directs state 
agencies to take specified actions to assess and plan for such impacts. It directed the California 
Natural Resources Agency, in cooperation with the California Department of Water Resources, 
CEC, California’s coastal management agencies, and the Ocean Protection Council, to request 
that the National Academy of Sciences prepare a Sea Level Rise Assessment Report by 
December 1, 2010. The Ocean Protection Council, California Department of Water Resources, 
and CEC, in cooperation with other state agencies, are required to conduct a public workshop to 
gather information relevant to the Sea Level Rise Assessment Report. The Business, 
Transportation, and Housing Agency was ordered to assess, within 90 days of issuance of the 
EO, the vulnerability of the state’s transportation systems to sea-level rise. The Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research and the California Natural Resources Agency are required to 
provide land-use planning guidance related to sea-level rise and other climate change impacts. 
The EO also required the other state agencies to develop adaptation strategies by June 9, 2009, to 
respond to the impacts of global climate change that are predicted to occur over the next 50 to 
100 years. A discussion draft adaptation strategies report was released in August 2009, and the 
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final 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy report was issued in December 2009 (CNRA 
2009a). An update to the 2009 report, Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk, was 
issued in July 2014 (CNRA 2014). To assess the state’s vulnerability, the report summarizes key 
climate change impacts to the state for the following areas: agriculture, biodiversity and habitat, 
emergency management, energy, forestry, ocean and coastal ecosystems and resources, public 
health, transportation, and water. 

Local Regulations  

City of Solana Beach Climate Action Plan 

The City Council adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) on July 12, 2017. The City’s approved 
CAP includes emissions reduction targets of 15% below baseline 2010 conditions (2005) levels by 
2020 and 50% below baseline 2010 conditions levels by 2035 (City of Solana Beach 2017). The 
CAP includes a measure to implement a Community Choice Aggregation with the goal of 
achieving 100% renewable energy by 2035. The CAP provides a comprehensive roadmap to 
address the challenges of climate change in the City. Acting on climate change means both 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from activities within the City and helping the community to 
adapt to climate change and improve its resilience over the long term (City of Solana Beach 2017).  

3.4.3 Thresholds of Significance  

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 

No bright-line threshold has been formally adopted by an air district or other lead agencies for 
use in the San Diego region. CAPCOA recommended an interim 900 MT CO2E screening level 
as a theoretical approach to identify projects that require further analysis and potential mitigation 
(CAPCOA 2008). The 900 MT CO2E per year screening threshold was developed by CAPCOA 
based on data collection on various development applications submitted among four diverse 
cities, including the Cities of Los Angeles, Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore. Following the 
review of numerous pending applications within these four cities, an analysis was conducted to 
determine the threshold that would capture 90% or more of applications that would be required 
to conduct a full GHG analysis and implement GHG emission reduction measures as part of final 
project design. Following CAPCOA’s analysis of development applications in various cities, it 
was determined that the threshold of 900 MT CO2E per year would achieve the objective of 90% 
capture and ensure that new development projects would keep the State of California on track to 
meet the goals of AB 32.  

This 900 MT CO2E screening level threshold is considered appropriate for small 
redevelopment projects. Consequently, the interim screening level recommended by the 
CAPCOA would be appropriate for the proposed project. The stationary bright-line threshold 
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of 10,000 MT CO2E, however, is inappropriate for the project because the project is not an 
industrial stationary permitted source with a single point of emissions (e.g., single exhaust 
pipe or release point). The 900 MT CO2E threshold is applied to evaluate whether the project 
would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

The analysis for compliance with regulatory programs only applies to the individual area addressed 
by the regulatory program. If the proposed project is determined to have GHG emissions less than 
900 MT CO2E per year, then the project’s cumulative contribution of GHG emissions would be 
considered less than significant. Conversely, if the proposed project is determined to exceed the 900 
MT CO2E per year threshold, then the project’s cumulative contribution of GHG emissions would 
be considered significant and feasible mitigation measures would be required. 

Section 15183.5 also specifies that the project’s CEQA analysis “must identify those requirements 
specified in the plan that apply to the project, and, if those requirements are not otherwise binding 
and enforceable, incorporate those requirements as mitigation measures applicable to the project.” As 
discussed in Section 3.2, there is no CAP that applies to this project. 

The City of Solana Beach has not established quantitative thresholds of significance for GHG 
emissions, so the County-issued guidance that includes a screening threshold of 900 MT CO2E 
per year was used for the purposes of analyzing GHG emissions from the proposed project 
(County of San Diego 2016). The 900 MT CO2E per year screening threshold is based on the 
approach outlined in the report, CEQA & Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CAPCOA 2008). If a project’s GHG emissions would be below the 900 MT CO2E per year 
screening threshold, then the project would be considered to have a less-than-significant impact 
relative to GHG emissions.  

3.4.4 Impacts Analysis 
A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 

may have a significant impact on the environment?  

Construction  

Emissions resulting from the construction phase of the project were estimated using 
CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. For the purposes of emissions modeling, it was assumed that 
the 39-month construction phase of the proposed project would commence in mid-2020.3 

                                                 
3  For purposes of this analysis, an earlier construction start date is considered conservative when estimating daily 

criteria pollutant emissions because construction emissions in future years would decrease as CARB regulations 
become more stringent and construction equipment-fleet turn-over occurs to replace older equipment with 
newer, more-efficient equipment technology. 
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Construction would occur in three geographically-based 19-month phases over an 
approximately 39-month period. Construction activities within each of the three phases 
would overlap and occur simultaneously. Within each of the three phases, the following 
construction activities would occur: 

 Demolition of a portion of the existing structures on site (1 month) 

 Grading, excavating, and wall work (2 months) 

 Building construction (12 months) 

 Paving (2 months) 

 Architectural coating application (2 months) 

A detailed depiction of the construction schedule, including information regarding subphases, 
demolition, and equipment used during each subphase, is included in Chapter 2, Project 
Description. The information contained in Appendix F was used as CalEEMod inputs. 

Construction equipment specifications were provided by the project applicant, and the 
equipment mix is intended to represent a reasonably conservative estimate of construction 
activity. For the analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy construction equipment would 
be operating at the site for approximately 8 hours per day, 5 days per week (22 days per 
month) during project construction. Construction-worker estimates by construction phase 
were provided by the project applicant, and traffic estimates for construction-worker trips 
were provided by Fehr and Peers and applied to peak building construction periods (Fehr and 
Peers 2016). CalEEMod defaults, including haul trips, were applied for the demolition of the 
existing buildings. Grading and excavating activities would require approximately 154,000 
cubic yards of export. Excavation activities would likely include a large portion of export 
material would be used as beach nourishment at Fletcher Cove Beach, approximately 1.5 
miles from the project site. The City has established a limit of 150,000 cubic yards that may 
be used as beach nourishment at Fletcher Cove. Considering construction activities are 
expected to occur over approximately 39 months, and approximately 10% of the excavated 
materials is likely not suitable for beach nourishment, the proposed project may be able to 
take the remaining 90% of excavation material to Fletcher Cove, depending on the timing of 
other projects. Any remaining excavation material not accepted at Fletcher Cover would be 
disposed of at a permitted disposal facility. However, for the purposes of a conservative air 
quality analysis, it was assumed that all soil material to be exported off site would be 
transported to a disposal facility. The Sycamore Landfill is located approximately 22 miles 
from the project site. The Otay Landfill is located approximately 33 miles from the project 
site. To be conservative when estimating emissions from haul trips for export activity, it was 
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assumed that all material would be transported to the Otay Landfill. Haul trucks for materials 
export were assumed to have a 14-cubic-yard haul capacity.  

Table 3.4-2 shows the estimated annual GHG construction emissions associated with the 
proposed project, and the annualized construction emissions over a 30-year “project life.” 

 

Table 3.4-2 
Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions  

Year 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

2020 487.90 0.06 0.00 489.44 

2021 735.12 0.10 0.00 737.59 

2022 843.87 0.11 0.00 846.57 

2023 155.73 0.03 0.00 156.45 

Total 2,230.05 

Amortized Emissions 74.34 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 
See Appendix F for complete results. 

Total construction emissions for the proposed project were 2,230 MT CO2e. Estimated 
amortized proposed project generated construction emissions would be approximately 74 MT 
CO2e. However, because there is no separate GHG threshold for construction emissions alone, 
the evaluation of significance is discussed in the operational emissions analysis. 

Operational Emissions 

Operation of the proposed project would result in GHG emissions from vehicular traffic, area 
sources,(landscaping), electrical generation, natural gas consumption, water supply 
(including wastewater generation), and solid waste. Because operation of the existing 
buildings also generates GHG emissions, the emissions associated with the existing 
buildings/operations were subtracted from those resulting from the proposed project, and the 
net change in GHG emissions associated with the proposed project was compared to the 
GHG significance threshold. 

Transportation: Vehicular Traffic 

The proposed project would impact air quality through the vehicular traffic generated by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would result in a total of 528 trips per day (Fehr and 
Peers 2016).  
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CalEEMod was used to estimate daily emissions from proposed vehicular sources. CalEEMod 
default data, including temperature, trip characteristics, variable start information, emissions 
factors, and trip distances, were conservatively used for the model inputs.  

Project-related traffic was assumed to include a mixture of vehicles, in accordance with the 
model outputs for traffic. For the purposes of a conservative analysis, emissions factors 
representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 2014 (year of issuance of the project CEQA 
Notice of Preparation) were applied to the existing conditions to estimate emissions 
associated with existing residential uses. Emissions factors representing the vehicle mix and 
emissions for 2024 were used to estimate emissions associated with full buildout of the 
proposed project.  

Energy Consumption 

Natural Gas 

In addition to estimating mobile source (vehicle) emissions, CalEEMod was used to estimate 
emissions from natural gas combustion associated with on-site energy demand. The default 
energy input ratios for Title 24 (Building Energy Efficiency Standards) and non-Title 24 
natural gas consumption, as provided in CalEEMod, were used for the existing structures and 
the proposed project. Due to the age of the existing structures, historical Title 24 default 
factors were applied to natural gas estimates for the existing buildings. The historical Title 24 
default factors applied to natural gas estimates are from the 2005 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. Refer to Appendix F of this DEIR for additional information. 

Electricity 

The generation of electricity through combustion of fossil fuels typically results in emissions 
of CO2 and, to a smaller extent, CH4 and N2O. Annual electricity emissions were estimated 
using CalEEMod. The default energy input ratios for Title 24 and non-Title 24 electricity 
consumption, as provided in CalEEMod, were used for the existing structures and proposed 
project. Due to the age of the existing structures, historical Title 24 (2005 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards) default factors were applied to electricity estimates for the existing 
buildings. Refer to Appendix F of this DEIR for additional information. 

The current Title 24 standards are the 2016 standards, which became effective on January 1, 
2017. The CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 assumes compliance with the 2016 Title 24 standards 
and was included in this assessment.  
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Water Supply 

Water supplied to, and wastewater generated as a result of, the proposed project would 
require the use of electricity. Accordingly, the supply, conveyance, treatment, and 
distribution of water would result indirectly in GHG emissions through the use of electricity. 
Similarly, wastewater generated by the proposed project would require the use of electricity 
for conveyance and treatment, along with some GHG emissions generated during wastewater 
treatment. Water consumption estimates for indoor and outdoor water use were provided by 
the project applicant for the existing structures and proposed project. Associated electricity 
consumption from water use and wastewater generation was estimated using CalEEMod.  

As discussed in Section 2.5.7 of this DEIR, Sustainable Design Features, the proposed 
project would implement water conservation measures, including low-flow fixtures, drought-
tolerant landscaping, and recycled water for landscape irrigation. Due to the lack of specific 
information regarding water conservation features and their associated emissions reductions, 
water conservation features were not accounted for in the emissions estimates for the purpose 
of a conservative analysis.  

Solid Waste 

The proposed project would generate solid waste, and, therefore, result in GHG emissions 
associated with landfill off-gassing. Solid waste generation was derived from the 
CalEEMod default rates for multi-family residential units. Emissions estimates associated 
with solid waste were made using CalEEMod. It is estimated that the proposed project 
would result in a net increase of approximately 30 tons per year compared to existing on-
site building waste generation. 

Area Sources 

CalEEMod was also used to estimate emissions from the existing project’s area sources, 
which include hearth use, landscaping equipment, consumer products, and architectural 
coatings for building maintenance. Refer to Appendix D for additional information. 
Currently, 39 of the existing 194 units contain wood-burning fireplaces. The adjacent off-
complex units do not contain fireplaces. The proposed project does not include any wood-
burning hearths in any of the units. 

As shown in Table 3.4-3, the net change in estimated GHG emissions resulting from the 
proposed project relative to existing emissions would be a decrease of 187 MT CO2e per 
year. Complete details of the emissions calculations are provided in Appendix F. 
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Table 3.4-3 
Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions 

Emission Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 

Baseline 

Area 220.22 0.01 0.1 223.46 

Energy  288.59 0.01 0.00 289.75 

Mobile  2,136.64 0.15 0.00 2,140.48 

Solid waste 18.49 1.09 0.00 45.80 

Water supply and wastewater 73.82 0.02 0.01 77.17 

Total  2,776.67 

Proposed Project 

Area 3.16 0.00 0.00 3.24 

Energy  387.21 0.01 0.00 388.90 

Mobile  2,054.97 0.12 0.00 2,057.84 

Solid waste 6.07 0.36 0.00 15.04 

Water supply and wastewater 46.72 0.02 0.01 50.21 

Total 2,515.23 

Amortized Construction Emissions 74.34 

Operation + Amortized Construction Total 2,589.57 

Net Emissions (187.10) 

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 
See Appendix F for detailed results. 
These emissions reflect California Emissions Estimator Model “mitigated” output and operational year 2024 including increased diversity, 
increased transit accessibility, and below market-rate housing. 
The operational emissions from the Alternative are identical to that of the proposed project. 

As shown in Table 3.4-3, both the proposed project would result in a net reduction in GHG 
emissions compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the emissions from both the proposed 
project would be less than the 900 MT CO2e significance threshold and the impact would be 
less than significant. 

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

The Scoping Plan, approved by CARB on December 12, 2008 (and updated in 2014), 
provides a framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG emissions, and requires CARB 
and other state agencies to adopt regulations and other initiatives to reduce GHGs (CARB 
2008, 2014b). As such, the Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to specific projects. In the 
Final Statement of Reasons for the Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, the California 
Natural Resources Agency observed that “[t]he [Scoping Plan] may not be appropriate for 
use in determining the significance of individual projects as it is conceptual and relies on the 
future development of regulations to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping Plan” 
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(CNRA 2009b). Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are several state regulatory 
measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. CARB and other state 
agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan. Most of these 
measures focus on area-source emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-global-warming-potential 
GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (e.g., hybrid, electric, and more 
fuel-efficient vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low-Carbon Fuel Standard), among others. 
The proposed project will comply with all applicable regulations adopted in furtherance of 
the Scoping Plan to the extent required by law. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.4.2, Regulatory Setting, EO B-30-15 set an interim 
target goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 to keep 
California on its trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the long-term goal of reducing 
GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, as set forth in EO S-3-05. The 
proposed project would support achievement of the EOs’ near-term 2020 goal (as codified 
in AB 32), mid-term 2030 goal, and long-term 2050 goal through a number of 
sustainability design features that would be implemented as part of the project , as described 
in Section 2.5.7, Sustainable Design Features (see the discussion of GHG emissions 
calculations for specific design elements and utility demand reductions).Although the 
project would result in a net increase in emissions, the site would support an additional 62 
units, and reduce the average annual per capita GHG emissions by 2.33 MT CO2E. 

Moreover, the project is anticipated to result in a net reduction in overall water demand; the 
demolition of older, inefficient structures; the construction of a newer, energy-efficient 
structures and associated improvements; and the reliance on recycled water to be used for 
irrigation.4 Additionally, the higher-density infill development would support overarching 
reduction goals by improving pedestrian and bicycle access to nearby locations, thus 
encouraging non-motorized modes of travel and reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
travelled. However, as stated in Appendix M, Solana Highlands Residential Project 
November 2016 Draft Traffic Impact Analysis, it is not anticipated that implementation of 
the project would substantially increase use of pedestrian, bicyclist, or transit facilities, to a 
level where it could not be accommodated by existing or planned facilities.  

Moreover, as discussed, the project would not exceed the screening threshold of 900 MT CO2E 
per year. For comparison, the project would also be well below GHG emissions thresholds 
considered by several California air districts, none of which have adopted or proposed a 

                                                 
4 CARB, in its 2008 Scoping Plan, determined that retrofitting existing state, school, residential , and 

commercial buildings could achieve a reduction of 20 MMT of CO2E by 2020. The importance of retrofitting 
existing buildings was recognized via the enactment of AB 758 in 2009 as well (CARB 2015b). The project’s 
proposal to create a more energy-efficient infill residential project is consistent with the state’s recognition 
that the relative inefficiencies of existing structures need to be remedied through the renovation, retrofit, and 
upgrade of those buildings.  
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threshold as low as the screening threshold. For reference, other such GHG thresholds include 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s interim threshold of 1,100 MT CO2E per year 
for commercial, industrial, and public land-use projects (BAAQMD 2010);5 the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s threshold of 1,100 MT CO2E per year for 
projects with construction or operational phases (SMAQMD 2014); and the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District’s draft interim threshold of 3,000 MT CO2E per year for 
residential and commercial projects (SCAQMD 2008). Because the project would not exceed 
the screening threshold of the County, or thresholds in other air districts with expertise in the 
area, this analysis provides support for the conclusion that the project would not conflict with 
EO S-3-05’s or EO B-30-15’s GHG reduction goals for California.  

At the regional level, SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional 
Plan), was adopted to reduce GHG emissions attributable to passenger vehicles in the San 
Diego region (SANDAG 2015). Although the Regional Plan does not regulate land use or 
supersede the exercise of land use authority by SANDAG’s member jurisdictions (i.e., 
the County and cities therein) (SANDAG 2015), the Regional Plan remains a relevant 
regional reference document for evaluating the intersection of land use and transportation 
patterns, and the corresponding GHG emissions. The Regional Plan is not directly 
applicable to the proposed project because the underlying purpose of the Regional Plan is 
to provide direction and guidance on future regional growth (i.e., the location of new 
residential and non-residential land uses) and transportation patterns throughout the 
County, as stipulated under SB 375. The proposed project would maintain the existing 
residential land use through the removal of existing on-site facilities, including 
demolishing older, less-efficient buildings and constructing newer, more-energy-efficient 
residential structures. The project is consistent with some of the key goals of SANDAG’s 
Regional Plan that promote compact urban form and infill development (e.g., smart 
growth), and the provision of affordable housing in the region. The project would support 
the goals and policies of the Regional Plan. Additionally, the higher-density infill 
development of the project would support the overarching intent of the Regional Plan by 
improving pedestrian and bicycle access to nearby locations and encouraging non-
motorized modes of travel, thus reducing vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled  to and 
from the site with resultant reductions in emissions and improvements in air quality 
compared to the existing conditions.  

As noted above, the City approved a non-qualifying CAP in conjunction with the City’s General 
Plan Update to address City-wide GHG emissions and meeting the goals of AB 32. The CAP 
identifies the emissions reduction targets of 15% below 2010 levels by 2020 and 50% below 

                                                 
5 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) is currently updating their CEQA guidelines, this 

threshold may be subject to change. 
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2010 levels by 2035 (City of Solana Beach 2017). The City is taking strides to conserve energy 
and reduce dependence on fossil fuels. The City’s policies relating to energy include 
encouragement of the use of alternate energy systems, urban design that maximizes opportunities 
for solar energy use and energy conservation, and promotion of energy-conserving standards and 
requirements for new construction. Title 24, Building Energy Standards for Residential 
Development, of the California Code of Regulations establishes energy budgets or maximum 
energy use levels. The proposed project would include demolition of older buildings and 
construction of newer, more-energy-efficient structures, as well as implementation of a number 
of sustainability design features designed to reduce mobile-source-, energy-, water-, and solid-
waste-related GHG emissions. The project would decrease the per-capita emissions, while 
providing more in-fill housing. The project would not conflict with the goals, policies, or 
emissions reduction targets set forth in the CAP, nor would the project impeded the state’s ability 
to achieve its reduction goals.6 

Finally, the San Diego Air Pollution Control District has not adopted GHG reduction 
measures that would apply to the GHG emissions associated with the proposed project. As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project applicant would implement a number 
of sustainability design features to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled, energy 
consumption, water consumption, and solid waste; therefore, these features would reduce 
GHG emissions associated with proposed project operations. Implementation of 
sustainability design features, many of which would reduce emissions even further than the 
increase in emissions shown in Table 3.4-3, would further ensure that conflict with plans, 
policies, and initiatives designed to reduce GHG emissions would not occur. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

3.4.5 Mitigation Measures 

No significant impacts would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.  

3.4.6 Significance After Mitigation 

No significant impacts would result from implementation of the proposed project, and no 
mitigation is required.  

  

                                                 
6 The City’s CAP is not a qualified CAP pursuant to Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. The CAP does 

not include a consistency mechanism to determine elements of the CAP to be implemented by specific projects. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section provides an overview of existing cultural resources of the proposed Solana 
Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and vicinity, identifies 
associated policy and regulatory requirements, and evaluates potential impacts that would result 
from implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this section is based on the 
Cultural Resources Study for the Revitalizing Solana Highlands EIR that was prepared by ASM 
Affiliates Inc. on September 16, 2014, and is contained in Appendix G of this DEIR.  

3.5.1 Existing Conditions 
Prehistory 

Archaeological fieldwork along the Southern California coast has documented a diverse range of 
human occupation extending from the early Holocene into the Ethnohistoric period. A variety of 
different regional chronologies, often with overlapping terminology, have been used in coastal 
Southern California, and they vary from region to region. Today, the prehistory of San Diego 
County (the County) is generally divided into three major temporal periods: Paleo-Indian, 
Archaic, and Late Prehistoric. These time periods are characterized by patterns in material 
culture that are thought to represent distinct regional trends in the economic and social 
organization of prehistoric groups. In addition, particular scholars referring to specific areas use 
a number of cultural terms synonymously with these temporal labels: San Dieguito for Paleo-
Indian, La Jolla for Archaic, and Yuman or Cuyamaca for Late Prehistoric (see Appendix G). 
These terms are used in this section accordingly. 

Paleo-Indian Period 

The antiquity of human occupation in the New World has been the subject of considerable 
debate over the last few decades. The most widely accepted model currently is that humans first 
entered the western hemisphere between 12,000 and 15,000 years ago. Although there is no firm 
evidence of human occupation in coastal Southern California prior to 12,000 BP (before 
present), dates as early as 23,000 BP and even 48,000 BP have been reported. However, the 
amino acid racemization technique used to date these sites has been largely discredited by more 
recent accelerator radiocarbon dating of early human remains along the California coast. Despite 
intense interest and a long history of research, no widely accepted evidence of human occupation 
of North America dating to before 15,000 BP has emerged (see Appendix G). 

As in most of North America, the earliest recognized period of California prehistory is termed Paleo-
Indian. In Southern California, this period is usually considered to date from at least as early as 
10,000 BP to 7200 BP, and is represented by what is known as the San Dieguito complex. Within the 
local classificatory system, San Dieguito assemblages are composed almost entirely of flaked stone 
tools, including scrapers, choppers, and large projectile points (see Appendix G). 
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Archaic Period 

The Archaic period (also referred to as the Early Milling period) extends back at least 7,200 
years, possibly to as early as 9000 BP. Archaic subsistence is generally considered to have 
differed from Paleo-Indian subsistence in two major ways. First, gathering activities were 
emphasized over hunting, with shellfish and seed collecting having a high importance. Second, 
milling technology, frequently employing portable groundstone slabs, was developed. The shift 
from a mostly interior-based subsistence focus to a littoral (coastal) focus is traditionally held to 
mark the transition from the Paleo-Indian period to the Archaic period. Early Archaic 
occupations in San Diego County are most apparent along the coast and the major drainage 
systems and waterways that extend inland from the coastal plains.  

Late Prehistoric Period 

Assemblages derived from Late Prehistoric sites in San Diego County differ in many ways from 
those in the Archaic tradition. The occurrence of small, pressure-flaked projectile points, the 
replacement of flexed inhumations (crouched-position burials) with cremations, the introduction 
of ceramics, and an emphasis on inland plant food collection, processing, and storage (especially 
acorns) are some of the cultural patterns that were well established by 1000 BP, or the beginning 
of the second millennium AD (anno Domini). The centralized and seasonally permanent 
residential patterns that had begun to emerge during the Archaic period became well established 
in most areas. Inland semi-sedentary villages appeared along major watercourses in the foothills 
and in montane valleys where seasonal exploitation of acorns and piñon nuts was common, 
resulting in permanent milling stations on bedrock outcrops. Mortars for acorn processing 
increased in frequency relative to seed-grinding basins. 

Ethnohistoric Period 

In ethnohistoric times, two main cultural groups occupied San Diego County: the Uto-Aztecan- 
speaking Luiseño in the north, and the Kumeyaay, Ipai/Tipai, or Diegueño in the south. 
Traditionally, Luiseño territory encompassed an area from roughly Agua Hedionda Lagoon on 
the coast, east to Lake Henshaw, north into Riverside County, and west through San Juan 
Capistrano to the coast. The region inhabited by various groups of the Kumeyaay was much 
larger and probably extended from Agua Hedionda Lagoon eastward into the Imperial Valley 
and southward through much of northern Baja California. 

Historic Period 

The Hispanic era in California’s history includes the Spanish Colonial (1769–1821) and Mexican 
Republic (1821–1846) periods. This era witnessed the transition from a society dominated by 
religious and military institutions consisting of missions and presidios to a civilian population 
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residing on large ranchos or in pueblos. The effects of missionization, along with the introduction 
of European diseases, greatly reduced the Native American population of Southern California. At 
the time of European contact, Kumeyaay population levels may have been as high as 10,000 
individuals. Many of the local Kumeyaay were incorporated into the Spanish sphere of control at a 
very early date. Most villagers, however, continued to maintain many of their aboriginal customs 
and simply adopted the agricultural and animal husbandry practices learned from Spaniards. 

Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821, and with it the process of dismantling of the 
mission system began to unfold. The 1833 Secularization Act passed by the Mexican Congress 
ordered half of all mission lands to be transferred to the Indians, and the other half to remain in 
trust and managed by an appointed administrator. These orders were never implemented due to 
several factors that conspired to prevent the Indians from regaining their patrimony. By 1835, the 
missions, including Mission San Diego and Mission San Luis Rey, were secularized. 

The subsequent American period (1846 to present) witnessed the development of San Diego 
County. This period includes the rapid dominance over California culture by Anglo-Victorian 
(Yankee) culture and the rise of urban centers and rural communities. A Frontier period from 
1850 to 1870 saw the region’s transformation from a feudal-like society to a capitalistic economy 
in which American entrepreneurs gained control of most large ranchos and transformed San 
Diego into a merchant-dominated market town. Between 1870 and 1930, urban development 
established the Cities of San Diego, National City, and Chula Vista, while a rural society based 
on family-owned farms organized by rural school district communities also developed, especially 
in the northern region of the County. The U.S. Army and Navy took an increased interest in the 
San Diego harbor between 1900 and 1940. The U.S. Army established coastal defense 
fortifications at Fort Rosecrans on Point Loma, and the U.S. Navy developed major facilities in 
San Diego Bay. The 1920s brought a land boom that stimulated development throughout the City 
of San Diego (City) and the County, particularly in the Point Loma, Pacific Beach, and Mission 
Beach areas. Development stalled during the depression years of the 1930s, but World War II 
ushered in a period of growth based on expanding defense industries. The City of Solana Beach 
was incorporated in 1986 (see Appendix G). 

Cultural Setting 

South Coastal Information Center records search indicated that no previously recorded cultural 
resources are located on the project site. Two cultural resources are located within the 0.25-mile 
search radius. Both sites are prehistoric sites: SDI-10238 and SDI-13484. The closest site, SDI-
10238, was recorded approximately 100 meters (330 feet) south of the project site. Descriptions of 
the previously recorded resources within the search radius are provided in the Cultural Resources 
Study (Appendix G).  
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SDI-10238 

This prehistoric site was first investigated by Brian Smith (Smith 1986, as cited in Appendix G) 
and RECON (Wade 1988, as cited in Appendix G). The site has two loci, with Locus A in the 
north and Locus B to the south. Locus B was evaluated by Cooley and Barrie of Mooney and 
Associates in 2002 (as cited in Appendix G). This report was not listed in the records search 
report database, but it is reported on an updated site record. The site record reports that the 
evaluation of the site yielded intact shell midden, debitage, cores, flaked tools, percussion tools, 
milling implements, possible shell beads, modified bone, a steatite artifact, faunal remains 
(including 45 different taxa), and four pieces of bone identified as possibly human. At least one 
hearth feature was also identified. Radiocarbon dates from the investigations by Smith and by 
Wade yielded ages ranging between 7040 +/−100 BP and 5790 +/−110 BP. The two radiocarbon 
dates on marine shell samples were reported as 8360 BP and 7680 BP. 

SDI-13484 

Site SDI-13484 was first recorded by Karen Crafts and Martin Rosen of Caltrans District 11 as a 
light scatter of marine shell (Caltrans 2002). The site was evaluated by Laylander of ASM in 
2003 (as cited in Appendix G), and cultural deposits at the site were found to extend from 20 to 
80 centimeters (8 to 30 inches) below the ground surface; most of the deposits were of marine 
shell (at least 14 genera, predominantly Chione, Argopecten, and Ostrea) and trace amounts of 
animal bone and lithic debitage. Two samples of Chione shell were radiocarbon dated, yielding 
dates of 3,950 +/−60 BP and 3,760 +/−80 BP (see Appendix G). 

In addition, a search of the historic addresses on file at the South Coastal Information Center 
identified two previously recorded historic addresses within the 0.25-mile search radius. Neither 
of the historic addresses is located within the project boundary, which acts as the area of 
potential effect (APE). 

Consultation Results 

Native American consultation began with corresponding with the NAHC. The NAHC responded 
September 9, 2014, stating that no resources are listed in the Sacred Lands File in this area, but 
provided 18 Native American contacts who might provide information and may be consulted. In 
addition, the City has received requests for consultation on projects from the Viejas Band of 
Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) and the Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians. Formal letters 
requesting comment from each of the 18 Native American tribes, and the Mesa Grande Band of 
Mission Indians, were sent by the City in January 2015. The Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) 
responded that the site is of significance to or has ties to Viejas, asked to be kept informed of 
developments, and requested that a Kumeyaay cultural monitor be present during excavation 
activities (Viejas 2015). To date, no tribal cultural resources have been identified through 
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consultation. Consultation results and an analysis on tribal cultural resources is described fully 
within Chapter 3.13, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this EIR. 

3.5.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal  

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) establishes the nation’s policy for 
historical preservation and sets in place a program for the preservation of historical properties by 
requiring federal agencies to consider effects to significant cultural resources (e.g., historical 
properties) prior to undertakings. 

Section 106 of the act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of projects on 
historical properties (resources included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places). It also gives the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the State Historic 
Preservation Office an opportunity to consult. Federal agencies issuing permits for the proposed 
project will be required to comply with requirements of the act. 

Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 

Executive Order 11593 (36 FR 8921) (1) orders the protection and enhancement of the cultural 
environment through requiring federal agencies to administer the cultural properties under their 
control in a spirit of stewardship and trusteeship for future generations; (2) initiates measures 
necessary to direct their policies, plans, and programs in such a way that federally owned sites, 
structures, and objects of historical, architectural, or archaeological significance are preserved, 
restored, and maintained for the inspiration and benefit of the people; and (3) in consultation with 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (16 U.S.C. 470i), institutes procedures to assure that 
federal plans and programs contribute to the preservation and enhancement of non-federally owned 
sites, structures, and objects of historical, architectural, or archaeological significance. 

State 

California Public Resources Code 

Section 5097 et seq. of the California Public Resources Code identifies that the unauthorized 
disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources located on 
public lands is a misdemeanor. It prohibits the knowing destruction of objects of antiquity 
without a permit (express permission) on public lands, and it provides for criminal sanctions. 
This section was amended in 1987 to require consultation with the Native American Heritage 
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Commission (NAHC) whenever Native American graves are found. Violations involving taking 
or possessing remains or artifacts are felonies. 

California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.5, states that “no person shall knowingly and 
willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins, 
burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, 
inscriptions made by human agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or 
historic feature situated on public lands, except with the express permission of the public agency 
having jurisdiction over the lands.” 

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) is used in the consideration of historical 
resources relative to significance for purposes of CEQA. The CRHR includes California State 
Historical Landmarks, eligible Points of Historical Interest, and resources listed, or formally 
determined eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places. Properties of local 
significance that have been designated under a local preservation ordinance (local landmarks or 
landmark districts), or that have been identified in a local historical resources inventory, may be 
eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be significant resources for purposes of 
CEQA, unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise. 

Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the 
resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR (California Public Resources Code, Section 
5024.1; 14 CCR 4852), consisting of the following: 

1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States. 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or 
national history. 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory 
or history of the local area, California, or the nation (California Public Resources 
Code, Section 5024.1; 14 CCR 4852). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 

CEQA requires that effects to cultural resources be considered in the planning process for 
discretionary projects. Under the provisions of CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a 
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substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment” (14 CCR 15064.5(b)). CEQA Section 15064.5(a) defines a 
“historical resource” as a resource which meets one or more of the following criteria: 

 Listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 

 Listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at PRC Section 5020.1(k)) 

 Identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of 
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code 

 Determined to be a historical resource by a project’s lead agency (14 CCR 15064.5(a)) 

California Health and Safety Code 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave 
goods, regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition 
of those remains. California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, requires that if human 
remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance 
or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall 
occur until the county coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code, 
Section 7050.5b). If the coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of 
a Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). 
The NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant. With the permission of the landowner, 
the Most Likely Descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be 
completed within 24 hours of notification of the Most Likely Descendant by the NAHC. The 
Most Likely Descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate 
dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans.  

Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52, in effect as of July 1, 2015, introduces the tribal cultural resource (TCR) as a class of 
cultural resource and additional considerations relating to Native American consultation into 
CEQA. As a general concept, a TCR is similar to the federally defined TCP; however, it 
incorporates consideration of local and state significance and required mitigation under CEQA. 
A TCR may be considered significant if included in a local or state register of historical 
resources; determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC 
Section 5024.1; is a geographically defined cultural landscape that meets one or more of these 
criteria; or is a historical resource described in PRC Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological 
resources described in PRC Section 21083.2, or is a non-unique archaeological resource if it 
conforms with the above criteria. 
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Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan  

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Solana Beach General Plan (2015) is a 
combined element that describes existing conditions and issues related to cultural resources. This 
element also contains goals, objectives, and policies established to ensure that natural resources 
within Solana Beach are managed wisely; these policies can be found in Table 3.9-1, Project’s 
Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as updated through 2015), in Section 3.9, 
Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR, and are outlined below: 

 Goal 3.1: To protect and conserve the City’s natural and cultural resources. 

o Policy 4.a: The city shall use the environmental review procedures established by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to ensure that potential adverse effects 
upon natural and cultural resources are identified. 

o Policy 4.b: The city shall not permit land uses that would have unavoidable 
significant adverse impacts upon natural or cultural resources unless a statement of 
overriding considerations is adopted by the Solana Beach City Council. 

o Policy 4.c: Technical reports made available to the public in conjunction with 
environmental documentation shall include summaries written for laypersons 
(e.g., soils and geology reports that minimize the use of technical jargon) (City of 
Solana Beach 2015). 

City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan 

The City of Solana Beach’s Land Use Plan (LUP), Chapter 5, New Development, includes 
specific policies (LUP 5.51 through LUP 5.57) that direct the protection of known cultural 
resources and the potential for discovery of unknown cultural resources during development.  
The following City policies are designed to apply California Coastal Act policy to conditions 
in Solana Beach: 

 Policy 5.51: Identify and mitigate potential impacts of development on archaeological, 
paleontological and historic resources. 

 Policy 5.52: New development shall protect and preserve archaeological, historical 
and paleontological resources from destruction, and shall avoid, and minimize 
impacts to such resources. 

 Policy 5.53: Where development would adversely impact historical, archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, 
reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 



 3.5 – CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.5-9 

 Policy 5.54: The City shall coordinate with appropriate agencies to identify 
archaeologically sensitive areas. Such information should be kept confidential to protect 
archaeological resources. 

 Policy 5.55: CDPs for new development within archaeologically sensitive areas shall be 
conditioned upon the implementation of the appropriate mitigation measures. 

 Policy 5.56: New development on sites identified as archaeologically sensitive shall 
include on-site monitoring of all grading, excavation, and site preparation that involve 
earth moving operations by a qualified archaeologist(s), and appropriate Native 
American consultant(s). 

 Policy 5.57: The establishment of a museum/visitor center to display local archaeological 
and/or paleontological artifacts and to provide public educational information on the 
cultural and historic value of these resources shall be encouraged (City of Solana Beach 
2014a, Chapter 5, pp. 19–20). 

3.5.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), and have been used to determine the significance of potential cultural resource 
impacts. Impacts to cultural resources would be significant if the proposed project would:  

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

3.5.4 Impacts Analysis 

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?  

As described in Section 3.5.1.2, Cultural Setting, no historical resources have been identified 
within the project site or the APE. The project site is currently developed with an apartment 
complex and multi-family units. The project site is not recognized as a significant historical 
resource. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not create a substantial 
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adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, and no impact would occur. 

B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?  

As described in Section 3.5.1.2, the cultural resources investigation of the project site 
indicated that no historical or archaeological resources were identified on the project site in 
the records search or during the pedestrian field survey. Two cultural resources, SDI-10238 
and SDI-13484, have been previously recorded near the project site. The closest site, SDI-
10238, is located approximately 100 meters (330 feet) south of the project site and is a 
prehistoric habitation site situated on a small terrace, which reportedly contains human 
remains. The second site, SDI-13484, is a light scatter of marine shell (at least 14 genera, 
predominantly Chione, Argopecten, and Ostrea) and trace amounts of animal bone and lithic 
debitage (Laylander and Becker 2004, as cited in Appendix G). There is no evidence of 
cultural resources on the project site, and surrounding cultural resources identified within the 
0.25-mile search radius would not be affected by the proposed project.  

As stated in section 3.5.1, the NAHC responded to the records search results request for the 
proposed project on September 9, 2014, notifying the City that the records search of the 
Sacred Lands File failed to indicate the presence of Native American traditional cultural 
places on the project site. The NAHC provided a list of 18 Native American contacts that 
might have additional information (see Appendix G). Formal letters requesting comment 
from each of the 18 Native American tribes, and the Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians 
were sent by the City in January 2015. The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) 
responded that the site is of significance to or has ties to Viejas, asked to be kept informed of 
developments, and requested that a Kumeyaay cultural monitor be present during excavation 
activities (Viejas 2015).  

The potential for intact, unknown, subsurface prehistoric archaeological materials to be present in 
the project site is considered very low because the site has been fully developed since the 1970s. 
However, in the unexpected event that grading and excavation activities during construction of 
the proposed project unearth intact archaeological materials, a potential impact could result. 
Given the poor ground surface visibility during the pedestrian survey and the close proximity of 
SDI-10238, archaeological monitoring is recommended during any ground disturbance that 
extends beyond previously disturbed depths, in order to protect any previously unknown 
subsurface cultural deposits, including during any pre-construction soil testing and the initial 
grading of the site. In the event that any previously undetected cultural resources are encountered, 
all work should cease in the vicinity of the discovery in order to evaluate findings and determine 
whether additional archaeological work is needed. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources 



 3.5 – CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.5-11 

would be potentially significant, and mitigation measures would be required (see CUL-1 in 
Section 3.5.5, Mitigation Measures).  

C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature?  

Most paleontological resources are not exposed at the surface, and most fossils are found during 
earthmoving activities when geologic features are exposed. The City is almost entirely 
developed, so the likelihood of encountering subsurface paleontological or archaeological 
resources is greatest on sites that have been minimally excavated in the past (e.g., undeveloped 
parcels, vacant lots, and lots containing surface parking; undeveloped areas around historic 
buildings; under buildings with post, pier, slab, or shallow wall foundations without basements). 
Previously excavated areas, such as the project site, are generally considered to have a low 
potential for paleontological or archaeological resources because the soil containing the 
archaeological resources has been removed (City of Solana Beach 2014b). Soil and excavation 
characteristics are explained in detail in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this DEIR. As 
previously discussed, the project site is completely developed and the City of Solana Beach 
is an urbanized community with no rural land or intact geologic features. The natural 
landscape of the APE has been modified by the development of apartment complexes and 
paved parking lots. 

However, due to the depth of excavation during grading activities, there is a potential to 
encounter unknown paleontological resources. Because the exact depths of any potential 
sensitive resources are unknown, in the event that unexpected intact paleontological resources are 
unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, impacts would be potentially significant, and 
mitigation measures would be required (see CUL-2 in Section 3.5.5, Mitigation Measures).  

D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of  
formal cemeteries?  

As described previously under Threshold A, no cultural resources were identified within the 
APE in the records search or during the pedestrian field survey. One cultural resource that 
potentially included human remains, SDI-10238, has been previously recorded near the 
project site, as described in detail in Section 3.5.1.2. Although the site is a prehistoric 
habitation site situated on a small terrace and was reported as containing human remains, no 
evidence of cultural resources was identified on the proposed project site. The project site is 
not currently, nor has it historically, been used as a cemetery, and there is no evidence that 
the site has been used for any human burials. There is a low probability of encountering 
human remains during ground-disturbing activities. 
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However, unanticipated discoveries of human remains require handling in accordance with 
California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, which states that in the event that human 
remains are discovered during construction, construction activity shall be halted and the area 
shall be protected until consultation and treatment can occur as prescribed by law. In the 
unexpected event that human remains are unearthed during construction activities, impacts 
would be potentially significant, and mitigation would be required (see CUL-3 in Section 
3.5.5, Mitigation Measures). 

3.5.5 Mitigation Measures  

Mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-3 shall be implemented for potential impacts associated 
with the discovery of archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains.  

CUL-1 Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall retain 
an archaeological monitor and a Native American (Kumeyaay) monitor, approved 
by the City of Solana Beach (City), to monitor ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed project, including but not limited to grading, 
excavation, brush clearance, and grubbing. The archaeological and Native 
American monitors shall conduct preconstruction cultural resources worker 
sensitivity training to bring awareness to personnel of actions to be taken in the 
event of a cultural resources discovery. The duration and timing of monitoring shall 
be determined by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with the City.  

Initially, all ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project shall 
be monitored. However, the qualified archaeologist, based on observations of soil 
stratigraphy or other factors, and subject to the approval of the City, may reduce the 
level of monitoring as warranted. In the event that cultural resources are unearthed 
during ground-disturbing activities, the archaeological monitor shall have the 
authority to halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity of 
the find so that the find can be evaluated. If the find is determined to be potentially 
significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the City and appropriate Native 
American monitor and group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native American 
resource), shall develop a treatment plan. Construction activities shall be redirected 
to other work areas until the treatment plan has been implemented or the qualified 
archaeologist determines that work can resume in the vicinity of the find. 

CUL-2 Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall 
retain a qualified paleontologist (an individual with an MS or PhD in 
paleontology or geology who is familiar with paleontological procedures and 
techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology and paleontology of San Diego 
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County (County), and who has worked as a paleontological mitigation project 
supervisor in the County for a least 1 year) who shall attend the pre-construction 
meeting to consult with the grading and excavation contractors concerning 
excavation schedules, paleontological field techniques, and safety issues. A 
paleontological monitor (an individual who has experience in the collection and 
salvage of fossil materials, working under the direction of a qualified 
paleontologist) shall be on site on a full-time basis during the original cutting of 
previously undisturbed deposits of high paleontological resource potential 
(e.g., Quaternary terrace and landslide deposits correlative with the Bay Point 
Formation and Torrey Sandstone) to inspect exposures for contained fossils. 

 In the event that paleontological resources are discovered or unearthed during 
project subsurface activities, all earth-disturbing work within 50 feet of the find 
shall be temporarily halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist. The paleontologist shall notify the City to determine 
procedures that should be followed before construction is allowed to resume at the 
location of the find. If the City determines that avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the 
proposed project on the qualities that make the resource important. The plan shall 
be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. 

CUL-3 In the event of accidental discovery of any human remains during construction of 
the proposed project, the applicant is responsible for the discovery and shall 
contact the County coroner immediately. Construction activities shall be halted in 
accordance with Section 15064.4(e)(1) of the California Environmental Quality 
Act Guidelines and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. If 
the remains are found to be Native American, California Health and Safety Code, 
Section 7050.5(c), and California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98 (as 
amended by Assembly Bill 2641), shall be followed by the City. 

3.5.6 Significance After Mitigation 

With the project applicant’s implementation of CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3, potential impacts to 
archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains would be reduced to 
less than significant. 

3.5.7 References 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendix A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

This section provides an overview of the existing setting related to geology and soils of the 
proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (proposed project) site and vicinity, identifies 
the regulatory framework, and analyzes potential impacts to geology and soils that would result 
from implementation of the proposed project. Information presented in the discussion and 
subsequent analysis is based on geotechnical investigation prepared for the project by GEOCON in 
August 2014. This report is provided in Appendix H of this DEIR. 

3.6.1 Existing Conditions 

San Diego County is divided into three distinct geomorphic regions: the Coastal Plain region as 
exposed west of the Peninsular Ranges, the Peninsular Range region, and the Salton Trough 
region as exposed east of the Peninsular Ranges. The City of Solana Beach (City) is located 
within the Coastal Plain region. The Coastal Plain region is underlain by a layered sequence of 
marine and non-marine sedimentary rock units that record portions of the last 140 million years 
of Earth’s history.  

The City of Solana Beach lies along the western edge of the Coastal Plain, which is dissected by 
the San Elijo Lagoon on the northern end of the City and the Del Mar Estuary (San Dieguito 
River) along the southern edge of the City. The terrain within Solana Beach consists primarily of 
gently sloping to steep hillsides supporting a variety of land uses. The elevations rise from sea 
level at the western city limits to over 300 feet above mean sea level at the eastern City limits. 
The western and northern City limits are defined by steep bluffs and hillsides.  

Middle Eocene-age Torrey sandstone underlies the majority of the City. This unit generally 
consists of dense to very dense, well-stratified, light orange-brown, yellow-brown, and white fine 
to medium sand with some silt. The soils of the Torrey sandstone formation generally possess 
adequate strength characteristics for support of most structures. 

The late Pleistocene-age Bay Point formation is a soft sandstone formation that underlies part of 
the City. It is composed of rocks formed from sediments that were deposited on a wave cut 
platform, which then became a marine terrace. In the City along the coast, this formation 
contains thick sand dune deposits (e.g., clean sand lens), which are relatively uncommon 
compared to other areas along the Southern California coast (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The approximate lateral and vertical extent of each of the soil and geologic units is depicted on 
the Geologic Map (included in Appendix H to this DEIR), and the geologic cross-sections, along 
with logs of borings and a discussion of the results, are presented in Appendix A of the 
geotechnical investigation (see Appendix H). 
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Previously Placed Fill (Qf) 

Previously placed fill was encountered across the project site at different locations. The fill 
ranged from less than 2 feet to as deep as 8 feet. The fills are likely associated with original 
grading on the property; however, grading reports documenting the fill were not available. The 
fills were found to be loose to medium dense and composed of silty to clayey sand with some 
gravel. Laboratory test results indicate the undocumented fill soil possesses a very low to low 
expansion potential and has low compressibility characteristics.  

Old Terrace Deposits (Qop) 

Old terrace deposits (also known as the Bay Point formation) exposed near grade and underlying 
the previously placed fill was observed at the site. The old terrace deposits consist of medium 
dense to very dense, fine to medium sand to silty to clayey sand with gravel. Based on laboratory 
test results, this unit possesses low expansion and low compressibility characteristics and is 
suitable for support of additional fill and structural loading. 

Groundwater 

According to the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H) prepared for the proposed project, 
groundwater was not observed during the field investigation. Zones of wet soils within the old terrace 
deposits were encountered during the geotechnical investigation. However, these wet soils could be 
the result of seepage from irrigation sources. It is not uncommon for groundwater or seepage 
conditions to develop where none previously existed. Groundwater elevations are dependent on 
seasonal precipitation, irrigation, and land use, among other factors, and vary as a result.  

Faulting and Seismicity 

Based on the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H) for the proposed project, no known active, 
potentially active, or inactive faults are located within the site. The site is not mapped within a State 
of California Earthquake Fault Zone. Although the site is located just north of the City of San Diego 
limits, the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, Geologic Hazards and Faults, Grid Tile 42 (see 
Appendix H), shows an unnamed fault located approximately 800 feet southeast of the project site on 
the east side of Valley Avenue. The San Diego Seismic Safety Study classifies the fault as potentially 
active, inactive, presumed inactive, or activity unknown (City of San Diego 2008). 

According to the computer program EZ-FRISK (Version 7.62), 8 known active faults are located 
within a search radius of 50 miles from the project site. The nearest known active fault is the 
Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault Zone, located approximately 3 miles west of the site. 
The Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault Zone is the dominant source of potential ground 
motion. Earthquakes that might occur on the Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault Zone or 
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other faults within the Southern California and northern Baja California area are potential 
generators of significant ground motion at the site. The estimated maximum earthquake 
magnitude and peak ground acceleration for the Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault Zone 
are 7.5 and 0.47 g, respectively. Table 3.6-1 lists the estimated maximum earthquake magnitude 
and peak ground acceleration for the most dominant faults in relationship to the site. Peak ground 
acceleration was calculated using Boore-Atkinson (2008), Campbell-Bozorgnia (2008), and 
Chiou-Youngs (2008) acceleration–attenuation relationships. 

Table 3.6-1 
Estimated Maximum Earthquake Magnitudes from Regional Faults 

Fault Name 

Distance 
from Site 

(miles) 

Maximum 
Earthquake 

Magnitude (Mw) 

Peak Ground Acceleration 

Boore-Atkinson 
2008 (g) 

Campbell-
Bozorgnia 2008 (g) 

Chiou-Youngs 
2008 (g) 

Newport–Inglewood–Rose 
Canyon Fault Zone 

3 7.5 0.39 0.36 0.47 

Rose Canyon 3 6.9 0.35 0.36 0.42 

Coronado Bank 17 7.4 0.20 0.15 0.18 

Palos Verdes/Coronado Bank 17 7.7 0.22 0.16 0.21 

Elsinore 29 7.85 0.18 0.12 0.15 

Earthquake Valley 41 6.8 0.9 0.06 0.05 

Palos Verdes 43 7.3 0.11 0.07 0.07 

San Joaquin Hills 47 7.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 

Source: See Appendix H. 
Mw = moment magnitude 

Liquefaction 

Certain parts of the City may be subject to liquefaction, which occurs when poorly consolidated 
and saturated soils lose their strength due to seismic shaking. The potential for liquefaction in a 
given area is dependent upon soil characteristics, groundwater conditions, and the intensity of 
seismic shaking. In the City, the potential for liquefaction is greatest in the area located generally 
between Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue, less than a quarter mile east from the project site, 
and the area north of Via de la Valle between Del Mar Downs and Stevens Avenue, less than a 
quarter mile south of the project site. These are the only areas in the City that are underlain by 
poorly consolidated alluvium and slope wash, which could liquefy during an earthquake 
depending upon groundwater conditions (City of Solana Beach 2014). The risk associated with 
soil liquefaction hazard at the project site is very low due to the dense nature of the formational 
soil and lack of permanent, shallow groundwater. 
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Landslides 

Landslides are the downslope movement of geologic materials. Typically, such movement 
occurs as block glide (in which slope failure occurs along a planar surface and the mass of 
materials slides as a single block) or as a slump (in which slope failure occurs along single or 
multiple surfaces and the mass of materials slides in a rotational motion). 

In addition to landslides, other slope stability issues found in hillside areas must be considered in 
planning future land uses. These include soil creep, earthflows, and mudflows. Soil creep is the 
slow downslope movement of individual soil particles at varying rates. This type of movement 
does not involve sudden slippage such as that associated with landslides, but instead involves the 
gradual movement of soil particles which eventually changes the surface of affected hillsides. 

Earthflows involve the downslope movement of soils that have been saturated and form a flow of 
material. The material typically slumps down the hillside in a relatively slow flow. Mudflows 
involve the rapid downslope flow of mud and debris. Mudflows are potentially more destructive 
than earthflows since they can form in a relatively short period of time, flow at a greater velocity, 
and are often more far-reaching in terms of affected area. 

The stability of slopes is related to a variety of factors, including the slope’s steepness; the 
strength of geologic materials in terms of resistance to the downslope stress of gravity; the 
characteristics of bedding planes, joints, and faults; surface water and groundwater conditions; 
changes in loading (such as building construction); changes in vegetation (such as wildfire, 
grading, and overgrazing); exposure to weathering; and susceptibility to disturbances such as 
seismic shaking. In the City of Solana Beach, the principal area of concern regarding slope 
stability is along the City’s coastal bluffs. The City’s Land Use Plan (LUP) Policy 4.2 identifies 
that additional controls for steep hillsides are applicable to sites with slopes over 25%, which 
includes the project site (see Section 3.6.2 below for full text). While the City controls are 
generally intended for undeveloped slopes to preserve landforms and avoid instability, the 
approximately 3.5 acres of slopes over 25% on the project site are covered by the LUP policies. 

All existing slopes on site are engineered and/or stabilized as part of the original development of 
the current apartment complex which was constructed in the 1970s. Based on data from the 
geotechnical investigation, landslides are not present at the project site or at a location that could 
impact the project site (Appendix H of this DEIR). 

Expansive or Unstable Soils 

Expansive soils are clay- or adobe-based soils that absorb large quantities of water and, as a 
result, expand. This expansion can cause building slabs to crack and buckle. Most of the 
undisturbed soil types in the City consist of loamy sand. However, most of the City is urbanized 
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and would typically be underlain by fill soils in order to create a level pad for construction (City 
of Solana Beach 2014). 

The soil encountered at the project site is considered to be “non-expansive” (expansion index 
(EI) of 20 or less) as defined by the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) Section 1803.5.3. The 
geotechnical investigation predicts a majority of the soil encountered possess a “very low” to 
“low” expansion potential (EI of 50 or less) (see Appendix H). 

3.6.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

International Building Code 

The International Building Code (IBC) is a model building code developed by the International 
Code Council that provides the basis for the CBC. The purpose of the IBC is to provide 
minimum standards for building construction to ensure public safety, health, and welfare. Prior 
to the creation of the IBC, several different building codes were used; however, by 2000, the IBC 
had replaced these previous codes. The IBC is updated every 3 years. 

State 

California Building Code 

The 2016 CBC is based on the 2009 IBC, which is a model building code developed by the 
International Code Council that sets rules specifying the minimum acceptable level of safety for 
constructed objects such as buildings in the United States. In addition, the CBC contains 
necessary amendments based on the American Society of Civil Engineers Minimum Design 
Standards 7-05, which provide requirements for general structural design and include means for 
determining earthquake and other types of loads (e.g., flood, snow, wind) for inclusion in 
building codes. The provisions of the CBC apply to the construction, alteration, movement, 
replacement, and demolition of every building or structure or any appurtenances connected or 
attached to such buildings or structures throughout California (State of California, 2017). 

Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

The Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 
2621–2630) was passed into law following the destructive February 9, 1971, moment magnitude 
(Mw) 6.6 San Fernando earthquake. The act provides a mechanism for reducing losses from 
surface fault rupture on a statewide basis. The intent of the Alquist–Priolo Act is to ensure public 
safety by prohibiting the siting of most structures for human occupancy across traces of active 
faults that constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep (DOC 
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2013a). The law requires the state geologist to establish regulatory earthquake fault zones and 
distribute maps to all affected cities, counties, and state agencies. Local agencies must regulate 
most development projects within the zones. Before a project can be permitted, cities and 
counties must require a geologic investigation to demonstrate that the proposed buildings will 
not be constructed on active faults (DOC 2013b).  

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (California Public Resources Code, Sections 2690–2699.6) 
addresses earthquake hazards from non-surface fault rupture, including liquefaction, landslides, 
strong ground shaking, or other earthquake and geologic hazards. The Seismic Hazards Mapping 
Act also specifies that the lead agency for a project may withhold development permits until 
geologic or soils investigations are conducted for specific sites and mitigation measures are 
incorporated into plans to reduce hazards associated with seismicity and unstable soils.  

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

Safety Element 

The Safety Element of the City of Solana Beach General Plan identifies existing conditions and 
issues involving potential hazards and public safety considerations affecting land development in 
Solana Beach. This element also sets forth goals, objectives, and policies to provide for public 
health, safety, and welfare. These goals, objectives, and policies are discussed in the General 
Plan consistency table in Chapter 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR. Additionally, 
applicable policies are outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2001): 

 Goal 3.1: To minimize hazards to public health, safety, and welfare resulting from 
natural and man-made phenomena. 

o Policy 1.a: The city shall require geotechnical investigations by a certified 
engineering geologist for all grading and construction proposed within any area of 
significant erosion, slope instability, and/or areas subject to severe seismic hazards, 
including inland and coastal bluffs. 

o Policy 1.b: The city shall provide qualified expertise for the review of 
geotechnical reports and sufficient personnel for the field inspection of grading 
operations and construction. 

o Policy 1.c: The city shall require construction to be in conformance with the Uniform 
Building Code, specifically Chapter 23 as it provides for earthquake resistant design, 
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Chapter 70 as it provides for excavation and grading, and with the city’s adopted 
hillside development ordinance. 

o Policy 1.e: The city shall encourage programs to abate or modify structures deemed 
hazardous to human habitation. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall require the implementation of adequate erosion control 
measures for development projects to minimize sedimentation damage to 
drainage facilities. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

The Open Space and Conservation Element of the City of Solana Beach General Plan is a 
combined element that describes existing conditions and issues related to geology and soils. This 
element also contains goals, objectives, and policies established to ensure that natural resources 
within Solana Beach are managed wisely; these policies can be found in Table 3.9-1, Project’s 
Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as updated through 2015), in Section 3.9, 
Land Use, of this DEIR. Additionally, policies applicable to the proposed project are outlined 
below (City of Solana Beach 2001): 

 Goal 3.1: To protect and conserve the City’s natural and cultural resources. 

o Policy 1.b: The city shall require the incorporation of adequate erosion control 
measures into development projects that may otherwise impact water resources 
adversely. Such measures shall be reviewed by the Planning and Engineering 
Departments and shall include sandbagging of newly graded slopes, prompt planting 
of disturbed areas, phasing of grading and construction activities to minimize exposed 
areas susceptible to erosion, and the routing of runoff flows through desilting basins 
prior to discharge into any watercourse. 

o Policy 4.a: The city shall use the environmental review procedures established by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to ensure effects upon natural and 
cultural resources are identified. 

o Policy 4.b: The city shall not permit land uses that would have unavoidable 
significant adverse impacts upon natural or cultural resources unless a statement of 
overriding considerations is adopted by the Solana Beach City Council. 

o Policy 4.c: Technical reports made available to the public in conjunction with 
environmental documentation shall include summaries written for laypersons (e.g., 
soils and geology reports that minimize the use of technical jargon). 
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City of Solana Beach Local Coastal Plan, Land Use Plan 

The City of Solana Beach Local Coastal Plan, Land Use Plan (LUP) includes policies for 
development with consideration of geologic hazards. Specifically, Chapter 4 Hazards & 
Shoreline/Bluff Development Policies 4.1 and 4.2 identify that development within geologic 
hazard areas is subject to additional development controls and that exposure to risks including 
geologic risks should be minimized. As directed by Policy 4.2, the City’s Hillside Overlay Zone 
(HOZ) applies to any development site portions where slopes exceed 25%. As shown in Figure 
3.9-1, there are approximately 3.5 acres of slopes exceeding 25% throughout the existing 
development. Maps identifying the known areas of risk within the City are included in the LUP 
as special overlay zones delineated, as shown in Figure 3.1-12 of this DEIR.  

 Policy 4.1: The City of Solana Beach contains areas subject to natural hazards that present 
risks to life and property. These areas require additional development controls to minimize 
risks. Potential hazards in the City include, but are not be limited to, the following: 

o Coastal Bluffs 

o Slopes with low stability and high landslide potential: Hillside areas that have the 
potential to slide, fail, or collapse. 

o Seismic ground shaking: Shaking induced by seismic waves traveling through an area 
as a result of an earthquake on a regional geologic fault. 

o Liquefaction: Areas where water-saturated artificial fill or sediment can potentially 
lose strength and fail during strong ground shaking. 

o Flood prone areas most likely to flood during major storms. 

o Wave action: The entire shoreline is subject to direct wave attack and damage from 
wave activity due to a lack of protective beach. 

o Tsunami: Low lying shoreline areas subject to inundation by a sea wave generated by 
local or distant earthquake, submarine landslide, subsidence, or volcanic eruption. 

o Fire hazard: Areas subject to major wildfires located in the City’s WUI [Wildland 
Urban Interface]. 

Policy 4.2: Minimize the exposure of new development to geologic, flood and fire hazards. 
The HOZ policies shall apply to all areas designated as within the HOZ on the City of Solana 
Beach LUP map (Exhibit 5-2) or where site-specific analysis indicates that the parcel 
contains slopes exceeding 25% grade. 
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City of Solana Beach Municipal Code 

The purpose of Excavation and Grading, Chapter 15.40 in the City of Solana Beach Municipal 
Code, is to establish minimum requirements for grading, excavating, and filling of land; to provide 
for the issuance of permits; and to provide for the enforcement of the requirements. These 
provisions are supplementary and additional to the subdivision and zoning ordinances of the City. 
Chapter 17.48.020 of the City’s Municipal Code established the HOZ in part to protect structures 
from the effects of potential landslides. Potential development in this zone requires a Development 
Review Permit, the intent of which is to provide for the review of certain classes of development 
projects, which due to their proximity to environmentally sensitive resource areas require special 
discretionary consideration. This would also include areas that may be prone to include soil creep, 
earthflows, and mudflows (City of Solana Beach 2014).  

3.6.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and have been used to determine the 
significance of potential geology and soils impacts. Impacts related to geology and soils would 
be significant if the proposed project would: 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42; (ii) strong seismic ground 
shaking; (iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (iv) landslides. 

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property. 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.  

3.6.4 Impacts Analysis 

A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
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as delineated on the most recent Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42; (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; 
(iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (iv) landslides?  

A geotechnical investigation was prepared by GECON in 2014 (Appendix H) that identified 
the geological and geotechnical constraints and provides recommendations pertaining to 
geotechnical development of the site. The geotechnical investigation determined that the site 
possessed no hazards or characteristics that would hamper development and provided 
detailed recommendations to be incorporated into the development to ensure appropriate 
standards are met. The recommendations include details regarding the type and use of fill 
and/or compacted material, suitable foundations, trenching precautions, excavation methods, 
grading methods, slopes stabilization, retaining walls, drainage considerations, and 
incorporation of site-specific seismic design criteria based on the California Building Code 
(also adopted by the City as part of their Building Code, Solana Beach Municipal Code 
Section 15.08). The recommendations set forth in section 6 of the geotechnical investigation 
(Appendix H) and will be incorporated as conditions of approval. 

The project site is not located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone; however, 
the project site is located within Southern California, which is a seismically active region, 
and within the vicinity of an inferred fault, though the City of San Diego has not identified 
that inferred fault as active. Although lurching or cracking of the ground surface as a result of 
nearby seismic events is possible, ground surface rupture on or adjacent to the project site is 
not likely due to the absence of known active faults underlying the site. The risk associated 
with ground rupture hazard is very low due to the absence of active faults within the project 
site. No landslides have been observed on or adjacent to the project site, and the potential for 
landslides is considered low. A portion of the project site (approximately 3.5 acres of slopes 
exceeding 25%) is subject to the HOZ. The proposed project site design includes substantial 
grading activities, which would regrade all of the existing slopes. The site grading is 
designed to promote stable foundations for proposed structures and retaining walls, and 
slopes on site would be designed and constructed according to the applicable requirements of 
the 2016 CBC or latest version of the CBC, which would minimize any potential risks 
associated with landslides.  

The project site is likely to be subjected to strong ground motion from seismic activity 
similar to that of the rest of the San Diego County and Southern California, due to the 
seismic activity of the region and proximity to the Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault 
Zone. However, the proposed project will be designed in conformance with the CBC and the 
seismic design criteria recommendations described in Appendix H and thus would not expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects from seismic ground shaking. No 
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substantial geologic hazards were observed or are known to exist on the site that would 
adversely affect the site. No special seismic design considerations, other than those 
recommended in the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H), are required. Therefore, 
impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than significant. 

B. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  

The demolition and construction phases of the proposed project would require grading, 
excavation, and the export of soil from the project site and therefore would increase the 
potential of erosion. Grading would involve approximately 176,000 cubic yards of cut and 
22,000 cubic yards of fill, with 154,000 cubic yards of export. Soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil could occur through the transport of these materials through runoff, wind transport, 
and vehicle movement.  

The applicant would be required to implement best management practices (BMPs) for 
sediment control and erosion during and after construction activities (See below BMPs). In 
addition, to the extent feasible, the export material that is suitable would be used for beach 
nourishment under the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program. If some or 
all of the material is not suitable, it will be hauled to a landfill in the region. With compliance 
with the geotechnical investigation recommendations, City Building Code regulations, and 
associated best management practices as further described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, soil erosion and the loss of topsoil during and after construction of the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

Construction BMPs 

The following BMPs shall be implemented during construction of the project. The applicant 
will be responsible for the placement and maintenance of the BMPs incorporated into the 
final project design: 

 Silt fences 

 Fiber Rolls 

 Street Sweeping and Vacuuming 

 Storm Drain Inlet Protection 

 Stockpile Management 

 Solid Waste Management  

 Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit 

 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 

 Desilting Basin  

 Gravel Bag Berm 

 Material Delivery and Storage 

 Spill Prevention and Control 

 Concrete Waste Management 

 Water Conservation Practices 

 Paving and Grinding Operations 
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LID and Site Design BMPS 

 Provide proper sized flow through 
planters for treatment, hydromodification 
and peak storm water runoff detention. 

 No Natural drainages exist within the 
proposed development area 

 Curb-cuts to landscaping 

 Cul-de-sac Landscaping Design 

 Soil Amendments 

 Reuse of Native Soils 

 Smart Irrigation Systems 

 Provide benches or terraces on high cut 
and fill slopes to reduce concentration 
of flows 

 Rounding and shaping slopes to reduce 
concentrated flow 

 Collect concentrated flows in stabilized 
drains and channels 

C. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?  

Previously placed fill and old terrace deposits underlie the existing site. To provide uniform 
support of the planned new buildings, the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H) includes 
recommendations for the existing fill on site to be removed and properly compacted in 
accordance with the City’s Building Code (Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Title 15). 
The soils on site are suitable for use as fill material as prescribed in the geotechnical 
investigation’s recommendations. Portions of the on-site soils are sufficiently sandy such that 
caving may occur in open excavations, such as during trenching, and measures to provide 
trench sidewall stability may be needed during trenching in accordance with the City’s 
Building Code (SBMC Title 15) and the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation. 
As previously indicated, the recommendations in section 6 of the geotechnical investigation 
(Appendix H) will be incorporated as conditions of approval. 

The risk associated with soil liquefaction hazard at the site is very low due to the dense 
nature of the formational soil and lack of permanent, shallow groundwater. Additionally, 
based on the geotechnical investigation for the proposed project, landslides are not present at 
the property or at a location that could impact the site (Appendix H). No soil or geologic 
conditions were encountered during the geotechnical investigation that would preclude the 
development of the property as presently planned, with adherence to the recommendations of 
the geotechnical report and requirements under the CBC as required by the City’s Building 
Code (SBMC Title 15). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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D. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?  

Expansive soils contain minerals, such as clay, that are capable of absorbing water and 
expanding, and losing water and shrinking. The repetitive stress of a swell/shrink cycle on 
a foundation can cause severe damage to buildings and structures. No soil or geologic 
conditions were encountered during the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H) that 
would preclude the development of the property as presently planned, with adherence to 
the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation and requirements under the CBC as 
required by the City’s Building Code (SBMC Title 15). The soil encountered in the field 
investigation is considered to be “non-expansive” (EI of 20 or less) as defined by 2016 
CBC Section 1803.5.3. Table 6.2.1 in the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H), 
presents soil classifications based on the expansion index. As indicated by the geotechnical 
investigation, the previously placed fill possesses a “very low” (EI of 20 or less) to “low” 
expansion potential (EI of 50 or less), and the old terrace deposits are identified as 
possessing low expansion potential. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soil would be 
less than significant.  

E. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal  
of wastewater?  

The proposed project would connect to the existing sewer system and would not involve the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; therefore, no impact would result. 

3.6.5 Mitigation Measures 

No significant geologic impacts would occur, and therefore, no mitigation is required. 

3.6.6 Significance After Mitigation 

No mitigation is required, and all impacts would be less than significant.  

3.6.7 References 
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3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section provides an overview of the existing hazards and hazardous materials on the 
proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and in the 
vicinity, identifies associated regulatory requirements, and evaluates potential impacts that would 
result from implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this section is based 
in part on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by EnviroApplications 
Inc. (EAI) for the proposed project in July 2010, along with an updated Environmental Data 
Resources (EDR) report dated May 8, 2015, and updated Phase I ESA dated June 25, 2015. Both 
Phase I ESAs are included as Appendix I of this DEIR. 

3.7.1 Existing Conditions 

The project site is located at 661 to 781 South Nardo Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the 
City of Solana Beach (City) in north coastal San Diego County, California, and encompasses 
approximately 13.4 acres. The project site is fully developed with an apartment complex 
constructed in the early 1970s. The complex contains 194 rental apartments in 16 buildings, 
with carports and surface parking, various hardscape and landscape areas (including driveways 
and open green space areas), coin-operated laundry room, tennis courts, clubhouse with 
administrative offices, fitness room, business center, and a swimming pool. The subject 
property also includes four multi-family units adjacent to the eastern edge of the Solana 
Highlands apartment complex. 

Site History 

A previous Phase I ESA was completed for the project site in July 1998 that concluded there was 
no evidence of hazardous materials on the project site. Several instances have been recorded of 
removal of asbestos-containing materials from the site between 2004 and 2013, which were 
disposed of at regulated San Diego County landfills. Several aerial photographs, city telephone 
directories, a previous Phase I ESA prepared in 1998, a U.S. Geological Survey topographical 
map, and an updated EDR report, were reviewed for the history of the project site. In addition, 
interviews were conducted with representatives of the site owner, H.G. Fenton, to gather 
information regarding the history of the subject and adjacent properties. 

According to historical aerial photographs of the project site and the 1998 Phase I ESA, from 
approximately 1939 to 1971, the project site appeared as undeveloped and open land. Several dirt 
paths appear to travel across the project site, and South Nardo Avenue was already developed 
prior to this period. From approximately 1972 to the present, the project site has been occupied 
by the existing apartment complex, which was originally named the Del Mar Turf Club 
Apartments prior to its current name of Solana Highlands.  
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Interviews conducted with the project site owner did not indicate knowledge of past or present 
chemical spills, problems with sewer infrastructure, litigation relevant to hazardous materials 
associated with the project site, or violations of applicable hazardous materials laws and 
regulations. In 2012, the applicant informed the City that a former tenant had raised concerns 
regarding mold on site within an existing residential building and that related litigation is 
pending. The project site owner indicated that none of the existing buildings has emergency 
electrical power backup generators, elevators, or subgrade structures. Site managers were also 
interviewed and indicated that no swimming pool chemicals, landscaping chemicals or 
fertilizers, or pest control chemicals are stored on site. However, the site managers did note that a 
small amount of latex paint and other basic maintenance chemicals and materials are stored on 
site in Storage Room 3. 

3.7.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

Federal Toxic Substances Control Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

The Federal Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.) and the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) established a program 
administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for regulation of the generation, 
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA was amended in 1984 
by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (PL 98-616), which affirmed and extended the “cradle-to-
grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes. The use of certain techniques for the disposal of 
some hazardous wastes was specifically prohibited by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act. Under 
the authority of RCRA, the regulatory framework for managing hazardous waste, including 
requirements for entities that generate, store, transport, treat, and dispose of hazardous waste, is 
found in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 260–299. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act 

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates hazardous materials transportation under Title 
49 of the United States Code. State agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal 
and state regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the 
California Highway Patrol and the California Department of Transportation. These agencies also 
govern permitting for hazardous materials transportation. Title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, part 100 et seq., reflects laws passed by Congress as of January 2, 2006. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA) (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), commonly known as “Superfund,” was enacted by 
Congress on December 11, 1980. This law provided broad federal authority to respond directly 
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to releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the 
environment. CERCLA established requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous 
waste sites, provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these 
sites, and established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party could be 
identified. CERCLA also enabled the revision of the National Contingency Plan. The National 
Contingency Plan provided the guidelines and procedures needed to respond to releases and 
threatened releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants.  

International Fire Code  

The International Fire Code (IFC) (ICC 2012), created by the International Code Council, is the 
primary means for authorizing and enforcing procedures and mechanisms to ensure the safe 
handling and storage of any substance that may pose a threat to public health and safety. The IFC 
regulates the use, handling, and storage requirements for hazardous materials at fixed facilities. 
The IFC and the International Building Code use a hazard classification system to determine 
what protective measures are required to protect life safety in relation to fire. These measures 
may include construction standards, separations from property lines, and specialized equipment. 
To ensure that these safety measures are met, the IFC employs a permit system based on hazard 
classification. The IFC is updated every 3 years. 

Federal Response Plan 

The Federal Response Plan of 1999 (FEMA 1999) is a signed agreement among 27 federal 
departments and agencies, including the American Red Cross, that (1) provides the mechanism 
for coordinating delivery of federal assistance and resources to augment efforts of state and local 
governments overwhelmed by a major disaster or emergency; (2) supports implementation of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Act, as well as individual agency statutory 
authorities; and (3) supplements other federal emergency operations plans developed to address 
specific hazards. The Federal Response Plan is implemented in anticipation of a significant event 
likely to result in a need for federal assistance or in response to an actual event requiring federal 
assistance under a presidential declaration of a major disaster or emergency. 

State 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration  

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) is the primary agency 
responsible for worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace. Cal/OSHA 
standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations. The employer is required to 
monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and notify workers of exposure (8 CCR 
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330 et seq.). The regulations specify requirements for employee training, availability of safety 
equipment, accident prevention programs, and hazardous substance exposure warnings. 

California Hazardous Waste Control Act 

The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for the 
enforcement of the Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health and Safety Code, Section 
25100 et seq.), which creates the framework under which hazardous wastes are managed in 
California. The law provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that 
administers and implements the provisions of the federal RCRA cradle-to-grave waste 
management system in California. It also provides for the designation of California-only 
hazardous waste and development of standards that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent 
than federal requirements. Although the Hazardous Waste Control Act is generally more 
stringent than RCRA, until EPA approves the California hazardous waste control program 
(which is charged with regulating the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
waste), both the state and federal laws apply in California. The Hazardous Waste Control Act 
lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous; establishes 
criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management 
controls; establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and 
identifies some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills. 

According to 22 CCR 66261 et seq., substances having a characteristic of toxicity, ignitability, 
corrosivity, or reactivity are considered hazardous waste. Hazardous wastes are hazardous 
substances that no longer have a practical use, such as material that has been abandoned, 
discarded, spilled, or contaminated, or that is being stored prior to proper disposal. 

Toxic substances may cause short-term or long-lasting health effects ranging from temporary 
effects to permanent disability or death. For example, toxic substances can cause eye or skin 
irritation, disorientation, headache, nausea, allergic reactions, acute poisoning, chronic illness, or 
other adverse health effects if human exposure exceeds certain levels (the level depends on the 
substance involved). Carcinogens (substances known to cause cancer) are a special class of toxic 
substances. Examples of toxic substances include most heavy metals, pesticides, and benzene (a 
carcinogenic component of gasoline). Ignitable substances (e.g., gasoline, hexane, and natural 
gas) are hazardous because of their flammable properties. Corrosive substances (e.g., strong 
acids and bases such as sulfuric (battery) acid or lye) are chemically active and can damage other 
materials or cause severe burns upon contact. Reactive substances (e.g., explosives, pressurized 
canisters, and pure sodium metal, which reacts violently with water) may cause explosions or 
generate gases or fumes.  



 3.7 – HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.7-5 

Other types of hazardous materials include radioactive and biohazardous materials. Radioactive 
materials and wastes contain radioisotopes, which are atoms with unstable nuclei that emit 
ionizing radiation to increase their stability. Radioactive waste mixed with chemical hazardous 
waste is referred to as “mixed wastes.” Biohazardous materials and wastes include anything 
derived from living organisms. They may be contaminated with disease-causing agents, such as 
bacteria or viruses (22 CCR 66261.1 et seq.). 

Cortese List 

California Government Code Section 65962.5, commonly referred to as the Cortese List, was 
originally enacted in 1985. Provisions set forth in Section 65962.5 require that DTSC compile 
and update a list of the following: 

 All hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action 

 All land designated as hazardous waste property or border zone property 

 All information received by the Department of Toxic Substances Control on hazardous 
waste disposals on public lands 

 All sites listed pursuant to Section 25356 of the California Health and Safety Code 
(hazardous substance release sites) 

 All sites included in the Abandoned Site Assessment Program 

California Accidental Release Prevention Program  

Similar to the EPA Risk Management Program, the California Accidental Release Prevention 
(CalARP) Program (19 CCR 2735.1 et seq.) regulates facilities that use or store regulated 
substances, such as toxic or flammable chemicals, in quantities that exceed established 
thresholds. The overall purpose of the CalARP Program is to prevent accidental releases of 
regulated substances and reduce the severity of releases that may occur. The CalARP Program 
meets the requirements of the EPA Risk Management Program, which was established pursuant 
to the Clean Air Act Amendments.  

California Health and Safety Code 

In California, the handling and storage of hazardous materials is regulated by Division 20, Chapter 
6.95, of the California Health and Safety Code (Section 25500 et seq.). Under Sections 25500–
25543.3, facilities handling hazardous materials are required to prepare a hazardous materials 
business plan. Hazardous materials business plans contain basic information about the location, 
type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed of in the state.  
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Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code establishes minimum statewide 
standards for Hazardous Materials Business Plans. Each business shall prepare a Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan if that business uses, handles, or stores a hazardous material (including 
hazardous waste) or an extremely hazardous material in disclosable quantities greater than or 
equal to the following: 

 500 pounds of a solid substance 

 55 gallons of a liquid 

 200 cubic feet of compressed gas 

 A hazardous compressed gas in any amount (highly toxic with a Threshold Limit 
Value of 10 parts per million or less) 

 Extremely hazardous substances in threshold planning quantities (California 
Health and Safety Code, Section 25503.5) 

In addition, in the event that a facility stores quantities of specific acutely hazardous materials 
above the thresholds set forth by California code, facilities are also required to prepare a risk 
management plan consistent with the California Accidental Release Prevention (CALARP) 
program. The risk management plan provides information about the potential impact zone of a 
worst-case release, and require plans and programs designed to minimize the probability of a 
release and to mitigate potential impacts. 

California Fire Code  

The California Fire Code (CFC) is Part 9 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. It 
was created by the California Building Standards Commission, and it is based on the IFC created 
by the International Code Council. It is the primary means for authorizing and enforcing 
procedures and mechanisms to ensure the safe handling and storage of any substance that may 
pose a threat to public health and safety. The CFC regulates the use, handling, and storage 
requirements for hazardous materials at fixed facilities. The CFC and the California Building 
Code use a hazard classification system to determine what protective measures are required to 
protect fire and life safety. These measures may include construction standards, separations from 
property lines, and specialized equipment. To ensure that these safety measures are met, the CFC 
employs a permit system based on hazard classification. The CFC is updated every 3 years, and 
the most recent edition adopted by the Solana Beach City Council is the 2016 CFC.  

California Emergency Services Act  

Under the Emergency Services Act (California Government Code, Section 8550 et seq.), the 
State of California developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services 
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provided by federal, state, and local agencies. Rapid response to incidents involving hazardous 
materials or hazardous waste is an integral part of the plan, which is administered by the 
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services. The Office of Emergency Services coordinates the 
responses of other agencies, including EPA, the California Highway Patrol, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs), air quality management districts, and county 
disaster response offices.  

Regional Water Quality Control Boards  

The RWQCBs implement the California Water Code, which regulates waste discharges to land. 
If a discharge of waste threatens a water of the state, a report of waste discharge or an application 
for a waiver of a report of waste discharge must be filed with the appropriate RWQCB. The 
RWQCB accomplishes its permitting responsibility by issuing either a general or site-specific 
permit (Waste Discharge Permit) or a waiver of a permit. 

Local 

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

The City of Solana Beach General Plan Safety Element contains policies and measures related to 
hazardous materials management and disaster preparedness. The Safety Element identifies 
specific agencies tasked with creating and enforcing hazardous materials regulations, including 
several discussed in this section (Section 3.7.2) of this DEIR. The City identifies the City of 
Solana Beach Fire Chief as responsible for overseeing the City’s disaster preparedness program, 
including evacuation routes, emergency shelters, and roles of emergency personnel. Safety 
Element policies applicable to the proposed project are outlined below (City of Solana Beach 
1988, Safety Element, Section 3.0: Goals, Objectives, and Policies): 

 Goal 3.1: To minimize hazards to public health, safety, and welfare resulting from 
natural and man-made phenomena. 

o Objective 1.0: Ensure that geologic hazards in all areas for human use or habitation 
are mitigated properly or avoided prior to or during development. 

 Policy 1.a: The city shall require geotechnical investigations by a certified 
engineering geologist for all grading and construction proposed within any area of 
significant erosion, slope instability, and/or areas subject to severe seismic 
hazards, including inland and coastal bluffs. 

 Policy 1.b: The city shall provide qualified expertise for the review of 
geotechnical reports and sufficient personnel for the field inspection of grading 
operations and construction. 
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 Policy 1.c: The city shall require construction to be in conformance with the 
Uniform Building Code, specifically Chapter 23 as it provides for earthquake-
resistant design, Chapter 70 as it provides for excavation and grading, and with 
the city’s adopted hillside development ordinance. 

 Policy 1.e: The city shall encourage programs to abate or modify structures 
deemed hazardous to human habitation. 

o Objective 2.0: Establish siting and development standards to reduce risk and damage 
from flood hazards. 

 Policy 2.d: The city shall require the submittal of information prepared by a 
qualified civil or hydrological engineer which certifies compliance with 
development standards established for 100-year flood zones. 

o Objective 3.0: Minimize the adverse effects of urbanization upon drainage and flood 
control facilities. 

 Policy 3.a: The city shall require the implementation of adequate erosion 
control measures for development projects to minimize sedimentation damage 
to drainage facilities. 

 Policy 3.b: The city shall maintain its open space preserves and shall require 
developers to provide adequate open space pursuant to the standards established in 
the Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan and the city’s zoning 
ordinance as a measure to minimize impermeable surfaces throughout the city. 

o Objective 4.0: Establish fire prevention regulations and standards to minimize 
potential fire hazards and fire losses. 

 Policy 4.a: The city shall enact an ordinance which establishes criteria for land 
development in hillside areas with emphasis on fire-retardant construction 
materials, access for fire-fighting personnel and equipment, removal of 
combustible vegetation, and minimizing the overall exposure to risks associated 
with wildfires and adjacent structure fires. 

 Policy 4.b: The city shall enact an ordinance which establishes structural design 
standards to ensure adequate fire safety. 

 Policy 4.c: The city shall ensure that development is phased properly in relation 
to the city’s ability to provide an adequate level of fire protection.  

 Policy 4.e: The city Fire Department shall review proposed site plans to ensure 
that adequate fire safety measures are provided. 
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 Goal 3.2: To provide a safe and secure environment for the city’s residents, workers,  
and visitors. 

o Objective 1.0: Provide an adequate level of police protection throughout the city. 

 Policy 1.b: The city shall enact an ordinance which specifies site design standards 
for ensuring adequate emergency access. 

 Policy 1.c: The city shall require new developments and improvements to employ 
defensible space concepts into site design and building specifications (e.g., 
appropriate setbacks, adequate lighting of walkways and parking lots, and the use of 
burglary-resistant hardware and fixtures in buildings). 

 Policy 1.d: The city shall encourage the use of state-of-the-art design concepts 
and technological improvements for the prevention of crime. 

San Diego County Emergency Plan 

The San Diego County Emergency Plan is a comprehensive emergency management system that 
provides for a planned response to disaster situations associated with natural disasters, 
technological incidents, and nuclear defense operations. The plan includes operational concepts 
relating to various emergency situations, identifies components of the Emergency Management 
Organization, and describes the overall responsibilities for protecting life and property and 
ensuring the overall well-being of the population. The plan also identifies the sources of outside 
support that might be provided (through mutual aid and specific statutory authorities) by other 
jurisdictions, state and federal agencies, and the private sector. 

San Diego County Multi-Jurisdiction Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The San Diego County Multi-Jurisdiction Hazard Mitigation Plan was prepared in July 2010, and 
updated in 2017, to meet federal and state requirements for disaster preparedness to make the 
county eligible for funding and technical assistance from state and federal hazard mitigation 
programs. The plan includes a risk assessment to enable local jurisdictions to identify and 
prioritize appropriate mitigation actions that will reduce losses from potential hazards, including 
flooding, earthquakes, fires, and man-made hazards. To address potential hazards, the plan then 
incorporates mitigation goals and objectives, mitigation actions and priorities, an implementation 
plan, and documentation of the mitigation planning process for each of the 21 participating 
jurisdictions, including the City of Solana Beach.  

California Disaster and Civil Defense Master Mutual Aid Agreement 

As provided for in the California Emergency Services Act, this agreement was developed in 
1950 and adopted by all 58 California counties. This statewide mutual aid system is designed to 
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ensure that adequate resources, facilities, and other support is provided to jurisdictions whenever 
their own resources prove to be inadequate to cope with a given situation. San Diego County is 
located in Mutual Aid Region 6 of the state system, which also includes Imperial, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Inyo, and Mono Counties. 

City of Solana Beach Municipal Code 

Title 6 of the City of Solana Beach Municipal Code details regulations for health and safety 
within the City. Title 6 includes chapters for regulating hazardous materials and has adopted the 
County of San Diego’s code for regulation of hazardous materials by reference.  

3.7.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 
CCR 15000 et seq.), and will be used to determine the significance of a hazards and 
hazardous materials impact. A hazards and hazardous materials impact would be significant 
if the proposed project would: 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment. 

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands. 
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3.7.4 Impacts Analysis  

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

Construction 

The demolition and construction phases of the proposed project would entail routine 
transport and use of potentially hazardous materials, including but not limited to gasoline, 
oil, solvents, cleaners, and paint. Proper best management practices (BMPs; such as proper 
and clear labeling of chemicals and preparation of an accidental release plan), stormwater 
pollution prevention programs (refer to Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this 
DEIR), and hazardous materials handling protocols and regulations would be prepared and 
implemented to ensure safe storage, handling, transport, use, and disposal of all hazardous 
materials during the construction phase of the proposed project.  

All demolition and construction activities would be required to adhere to local standards set 
forth by the City (including the Construction and Demolition Debris and Recycling 
Ordinance), as well as state and federal health and safety requirements that are intended to 
minimize hazardous materials risk to the public, such as Cal/OSHA requirements, the 
Hazardous Waste Control Act, the CalARP Program, and the California Health and Safety 
Code (described in Section 3.7.2, Regulatory Setting).  

DTSC HAZNET records indicate that approximately 10.95 tons of asbestos was removed 
from the site in 2004, approximately 0.84 tons of asbestos was removed and disposed of in 
2005 and 2006, 3.2 tons and 1.6 tons were removed in separate disposals in 2010, 1.2 tons 
was removed in 2011, and 4.8 tons was removed in 2013. 

Due to the history of asbestos-containing materials on site, the potential exists that 
additional asbestos-containing materials would be encountered during the future 
demolition phases of the proposed project. This would be a potentially significant 
impact, and mitigation HAZ-1 would be required.  

Demolition of the on-site structures would require a thorough inspection of the facility by an 
accredited asbestos inspector prior to all renovations and all demolitions for abatement and 
disposal. The San Diego Air Pollution Control District requires the owner or operator of a 
demolition or renovation to submit an Asbestos Demolition or Renovation Operational Plan 
(Notice of Intention) at least 10 working days before any asbestos stripping or removal work 
begins (such as site preparation that would break up, dislodge, or similarly disturb asbestos-
containing material). Asbestos abatement would result in generation and transport of 
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hazardous materials; therefore, mitigation would be necessary to ensure that potential 
impacts would be reduced below a level of significance. 

In addition, due to the age of the buildings on site, the potential exists for encountering lead-
based paint and other miscellaneous hazardous materials such as mercury-containing lights, 
PCB-containing lamp ballasts, or refrigerants from air conditioners during future demolition 
phases of the proposed project. These would be potentially significant impacts and 
mitigation measure HAZ-2 would be required. 

Operation 

The operational phase of the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. The proposed project involves residential dwellings with associated landscape and 
facility maintenance similar to that which currently exists on the project site. Hazardous 
materials would be limited to private use of commercially available cleaning products, 
landscaping chemicals and fertilizers, and various other commercially available substances. 
Although the proposed project would increase the number of dwelling units on site and 
therefore would result in an increased use of commercially available potentially hazardous 
materials, the use of these substances is subject to relevant federal, state, and local health and 
safety laws that are intended to minimize health risk to the public associated with hazardous 
materials. Therefore, impacts related to the operational phase of the proposed project would 
be less than significant.  

B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  

Construction 

Demolition and construction of the proposed project would increase the potential for release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. However, during the preparation of the 2015 Phase I 
ESA, EAI (see Appendix I) found no evidence of hazardous material release(s) onto the 
proposed project site. The project site does not contain any aboveground or underground 
storage tanks. A limited number of hazardous materials were observed at the subject property 
during the reconnaissance visit for the 2015 Phase I ESA. Latex paints were observed being 
stored in the North Storage Building. The other hazardous materials were observed in Storage 
Room 3 inside a yellow steel flammables storage unit. They consisted of several small 
containers of propane (for torch use), cleaners, lubricants, and other commercially available 
products. No chemicals were observed being stored at the subject property in disclosure 
quantities (55 gallons or more for liquids, 500 pounds or more for solids, and 200 cubic feet or 
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more for compressed gases). No staining that might indicate careless handling of paint or 
chemicals was observed on the floor slabs or adjacent building wall surfaces of either of the 
two storage rooms.  

According to the EDR report obtained for the project, the project site appears on the DTSC 
HAZNET listings because several tons of asbestos-containing waste from the project site 
was disposed of at various times between 2004 and 2013 in a San Diego County landfill 
under the Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest system. As further discussed in Section 
3.7.4(D), the project site was not found on any other list of hazardous materials sites. 
Although construction and demolition of the proposed project would adhere to any local 
standards set forth by the City of Solana Beach, as well as state and federal health and 
safety requirements that are intended to minimize hazardous materials risk to the public, 
such as Cal/OSHA requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control Act, the CalARP Program, 
and the California Health and Safety Code (described in Section 3.7.2), because of the 
identification of the potential for asbestos within the existing structures to be demolished, 
mitigation measure HAZ-1 for asbestos disposal is required to address potential impacts 
associated with project demolition. In addition, the potential for lead-based paint or other 
hazardous materials removal to occur during the demolition phases of the project has also 
triggered a need to include HAZ-2 to ensure that potential hazardous materials are handled 
in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal and 
disposal of such materials. Therefore, impacts associated with the reasonably foreseeable 
accidental release of hazardous materials during construction would be potentially 
significant and mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would be required to reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

Operation  

Overall, during the preparation of the Phase I ESA for the proposed project including the 
2015 updated Phase I ESA, EAI found no evidence of potential adverse environmental 
conditions such that a substantial hazard associated with the reasonably foreseeable 
release of hazardous materials would occur. Construction, demolition, and operation of 
the proposed project would also adhere to any local standards set forth by the City of 
Solana Beach, as well as state and federal health and safety requirements that are 
intended to minimize hazardous materials risk to the public, such as Cal/OSHA 
requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control Act, the CalARP Program, and the California 
Health and Safety Code (described in Section 3.7.2). Therefore, impacts associated with 
the reasonably foreseeable accidental release of hazardous materials during operation 
would be less than significant.  
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C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

Construction  

The St. James Catholic Church and school campus is located immediately to the west of, 
and adjacent to, the project site. Although not within 0.25 miles of the project site, Earl 
Warren Middle School and the Santa Fe Christian Schools are located approximately 0.4 
miles to the north and west, respectively, of the project site. As described in Section 
3.7.4(A), the demolition and construction of the proposed project would involve handling, 
transporting, storing, and disposing of hazardous materials; however, with compliance with 
federal, state, and local laws and regulations for hazardous materials handling as well as the 
implementation of mitigation listed in this section regarding asbestos and lead-based paint 
during the demolition phases of the project, the project would not present a substantial 
hazard to nearby schools. As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this DEIR, the 
project would not result in significant impacts associated with air quality emissions. 
Further, as discussed in Section 3.7.4(B), the project site shows no evidence of adverse 
environmental hazards and would not result in a substantial hazard from the accidental 
release of hazardous materials. Due to site proximity, there is a potential for impacts 
associated with hazardous emissions and handling of materials including the removal of 
asbestos and lead containing materials within 0.25 miles of a school during construction. 
This would be potentially significant and mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would 
be required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  

Operation 

The St. James Catholic Church and school campus is located immediately to the west of the 
project site. Although not within 0.25 miles of the project site, Earl Warren Middle School 
and the Santa Fe Christian Schools are located approximately 0.4 miles from the project site. 
As described in Section 3.7.4(A), during operation of the proposed project hazardous 
materials would be limited to private use of commercially available cleaning products, 
landscaping chemicals and fertilizers, and various other commercially available substances, 
consistent with existing conditions. Although the proposed project would increase the 
number of dwelling units on site and therefore would result in an increased use of 
commercially available potentially hazardous materials, the use of these substances is subject 
to relevant federal, state, and local health and safety laws that are intended to minimize 
health risk to the public associated with hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts associated 
with hazardous emissions and handling of materials within 0.25 miles of a school during 
operation would be less than significant. 
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D. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

Construction 

According to the EDR report obtained for the project, which included the results from 
searches of multiple databases and hazardous materials sites lists, the project site appears 
on the DTSC HAZNET listings because several tons of asbestos‐containing waste were 
removed from the project site between 2004 and 2013 and disposed of in a San Diego 
County landfill under the Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest system. The project site was 
not found on any other list of hazardous materials sites. Several sites were located in the 
vicinity of the project site. Solana Beach Plaza, located approximately 0.65 miles to the 
northwest of the project site, was listed on the EnviroStor database for known places of 
release of hazardous substances. The Signature Group property, located approximately 0.23 
miles to the northeast of the project site, was listed for a known release of hazardous 
materials into soils. CBS Scientific Company Inc., located approximately 0.47 miles to the 
northwest of the project site, was also listed for a known release of hazardous materials into 
soils. Although these sites have been recorded for known release of hazardous substances, 
both the distance and the type of release (soil only) makes it unlikely that any of these 
listed sites would affect the proposed project. Because the project site is included on the 
HAZNET listing identifying potential asbestos-containing waste and demolition of the 
existing buildings may involve removal of asbestos, as discussed in Section 3.7.4(A), 
impacts would be potentially significant and HAZ-1 is required to reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels.  

Operation 

As discussed under “Construction” the project site is included on the HAZNET listing 
because of prior removal of asbestos waste, the potential for which persists in the existing 
structures. Because the existing structures trigger the listing and would be removed 
during the construction phase, that listing would be resolved. Operation of the project 
would not occur on a site for which the listing would persist. Therefore, impacts during 
operation would be less than significant. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public 
airport. Therefore, no impact would occur.  



 3.7 – HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.7-16 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

The project site is not located with vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The proposed project would result in residential development on the project site similar to the 
existing development. Operation of the proposed project would not impede any roadways 
that would serve as evacuation routes during an emergency. Although demolition and 
construction of the proposed project would result in increased truck activity on adjacent 
roadways, particularly along South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, and increased truck 
and equipment activity on internal roadways, adequate vehicular and pedestrian access 
would be maintained throughout construction to ensure that the project would not interfere 
with a potential emergency evacuation. The phasing of the project demolition and 
construction is designed such that tenants would be able to remain in apartments not 
directly affected in any given phase and access would be provided for tenant and 
emergency vehicles. As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, Utilities, Service 
Systems, and Energy, of this DEIR, the proposed project would not substantially affect fire 
and police services’ ability to respond. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

H. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

The proposed project site is located in an urbanized area largely composed of residential and 
institutional development. The project site is not adjacent to wildlands or residences 
intermixed with wildlands. Further, according to the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection’s Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA (Local Responsibility Area) 
map, the project site is not located within or adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone (CAL FIRE 2009). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

3.7.5 Mitigation Measures 

To avoid or reduce the significant impacts identified in Section 3.7.4, the following 
mitigation is required: 

HAZ-1 Prior to the start of demolition, an asbestos survey shall be performed by the 
County of San Diego (County) Department of Environmental Health (DEH), 
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Occupational Health Program (OHP) for all on-site structures that will be 
disturbed by demolition activities in accordance with County Administrative 
Manual Asbestos Policy 0050-01-9. The survey shall cover the entire building to 
be demolished, document the location and types of asbestos found, and determine 
whether any on-site abatement of asbestos-containing materials is necessary. If 
asbestos is located during the survey, an abatement work plan shall be prepared 
by the applicant and approved by the County DEH in compliance with local, state, 
and federal regulations for removal of such materials. The work plan shall include 
specifications for the proper removal and disposal of asbestos. The County DEH, 
OHP, or its designee will monitor the project applicant’s implementation of the 
asbestos work plan to ensure that proper controls are implemented and to ensure 
compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement contractor 
specifications. Any necessary asbestos sampling and abatement shall be 
performed by a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(Cal/OSHA)-certified asbestos consultant/contractor, and all costs associated with 
such sampling and abatement shall be paid for by the project applicant. 

 In addition, the project applicant shall comply with all San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District and Cal/OSHA notification requirements pertaining to the 
disturbance of asbestos-containing materials. When applicable, the project 
applicant shall make these notifications prior to the activity as follows: 

a. 10-day notification to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District for 
renovation/demolition activities. (Note: These are 10 working days; asbestos 
activities can start on the 11th day. Working days means Monday through 
Friday, including holidays that fall on these days.) 

b. 24-hour notification to Cal/OSHA. 

HAZ-2 Prior to the start of demolition, a lead-based-paint survey shall be performed by 
a Certified Lead Inspector/Assessor as defined in Title 17, California Code of 
Regulations, Section 35005, approved by the City and paid for by the project 
applicant, for all on-site structures that will be disturbed by demolition activities 
in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. The survey shall cover 
the entire building to be demolished, document the location and types of lead-
based paint found, and determine whether any on-site abatement of lead-based 
paint is necessary. If lead-based paint is located during the survey, an abatement 
work plan shall be prepared by the applicant and approved by the County DEH 
in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary 
removal of such materials. The work plan shall include specifications for the 
proper removal and disposal of lead-based paint. The project applicant shall 
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implement the work plan and shall be responsible for payment of all fees and 
costs associated with preparation and implementation of the work plan. The 
County DEH, OHP, or designee will monitor the project applicant’s 
implementation of the lead-based paint work plan to ensure that proper controls 
are implemented and to ensure compliance with the work plan requirements and 
abatement contractor specifications. 

 The applicant shall retain a California-licensed lead-based-paint abatement 
contractor, approved by the City, for the removal work and proper removal 
methodology as outlined by Cal/OSHA (8 CCR 1529), and all other applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations regarding the removal, transport, and disposal of 
lead-containing material shall be applied. The lead-based-paint abatement work 
plan shall include a monitoring plan to be conducted by a qualified consultant 
during abatement activities to ensure compliance with the work plan requirements 
and abatement contractor specifications. The work plan shall include provisions for 
construction worker training, worker protection, and conducting exposure 
assessments as needed. As part of the work plan, construction contractors shall 
consult federal OSHA regulations (29 CFR 1926.62) and Cal/OSHA regulations (8 
CCR 1532.1) regarding lead in construction standards for complete requirements. 
Demolition plans and contract specifications shall incorporate any necessary 
abatement measures for the removal of materials containing lead-based paint to the 
satisfaction of the City of Solana Beach Planning and Building Department. The 
measures shall be consistent with the abatement work plan prepared for the project 
and conducted by a California-licensed lead/asbestos abatement contractor. 

3.7.6 Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous 
materials would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

3.7.7 References 

8 CCR 330–14400. California Occupational Safety and Health Regulations. 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
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15 U.S.C. 2601–2697. Federal Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976. 

19 CCR 2735.1–2785.1. California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program  
Detailed Analysis. 
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3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

This section provides an overview of the existing hydrologic conditions and water quality within 
the proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and 
surrounding region, identifies the regulatory framework, and evaluates potential impacts to water 
resources that would result from implementation of the proposed project. Information in this 
section is based on the report titled, Preliminary Hydrology Study for Revitalizing Solana 
Highlands (Appendix J) and Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) (Appendix K).  

3.8.1 Existing Conditions 

Watersheds 

The City of Solana Beach (City) falls within two watersheds: the San Dieguito River watershed and 
the Carlsbad watershed. The project site is located within the San Dieguito River watershed. The San 
Dieguito River watershed is a drainage area of approximately 346 square miles in west–central San 
Diego County (County). The watershed includes portions of the cities of Del Mar, Escondido, 
Poway, San Diego, and Solana Beach. Approximately 80% of the 346-square-mile San Dieguito 
River watershed is within the unincorporated portion of the County. The San Dieguito River 
watershed is presently divided into vacant/undeveloped (39%), parks/open space (24%), residential 
(18%), and agricultural (14%) land uses (City of San Diego 2015). The remaining is made up of 
industrial, freeway/roads/transportation, commercial, office/institutional, and water areas.  

The San Dieguito River watershed ultimately discharges to the Pacific Ocean at the mouth of the 
San Dieguito River in the City of Del Mar. The San Dieguito River is listed as a 303(d)-impaired 
water body for elevated fecal coliform bacteria, nitrogen phosphorus, total dissolved solids 
(TDS), and toxicity. Although comprehensive watershed planning efforts are underway, future 
developments may contribute to current water quality problems and create additional 
impairments to beneficial use. The San Dieguito River Lagoon is listed as a 303(d)-impaired 
water body for elevated total coliform bacteria and fecal coliform (San Diego RWQCB 2015). 
Solana Beach is within the San Dieguito River Below Lake Hodges Subwatershed. The project 
site is mapped as an urban land use designation with an impervious percentage of between 60% 
and 100% (San Diego RWQCB 2015, Appendix B).  

Hydrology and Drainage 

The project site consists of an existing apartment complex, with additional multi-family and 
single-family homes on the eastern edge of the site, asphalt access driveways and parking, two 
tennis courts, a pool, and associated hardscape and landscape improvements. On-site 
stormwater currently flows in two directions. Runoff flows from the northwestern portion of 
the site south, eventually being conveyed in two concrete brow ditches that ultimately outlet 
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onto the adjacent southern property of the Turfwood condominiums. Runoff on the western 
region of the site flows west to an existing storm drain system which flows south on Stevens 
Avenue, and ultimately ties into the box culvert running south toward Via de la Valle and 
outlets on the Del Mar Race Track property (south of the project site) into Stevens Creek. All 
stormwater originating on site eventually enters Stevens Creek where it is conveyed to the 
Pacific Ocean via the San Dieguito River Lagoon (Appendix K). Figure 3.8-1 shows the 
existing topography and basins on the project site. 

Water Quality 

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to periodically prepare a list 
of all surface waters in the state for which beneficial uses of the water—such as for drinking, 
recreation, aquatic habitat, and industrial use—are impaired by pollutants. These include water 
quality limited estuaries, lakes, streams, and coastal regions that fall short of state water quality 
standards and are not expected to show improvement in the next 2 years. The Pacific Ocean, which 
acts as the western boundary of the City, is a 303(d) impaired receiving water body, and as 
previously stated the San Dieguito River and Lagoon are 303(d) listed impaired water bodies also. 

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is the regional agency that is 
responsible for establishing ground and surface water quality objectives for the San Diego 
region, which are identified in the Water Quality Control Plan for San Diego Basin (Region 9). 
Beneficial uses are defined as the uses of water necessary for the survival or well-being of 
humans, plants, and wildlife. These uses of water serve to promote economic, social, and 
environmental goals. Water quality objectives and beneficial uses can be found in the Basin Plan. 

Stormwater from within the City is currently collected by the storm drain system and discharged 
into the Pacific Ocean through several outfalls. Beneficial uses of the Pacific Ocean include 
industrial; navigation; contact and non-contact water recreation; commercial and sport fishing; 
biological habitats of special significance; wildlife habitat; rare, threatened, or endangered 
species habitat; marine habitat; aquaculture; migration of aquatic organisms; spawning habitat; 
and shellfish harvesting. 

Groundwater 

A groundwater basin is generally defined as a hydrogeological unit containing one large aquifer 
and several connected and interrelated aquifers that have reasonably well-defined boundaries and 
more or less definite areas of recharge and discharge. All major watersheds in the San Diego 
region contain groundwater basins. The Solana Beach Hydrologic Subarea is designated with 
municipal, agricultural, and industrial groundwater beneficial uses to the east of Interstate 5 (I-5).  
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While the majority of the City is within the Solana Beach Hydrological Subarea, the project site is 
with the San Dieguito Valley Basin. The San Dieguito Valley Basin is an alluvial groundwater 
basin that occupies the Lower San Dieguito River Valley west of Lake Hodges, and extends inland 
approximately 6 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The basin underlies portions of the cities of Del 
Mar, Solana Beach, and San Diego, and the County of San Diego. In the past, the basin provided a 
local source of water for both agricultural and domestic activities. However, the construction of 
Lake Hodges Dam significantly reduced natural recharge to the groundwater basin. Lake Hodges is 
a 33,550-acre-foot reservoir owned and operated by the City of San Diego. In the past, this, 
coupled with periodic drought and increased local pumping, has resulted in an extreme lowering of 
the groundwater table, seawater intrusion, and increased salinity levels in the groundwater. The 
San Dieguito Valley basin is estimated to have a storage capacity of 50,000 acre-feet. It is unclear 
how much groundwater is currently in storage. There are no groundwater storage agreements in the 
San Dieguito River basins (Department of Water Resources 2004). 

Flooding and Inundation 

Flooding problems in Solana Beach have historically involved coastal flooding and San Dieguito 
River flooding in the area of Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue, directly east of the project site. 
The occurrence of storm events in combination with high astronomical tides and strong winds 
can cause a significant wave runup and allow storm waves to attack higher than normal 
elevations along the coastline (City of Solana Beach 2014). When this occurs, shoreline erosion 
and coastal flooding frequently result in damage to inadequately protected structures and 
facilities located along low-lying portions of the shoreline. The National Research Council 
Report on sea level rise projections for California states that by the year 2030, the south coast is 
projected to rise 1.5 to 12 inches (California Coastal Commission 2013). The City’s two pocket 
beaches located at Fletcher Cove and Tide Park, as well as the San Dieguito Lagoon just south of 
the City and the San Elijo Lagoon just north of the City, are the primary areas in the City that 
would be threatened by flooding or inundation from future sea level rise. 

In the Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue area, Solana Beach’s drainage facilities are sized 
adequately to handle flood flows. However, capacity problems with downstream flood control 
facilities south of Via de la Valle (outside of Solana Beach) have previously caused floodwaters to 
back up into the Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue area, more than 0.25 mile from the project site.  

Flood hazard areas in Solana Beach have been mapped through the National Flood Insurance 
Program administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). As shown in Figure 3.8-2, the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, Panel No. 06073C1307G, delineates areas exposed to potential 100-year 
and 500-year flooding, including coastal flood hazard areas.  
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The only area in Solana Beach where development has occurred within a 100-year flood zone is 
in the Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue area. The only area in Solana Beach where 
development has occurred within a 500-year flood zone is also in the Stevens Avenue and Valley 
Avenue area (City of Solana Beach 2001). Areas within the 500-year floodplain are generally 
subject to a lesser degree of risk as compared to the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, urban land 
uses may be permitted with the understanding that some degree of risk is assumed for potential 
damage resulting from infrequent and typically shallow flooding. 

3.8.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal  

Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 

The CWA establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of 
the United States and regulating quality standards for surface waters. The basis of the CWA was 
enacted in 1948 and was called the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, but it was significantly 
reorganized and expanded in 1972. “Clean Water Act” became the common name with 
amendments in 1972 (EPA 2016). The CWA establishes basic guidelines for regulating 
discharges of pollutants into waters of the United States. The CWA requires that states adopt 
water quality standards to protect public health, enhance the quality of water resources, and 
ensure implementation of the CWA.  

Section 303(d)  

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that states assess the quality of their waters every 2 years 
and publish a list of those waters not meeting the water quality standards established for them. 
Such waters are then identified as being an “impaired water body.” Water quality standards are 
found in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (Basin Plan; RWQCB 2011) 
and include beneficial uses, water quality objectives necessary to protect these uses, and the anti-
degradation policy. For water bodies placed on the 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 
Segments, states are required to develop total maximum daily loads for the pollutants that are 
causing impairment of the water quality standards. Once a water body is placed on the 303(d) 
List of Water Quality Limited Segments, it remains on the list until a total maximum daily load 
is adopted and the water quality standards are attained or there is sufficient data to demonstrate 
that water quality standards have been met and delisting from the 303(d) list should take place.  
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Section 401 

Section 401 of the CWA requires an applicant for a federal permit, such as the construction or 
operation of a facility that may result in the discharge of a pollutant, to obtain certification of 
those activities from the state in which the discharge originates. This process is known as the 
Water Quality Certification for the project. For projects in San Diego, the San Diego RWQCB 
issues Section 401 permits.  

Section 404 

Section 404 of the CWA established a permitting program to regulate the discharge of dredged 
or filled material into waters of the United States. The definition of waters of the United States 
includes wetlands adjacent to national waters. This permitting program is administered by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and enforced by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

National Flood Insurance Act 

The National Flood Insurance Act (1968) established the National Flood Insurance Program, which 
is based on the minimal requirements for floodplain management and is designed to minimize flood 
damage within Special Flood Hazard Areas. FEMA is the agency that administrates the National 
Flood Insurance Program. Special Flood Hazard Areas are defined as areas that have a 1% chance of 
flooding within a given year. This is also referred to as the 100-year flood. Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps were developed to identify areas of flood hazards within a community. 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System  

Section 402 of the CWA established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has authorized the State of California to administer its NPDES permitting 
program. The NPDES permitting program prohibits the unauthorized discharge of pollutants 
from a point source (e.g., pipe, ditch, well) to waters of the United States. The permitting 
program addresses municipal, commercial, and industrial wastewater discharges and discharges 
from large animal feeding operations. Permittees must verify compliance with permit 
requirements by monitoring their effluent, maintaining records, and filing periodic reports. The 
program is administered at the local level by the RWQCBs. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency  

FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program to provide subsidized flood insurance 
to communities that comply with FEMA regulations to limit development in floodplains. The 
City of Solana Beach is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program. FEMA also 
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issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps that identify which land areas are subject to flooding. These 
maps provide flood information and identify flood hazard zones in the community. The design 
standard for flood protection is established by FEMA. The minimum level of flood protection for 
new development is the 1-in-100 Annual Exceedance Probability standard. This is defined as a 
flood having a 1% chance of occurring in any given year. 

State 

State Water Resources Control Board  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) preserves, enhances, and restores the 
quality of California’s water resources and ensures their proper allocation and efficient use for 
the benefit of present and future generations. Wastewater generators must obtain a permit to 
discharge their wastewater. Pursuant to the federal CWA and California’s Porter–Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act (Porter–Cologne Act), the SWRCB regulates wastewater discharges to 
surface waters through the NPDES program. Some wastewater discharges are exempt from 
federal NPDES requirements, but California law may still apply. Under California law, the 
SWRCB requires waste discharge requirements for some discharges in addition to those subject 
to NPDES permits. Permits contain specific requirements that limit the pollutants in discharges. 
They also require dischargers to monitor their wastewater to ensure that it meets all 
requirements. Wastewater dischargers must maintain their treatment facilities, and treatment 
plant operators must be certified. The SWRCB routinely inspects treatment facilities and strictly 
enforces permit requirements.  

California Water Code 

California’s Porter–Cologne Act (1969), which became Division 7 (Water Quality) of the 
California Water Code, establishes the responsibilities and authorities of the nine RWQCBs and 
the SWRCB. Among other things, it directs each RWQCB to formulate and adopt a water quality 
control plan—known as a Basin Plan—for all areas within the region. The water quality 
objectives used for this study are primarily those set forth in the Basin Plan (San Diego 
Region 9) adopted by the RWQCB. The Basin Plan defines existing and potential beneficial uses 
and water quality objectives for coastal waters, groundwater, surface waters, imported surface 
waters, and reclaimed waters in the basin (RWQCB 2011).  

California Coastal Commission 

The California Coastal Commission is responsible for protecting water quality in coastal 
environments as defined under Sections 30230 and 30231 of the California Coastal Act. These 
water quality provisions provide a broad basis for protecting coastal waters, habitats, and 
biodiversity associated with new development and redevelopment projects. To meet the objectives 
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of Sections 30230 and 30231, the commission supports a three-pronged approach to water quality 
management: site design, source control, and treatment control best management practices 
(BMPs). New development and redevelopment projects within the Coastal Zone are required to 
apply for a Coastal Development Permit through the commission prior to construction. As part of 
the Coastal Development Permit process, projects must demonstrate water quality protection with 
the implementation of site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs.  

Statewide Stormwater Management Plan.  

The Statewide Stormwater Management Plan (Caltrans 2016) describes a program to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants associated with the stormwater drainage systems that serve highways and 
highway-related properties, facilities, and activities. It identifies how the California Department 
of Transportation will comply with the provisions of the NPDES permit (Order No. 99-06-
DWQ) established by the Storm Water Management Plan on July 15, 1999. The permit requires 
that the previous edition of the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan be revised to include or 
describe procedures for implementing the requirements stated in several provisions of the permit. 
The Statewide Storm Water Management Plan has been revised to show compliance with this 
requirement, although the format used differs somewhat from the specific chapter designations 
outlined in the permit. 

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of Solana Beach General Plan is a 
combined element which describes existing conditions and issues related to water resources, 
flori-cultural resources, air resources, cultural resources, energy resources, and open space/visual 
resources. This element also contains goals, objectives, and policies established to ensure that 
water resources in Solana Beach are managed wisely. Open Space and Conservation policies 
applicable to the proposed project are outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal 3.1: To protect and conserve the City’s natural and cultural resources. 

o Policy 1.b: The city shall require the incorporation of adequate erosion control 
measures into development projects that may otherwise impact water resources 
adversely. Such measures shall be reviewed by the Planning and Engineering 
Departments and shall include sandbagging of newly graded slopes, prompt planting 
of disturbed areas, phasing of grading and construction activities to minimize exposed 
areas susceptible to erosion, and the routing of runoff flows through desilting basins 
prior to discharge into any watercourse. 
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o Policy 2.a: The city shall require all new developments to incorporate water 
conservation measures into project design to the greatest extent possible. Such 
measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of plumbing fixtures which 
reduce water usage (in accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative 
Code) and xeriscape landscaping which maximizes the use of drought-tolerant plant 
species and drip irrigation systems. 

o Policy 2.b: The city shall support projects involving water reclamation (such as the 
San Elijo treatment plant) by using reclaimed water for irrigation of public 
landscaped areas to the greatest feasible extent. Further, the city shall encourage the 
use of such water in privately owned areas. 

Safety Element 

The Safety Element of the City of Solana Beach General Plan identifies existing conditions and 
issues involving potential hazards and public safety considerations affecting land development in 
Solana Beach. This element also sets forth goals, objectives, and policies to provide for public 
health, safety, and welfare. These goals, objectives, and policies are discussed in the General 
Plan consistency table in Chapter 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR. Additionally, 
applicable policies are outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal 3.1: To minimize hazards to public health, safety, and welfare resulting for natural 
and man-made phenomena. 

o Policy 1.e: The city shall encourage programs to abate or modify structures deemed 
hazardous to human habitation. 

o Policy 2.d: The city shall require the submittal of information prepared by a qualified 
civil or hydrological engineer which certifies compliance with development standards 
established for 100-year flood zones. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall require the implementation of adequate erosion control measures 
for development projects to minimize sedimentation damage to drainage facilities. 

Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 

The San Diego Basin encompasses approximately 3,900 square miles, including most of San 
Diego County and portions of southwestern Riverside and Orange Counties. The basin is 
composed of 11 major HUs, 54 HAs, and 147 Hydrologic Subareas (RWQCB 2011), extending 
from Laguna Beach south to the U.S.–Mexico border. Drainage from higher elevations in the 
east flows to the west, ultimately into the Pacific Ocean. The RWQCB prepared the Basin Plan, 
which defines existing and potential beneficial uses and water quality objectives for coastal 
waters, groundwater, surface waters, imported surface waters, and reclaimed waters in the basin. 
Water quality objectives seek to protect the most sensitive of the beneficial uses designated for 
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specific water body. Beneficial uses are defined as “the uses of water necessary for the survival 
or wellbeing of man, plants, and wildlife. These uses of water serve to promote the tangible and 
intangible economic, social, and environmental goals of mankind” (RWQCB 2011). 

City of Solana Beach Stormwater Management 

Chapter 13.10 of the Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) addresses stormwater management 
and discharge control provisions and requirements. The purposes of this division of the SBMC 
are to further ensure the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of the City by 
controlling non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater conveyance system; by eliminating 
discharges to the stormwater conveyance system from spills, dumping, or disposal of materials 
other than stormwater; and by reducing pollutants in urban stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

SBMC Chapter 13.10 promotes these purposes by: 

 Prohibiting polluted non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater conveyance system; 

 Establishing minimum requirements for stormwater management, including source 
control requirements, to prevent and reduce pollution; 

 Establishing requirements for development project site design to reduce stormwater 
pollution and erosion; 

 Establishing requirements for the management of stormwater flows from 
development projects, both to prevent erosion and to protect and enhance existing 
water-dependent habitats; 

 Establishing standards for the use of off-site facilities for stormwater management to 
supplement on-site practices at new development sites; and 

 Establishing notice procedure and standards for adjusting stormwater and non-stormwater 
management requirements where necessary. 

SBMC Chapter 13.10 provides discharge restrictions and BMP requirements and maintenance 
requirements for residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, and municipal facility projects, 
as well as for land disturbance activity, land development/redevelopment. 

City of Solana Beach Drainage Requirements 

SBMC Section 15.40.150 outlines drainage requirements for excavation and grading in the City. 
The requirements discussed in this section of the SBMC pertain to the following issues: disposal, 
site drainage, drainage terraces, and overflow protection. 
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City of Solana Beach Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan  

The City of Solana Beach Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) provides 
guidance for the preparation of stormwater development plans for development projects. All new 
developments and significant redevelopment projects as defined in the City’s SUSMP must 
comply with regulations contained in the City’s adopted SUSMP. All development projects must 
incorporate control measures to reduce discharge of stormwater pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable. In general, this includes: (1) the inclusion of Low Impact Development (LID) 
features that conserve natural features, set development back from natural water bodies, 
minimize imperviousness, maximize infiltration, and retain and slow runoff; (2) implementation 
of source control BMPs; and (3) compliance with requirements for construction-phase controls 
of sediment and other pollutants, including the preparation of an erosion control plan and 
installation of construction BMPs (City of Solana Beach 2016). The City has prepared an 
updated SUSMP or “BMP Design Manual” consistent with the new RWQCB in February 2016.  

City of Solana Beach Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program 

One requirement of the NPDES permit program is the implementation of jurisdictional runoff 
management programs (JRMPs). The purpose of the City of Solana Beach JRMP is to implement 
programs to reduce pollution in runoff, including programs to regulate new public and private 
land development during planning, construction, and existing development phases (City of 
Solana Beach 2017). The JRMP is revised as needed to reflect changes in the City’s runoff 
management programs such as revised or new BMPs or new educational or training programs. 

City of Solana Beach Flood Damage Prevention Overlay Zone 

SBMC Chapter 17.80 was designed by the City of Solana Beach to adopt floodplain 
management regulations consistent with California Government Code Sections 65302, 65560, 
and 65800. These adopted regulations are designed to promote the public health, safety, and 
general welfare of its citizenry. 

3.8.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 
CCR 15000 et seq.), and will be used to determine the significance of potential hydrology 
and water quality impacts. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be significant if the 
proposed project would:  

A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
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local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted). 

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site. 

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site. 

E. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

F. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. 

G. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows. 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam [or sea level rise]. 

I. Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

3.8.4 Impacts Analysis 

A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  

During the construction phases, implementation of the project could potentially result in 
short-term impacts to local water quality. Vegetation removal and grading operations have 
the potential to alter existing on-site drainage patterns and flow velocities, and if not properly 
managed, erosion and downstream sedimentation could result in potential increases in water 
pollutants. Sedimentation could also result from poor stockpile management and/or from a 
lack of appropriate containment measures/barriers. Other potential impacts to water quality 
could result from the improper handling and disposal of construction waste materials and oil 
and grease leakage from vehicles and equipment. While there would be an increased 
potential for water quality impacts during construction, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with all stormwater discharge and urban runoff requirements established 
in the City’s SUSMP and other relevant guidance documents prior to issuance of grading 
permits. Implementation of these requirements would include but is not limited to: the 
inclusion of LID features that conserve natural features, set development back from natural 
water bodies, minimize imperviousness, maximize infiltration, and retain and slow runoff; 
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implementation of source control BMPs; and compliance with requirements for construction-
phase controls of sediment and other pollutants, including the preparation of an erosion 
control plan and installation of construction BMPs. As part of grading and building permit 
issuance (SBMC Title 15), all BMPs must be verified as conforming with the City’s BMP 
manual (City of Solana Beach 2016).  

There is also the potential for the proposed project operations to affect water quality post-
construction. For example, heavy-metal runoff from parking lots, trash, and debris deposited in 
drain inlets could be conveyed to local waters and result in violations of water quality standards 
as outlined in the Water Quality Control Plan for San Diego Basin. These potential post-
construction impacts, however, currently exist within and surrounding the project site due to 
past construction with lesser water quality control regulations and no required BMPs. To 
address runoff volumes and velocities anticipated during operation of the proposed project, 
bioretention basins would be constructed to ensure that pollutants in surface runoff are 
removed through a variety of physical, biological, and chemical processes, including 
adsorption, filtration, and plant uptake. Biorentention basin and bio-swale recommendations 
were presented in the geotechnical investigation performed for the project; these 
recommendations are provided in Section 6.10 of the geotechnical investigation (Appendix H). 
Implementation of the recommendations in Section 6.10 of the geotechnical investigation 
will be made a condition of approval if the project is approved. 

The implementation of site-design BMPs (i.e., bioretention basins/flow through planters and 
landscape design would be connected hydrologically to the on-site storm drain system via 
edge inlets) would minimize runoff from directly connected impervious surfaces and would 
promote infiltration of surface runoff. Figure 3.8-3 shows the project site’s 
hydromodification (HMP) biofiltration basin BMP areas. The proposed HMP biofiltration 
basins would provide pollutant control, hydromodification management, as well as detention 
of the 100-year storm event peak runoff to ensure that project flows do not exceed the 
existing flows entering the Solana Beach MS4 system at that location. 

Compliance with a construction general permit through a site-specific stormwater pollution 
prevention program, the City’s SUSMP and JRMP, and associated BMPs would ensure that 
appropriate controls are identified and installed during construction to ensure that the 
proposed project does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. The implementation of current BMP requirements would result in an 
improvement to water quality on and off site compared to existing conditions because of the 
more stringent requirements for development in place today. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
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B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted?  

Project water needs would be supplied by existing water supplies and distribution pipelines 
from the Santa Fe Irrigation District, San Diego County Water Authority, and the San Elijo 
Joint Powers Authority. Groundwater would not be drawn from the site for construction or 
operational usage. Groundwater is not withdrawn or used in the area, and the area beneath 
the site is not part of a known groundwater basin. Water that percolates on site or off site 
downstream may percolate and flow into the San Dieguito Creek groundwater basin. The 
proposed project would allow for groundwater recharge on the project site through the 
incorporation of landscape areas that would promote infiltration and percolation. Figure 3.8-3 
shows the proposed impervious and pervious areas on the project site. The existing pervious 
area is approximately 256,355 square feet, composed of irrigated landscaping. Proposed 
pervious area is approximately 228,969 square feet. 

No groundwater monitoring well surface covers were observed on or near the subject 
property. Based on the Environmental Data Resources Report (Appendix I), no existing 
groundwater issues are known to exist in the subject property area. Impacts related to 
groundwater would be less than significant. 

C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

Construction Impacts 

Adequate site drainage during construction is critical to reduce the potential for differential 
soil movement erosion and subsurface seepage. Significant on-site grading is proposed. The 
site would be graded and maintained such that surface drainage would be directed away from 
structures in accordance with 2013 California Building Code Section 1803.3 or other 
applicable standards. The surface drainage would be directed away from the top of slopes 
into swales or other controlled drainage devices, and roof and pavement drainage would be 
directed into conduits that carry runoff away from proposed structures. The proposed project 
would implement all provided construction recommendations in relation to site drainage and 
all BMPs and regulations in Chapter 15.40 of the SBMC, such as incorporation of silt fences, 
storm drain inlet protection, and a desilting basin Additionally, per the City’s JRMP, the 
proposed project would incorporate the following construction BMPs: project 
planning/scheduling, good site management “Housekeeping” (including waste management), 
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erosion control, sediment control run-on and run-off control, and active/passive sediment 
treatment systems (see Major SWQMP provided in Appendix K for detailed list of BMPs). 
With implementation of the applicable BMPs and regulations in Chapter 15.40 of the SBMC 
construction of the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact. 

Operational Impacts 

As provided in Appendix J, the project design would reroute the stormwater originating on 
site to ease the current drainage that flows south into the Turfwood condominiums property. 
In the existing condition, storm flows discharging across the southerly property line have 
been associated with flooding, erosion and siltation. To reduce the drainage impacts to 
adjacent downstream properties, the project proposes to re-route the storm water to the 
easterly side of the project via new storm drain pipe to connect to the existing storm drain 
system. As described in the Preliminary Hydrology Report (Appendix J), the proposed runoff 
would be conveyed to the HMP biofiltration basins which would provide pollutant control 
treatment, hydromodification flow control, and detention of the 100-year storm event peak 
discharge to ensure that it does not exceed the existing condition. All on-site runoff is 
ultimately conveyed to the same historic point in the City’s MS4 drainage system. As shown 
in Figure 3.8-3, five HMP biofiltration basins placed throughout the project site would 
reduce proposed condition runoff such that no significant erosion and/or siltation are 
expected. As previously indicated, implementation of the recommendations in the 
Preliminary Hydrology Report (Appendix J) will be made a condition of approval if the 
project is approved.  

In addition to bioretention basins, existing City regulations require high priority residential 
projects (such as the proposed project) to comply with designated minimum BMPs, including 
the installation and maintenance of erosion control, LID street and road design, LID 
landscaping design, and minimizing erosion from slopes (see Major SWQMP provided in 
Appendix K for a detailed list of BMPs). With implementation of proposed site design, 
treatment control, source control BMPs, and recommendations of the Preliminary Hydrology 
Report, and with implementation of standard source control BMPs required by the City 
JRMP, impacts associated with substantial erosion or siltation on or off site during 
construction and operation of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

D. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site?  

On-site grading and paving is proposed and would alter the existing stormwater drainage on 
the site (see Appendices J and K). The existing pervious area is approximately 256,355 
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square feet, composed of irrigated landscaping. Proposed pervious area is approximately 
228,969 square feet. 

This decrease in pervious surfaces and increase in impervious surfaces would have the 
potential to generate an increase in runoff. However, the runoff generated from the proposed 
development would be conveyed in a storm drain system that would pass through proposed 
LID bioretention and detention basins. The proposed storm drain system has been designed 
to have the capacity to account for the net increase in impervious surfaces. The proposed 
project would not increase the peak 100-year storm event peak discharge rate from the on-
site contributing watershed. The proposed HMP biofiltration basins would provide pollutant 
control treatment, hydromodification flow control, and detention of the 100-year storm event 
peak discharge such that it does not exceed the existing condition. The project would not 
substantially alter exiting drainage patterns of the site area in a manner that would result in 
flooding on- or off-site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

E. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

As described in response to Threshold C and D above, in the existing conditions, storm flows 
discharging across the southerly property line have been associated with flooding, erosion 
and siltation. To reduce the drainage impacts to adjacent downstream properties, the project 
proposes to re-route the storm water to the easterly side of the project via new storm drain 
pipe to connect to the existing storm drain system. As described in the Preliminary 
Hydrology Report (Appendix J), the proposed runoff would be conveyed to the HMP 
biofiltration basins which would provide pollutant control treatment, hydromodification flow 
control, and detention of the 100-year storm event peak discharge to ensure that it does not 
exceed the existing condition. All on-site runoff is ultimately conveyed to the same historic 
point in the City’s MS4 drainage system. As shown in Figure 3.8-3, five HMP biofiltration 
basins placed throughout the project site would reduce proposed condition runoff and provide 
pollutant control treatment. The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water 
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and would 
reduce sources of polluted runoff compared to that which currently exists at the site. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

The proposed project would upgrade and modernize the existing development, provide open 
space areas, on-site trash cans for disposal of pet waste, drought-tolerant plants so that 
impacts from overwatering would be reduced, and additional on-site parking area to reduce 
the amount of street parking and car fluid runoff. 
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As stated in the analysis of Threshold A, above, City regulations require high priority 
residential projects (such as the proposed project) to comply with designated minimum 
BMPs, including the installation and maintenance of erosion control. With implementation 
of proposed site design, treatment control, development of a storm water pollution 
prevention plan, and source control BMPs (see Major SWQMP provided in Appendix K for 
a detailed list of BMPs), and with implementation of standard source control BMPs 
required by the City JRMP, in addition to upgraded site amenities, impacts associated with 
the degradation of water quality would be less than significant.  

G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

According to FEMA 100-year flood hazard map (Panel No. 06073C1307G; FEMA 2015), 
the subject property is not located in either a 100- or 500-year Flood Zone (Figure 3.8-2). 
However, the most southeastern portion of the project site borders the Zone X (500-year 
flood zone) boundary line. The hydrology study found that the system, as designed, would 
adequately intercept, contain, and convey a 100-year flood to the historic point of discharge. 
Additionally, stormwater treatment facilities, such as flow-through planters, are being placed 
strategically to collect, treat, and provide proper hydromodification attenuation as well as 
detention for the 100-year storm. Furthermore, the project does not propose any development 
within the 100-year floodplain or other Special Flood Hazard Areas designated by FEMA or 
the County of San Diego. With the consideration that this site is currently developed, is 
located in an urbanized area, and the proposed project’s use of building pads would be 
located above the 100-year and 500-year flood level, impacts would be less than significant. 

H. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

As stated in Threshold G, the project site is not within a 100-year flood zone; therefore, the 
proposed structures would not impede or redirect flood flows. No impact would occur. 

I. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or  
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam [or 
sea level rise]? 

As stated in Threshold G, proposed structures would be located on building pad elevations that 
would not expose them to significant risk as they would be located above the 100-year flood 
level. Neither the project site nor the City is located within an area that would be impacted by 
any dam or levee failure (City of Solana Beach 2014). Projected future sea-level changes along 
the California coast are expected to track global trends. As a result, flooding and erosion of 
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beaches and cliffs along the coast is expected. The San Diego Foundation (2015) prepared sea 
level rise maps for the Focus 2050 Regional Assessment for six of the lowest lying areas in San 
Diego County. The City was not identified as one such area; however, a map was prepared for 
a portion of the City of Del Mar. The Del Mar map identified the 2050 mean sea level in 
proximity to the sea bluffs near the southern boundary of the City. The high tide range of 1.1 to 
5.3 feet is in contact with the sea bluffs (San Diego Foundation 2015). The City’s Climate 
Action Plan (2017) recognizes the need for adaptation due to sea level rise and includes the 
continued sediment management consideration, which includes beach replenishment, as a 
strategy for adaptation. The proposed project could deliver material determined suitable for 
beach replenishment through the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program 
(SCOUP). Although the project site is less than a mile away from the coast, the site elevations 
are over 50 feet above existing sea level. In addition, there exists intervening development 
between the project site and possible inundation areas. Therefore, any impact that would occur 
as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

J. Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

The project site is located in Subarea 3-1 of the Del Mar Quadrangle landslide distribution map 
as shown in Figure 3.8-4. This area is considered generally susceptible to landslides, containing 
slopes that are at or near their stability limits due to a combination of weak materials and steep 
slopes (many slope angles exceed 15 degrees). Although most slopes within Subarea 3-1 do not 
currently contain landslide deposits, they can be expected to fail, locally, when adversely 
modified (DOC 1995). Key concerns of ground failure in the City are coastal bluff tops in the 
vicinity of Pacific Avenue, South Sierra Drive, and West Circle Drive.  

The project site is not located on or near a coastal bluff top, nor located near a large body of 
water or downslope from an unstable hillside which would result in mudflow. Special 
foundations and/or design consideration recommendations have been included in the 
geotechnical investigation prepared for the project which would limit the potential for lateral 
soil movement to occur. These recommendations are provided in Appendix I and will be 
implemented as an integral part of the project design as required by the City’s building 
permit (SBMC Title 15), which includes adoption of the CBC regulations.  

Seiches are the oscillation of water in bodies of water sometimes caused by earthquakes. 
Seiches are potentially hazardous when the wave action created in lakes or bays is strong 
enough to threaten human beings and structures near the body of water. The only area in the 
City where this is a potential concern is near the San Elijo Lagoon, approximately 1.5 miles 
north of the site. However, this is a very minor concern since the proposed project is not in 
close enough proximity to the lagoon to be exposed to seiches (City of Solana Beach 2014). 
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Per the California Emergency Management Agency’s California Geological Survey of 
tsunami inundation, the proposed project (located within the Del Mar Quadrangle) is not 
located within a tsunami inundation area due to its elevation above mean sea level (DOC 
2009). Because the site is situated at elevations ranging from approximately 40 to 150 
feet above mean sea level, risks associated with inundation hazards due to a seiche or 
tsunami are very low. Therefore, impacts from the project regarding inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow would be less than significant. 

3.8.5 Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts or no impacts. No mitigation 
is required.  

3.8.6 Significance After Mitigation 

No mitigation is required, and all impacts would be less than significant. 

  



FIGURE 3.8-4
Landslide Susceptibility Map
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3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

This section provides an overview of the land uses within the proposed Solana Highlands 
Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and surrounding region, the regulatory 
framework, and an analysis of potential conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies and 
regulations that would result from implementation of the proposed project. 

3.9.1 Existing Conditions 

On-Site Land Uses 

The existing project site (Solana Highlands apartment complex property and four multifamily 
units located at 661–781 South Nardo Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the City of Solana 
Beach (City), north coastal San Diego County, California (County). The project site consists of 
three developed parcels that comprise an irregularly shaped 13.4‐acre lot, located within the 
High Residential (HRd) Zone, which allows 13 to 20 dwelling units per acre. The project site 
consists of 16, two‐story apartment buildings providing a total of 194 units; of those, 84 are 
one-bedroom/one-bath units, 44 are two-bedroom/one-bath units, 58 units are two-
bedroom/two-bath units, and eight are three-bedroom/two-bath units. There are also four multi-
family units east of the existing Solana Highlands property that would be included in the 
project boundary and redeveloped as part of the revitalization. In addition to the apartment 
buildings, two L‐shaped maintenance and tenant storage room buildings are located in the 
southwest corner of the site. A multipurpose building providing administrative offices, a 
business center, recreational and meeting spaces, a fitness room, sun deck, and swimming pool 
is located off the main driveway in the approximate center of the apartment complex. A lawn 
area/open air park is located to the southwest of the 683 building. There are four driveways 
from South Nardo Avenue into the apartment complex. Numerous cement-block slope‐
retaining walls are located throughout the site. Tenant parking is provided in uncovered 
designated spaces and beneath metal carports. The project site is built on the slope of a hill and 
has an extensive concrete stormwater drainage system to prevent water from pooling in areas 
next to the structures. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The City encompasses approximately 2,200 acres of land area, or 3.4 square miles. Existing land 
uses in the City are predominantly residential, accounting for approximately 56% of the City’s land 
area. There are approximately 6,540 housing units in the City, as reported by the U.S. Census (U.S. 
Census 2010). Other predominant land uses include recreation/open space, which accounts for 
approximately 11% of the total area, and commercial uses, which account for approximately 4% of 
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the total land area. A significant amount of land area (approximately 20%) is occupied by right-of-
way. This area includes all roadways and a rail line (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The project site is located in an urban setting and is surrounded by single-family residential 
neighborhoods to the north, Solana Pointe apartments to the northeast, a commercial area to the 
east, single-family homes to the southeast, Turfwood condominiums to the south, and St. James 
Catholic Church and school to the west. On-site land uses and surrounding land uses are shown 
in Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2 of this draft environmental impact report (DEIR). Major circulation 
corridors surrounding the project site in a less than 1-mile radius are Interstate 5 to the east, Via 
de la Valle to the south, Lomas Santa Fe Drive to the north, and Highway 101 to the west. 

3.9.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal  

There are no federal plans, policies, or ordinances applicable to the land use considerations of the 
proposed project. 

State 

California Government Code Section 65860 

Section 65860 of the California Government Code requires that city and county zoning 
ordinances are consistent with the general plan. The proposed project does not require a zoning 
amendment and complies with all requirements mandated by state law. 

California Government Code Sections 66473.5 and 66474 

California Government Code Sections 66473.5 and 66474 require that subdivision and parcel 
map approvals in all jurisdictions be consistent with the general plan. The proposed project 
would not include either a parcel map or a subdivision map. 

California Coastal Act of 1976 

The California Coastal Act went into effect on January 1, 1977, and granted the California 
Coastal Commission authority to review and approve plans and projects located within the 
coastal zone. Under the California Coastal Act, cities and counties are encouraged to prepare  
Local Coastal Programs (LCPs) that guide implementation of conservation, development, 
and regulatory policies required by the California Coastal Act within the local coastal zone.  
The California Coastal Act includes rigorous policies and requirements for land use 
development within the coastal zone, prioritizes water-dependent uses, promotes public 
access and recreation, and protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas and environmental 
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processes along the coast. Cities can prepare land use plans that embody the California 
Coastal Act policies and an implementation plan to identify mechanisms for application and 
enforcement of the policies, which, combined, comprise a LCP that the California Coastal 
Commission can certify and thereby delegate the authority for coastal development 
permitting to the City. The California Coastal Act defines the coastal zone as the area of the 
state that extends 3 miles seaward and approximately 1,000 yards inland. In particularly 
important and generally undeveloped areas where there can be considerable impact on the 
coastline from inland development, the coastal zone extends to a maximum of 5 miles inland 
from mean high tide line. Almost all development within the coastal zone requires a Coastal 
Development Permit from either the California Coastal Commission or a local government 
with a certified LCP. Under the California Coastal Act, each city or county within the coastal 
zone is required to prepare an LCP for California Coastal Commission certification (State of 
California 2007). The California Coastal Act protects environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
and allows disruption of that habitat for uses dependent on those resources only. The 
California Coastal Act identifies environmentally sensitive habitats as areas where p lant or 
animal life and/or their habitats are rare or vulnerable due to the special nature or role in an 
ecosystem that can be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.  

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

California requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a general plan to set out a long-range 
vision and comprehensive policy framework for its future. The state also mandates that the 
general plan be updated periodically to ensure relevance and utility. Most of the objectives and 
policies relevant to the project are contained within the City of Solana Beach General Plan’s 
Land Use Element, Housing Element, Circulation Element, Safety Element, Noise Element, 
Open Space/Conservation Element, and Economic Development Element. Relevant goals and 
policies associated with each General Plan Element, and the project’s consistency with each 
element is outlined in Table 3.9-1 (all tables can be found at the end of this section). In addition, 
policies specific to this section are outlined below. 

Land Use Element 

An updated Land Use Element was approved by the City Council in 2014 and describes existing 
land use characteristics and development patterns in Solana Beach. This element also identifies 
the issues (such as location and physical constraints) affecting land use planning in Solana 
Beach. The Land Use Element articulates the goals, objectives, and policies designed to facilitate 
Solana Beach’s development (and redevelopment) pursuant to the land use plan (City of Solana 
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Beach 2014b). Land Use Element policies applicable to the proposed project are as follows (City 
of Solana Beach 2014b): 

 Goal LU-1.0: A well-balanced and functional mix of residential, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, open space, recreational and institutional land uses. 

o Policy LU-1.1: Encourage the development and protection of healthy residential 
neighborhoods by ensuring sensitive transitions between those neighborhoods and 
adjoining areas and preventing deterioration through rehabilitation and 
maintenance efforts. 

o Policy LU-1.2: The City’s land use plan shall include residential land uses 
comprising a range of housing types, locations, and densities. 

o Policy LU-1.3: In order to protect the rental housing stock, protect purchasers of 
dwelling units, assure consistency with the general plan density requirements, assure 
adequate parking, and assure adequate public facilities, conversion of existing 
apartments to condominiums or other similar forms of subdivision shall be regulated 
pursuant to City zoning and subdivision ordinances. The regulations shall ensure that 
conversion of apartments to condominiums or other similar types of subdivisions will 
meet current standards for the construction of new condominiums or other similar 
types of multi-family dwellings within the city. 

o Policy LU-1.4: Pursue opportunities to improve and protect existing residential 
neighborhoods by enhancing the pedestrian and bicycle experience, implementing 
traffic calming measures where appropriate, and providing convenient access to 
schools, parks, beaches, and other amenities and services. 

 Goal LU-2.0: Regional coordination and collaboration in the development of land use 
plans and projects. 

o Policy LU-2.1: Consider local development plans within the context of regional 
land use and transportation patterns and utilize SANDAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan, Regional Comprehensive Plan, and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy to inform land use and transportation planning and policy development.  

o Policy LU-2.2: Encourage appropriate smart growth, transit, residential, or mixed-
use projects. 

 Goal LU-3.0: To be a leader in efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

o Policy LU-3.1: Concentrate commercial, mixed-use, and medium to high density 
residential development along transit corridors and near activity centers that can be 
served efficiently by public transit and alternative transportation modes. 
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o Policy LU-3.2: Enable residents to reduce their commutes by allowing and 
encouraging the creation of live/work units for artists, craftspeople, and other 
professions, promoting home occupations and telecommuting, and supporting other 
means of achieving a jobs/housing balance. 

o Policy LU-3.3: Identify and prioritize infrastructure improvements needed to support 
increased use of alternatives to private vehicle travel, including transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian modes. 

o Policy LU-3.4: To reduce energy consumption and emissions from new buildings and 
significant remodels, encourage building placement, design, and construction 
techniques that minimize energy consumption; require the installation of 
EnergyStar® appliances and/or other high efficiency facilities; and promote other 
green building practices, including obtaining LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) certification, where feasible. 

o Policy LU-3.5: Reduce the urban heat island effect through sustainable design and 
building practices, cool roofs, green roofs, light colored pavement, shade trees, 
shading, and other means. 

o Policy LU-3.6: Promote the use of solar panels, solar hot water heaters, and other green 
energy sources in conjunction with new development and retrofits to existing structures. 

o Policy LU-3.7: Consistent with the California Public Utilities Commission’s 
California Long Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan, strive to achieve zero net 
energy use for new residential development by 2020 and zero net energy use for new 
commercial development by 2030. 

 Goal LU-5.0: To ensure that long-term protection of the environment is given the 
highest priority in the consideration of development proposals and in the 
implementation of this General Plan. 

o Policy LU-5.1: To ensure that development does not create adverse environmental, 
geographic, or geologic impacts, the City Council shall maintain ordinances for the 
preservation of hillsides, floodplains, sensitive biological areas, canyons, wetlands, 
coastal lands, scenic public views and, where feasible, private views. The Council 
shall also continue to regulate development of property within special hazard areas, 
including floodplains, coastal bluffs, and steep hillside areas. 

o Policy LU-5.2: For purposes of determining residential land use intensity, the 
following general rules shall apply: 

a.  Public rights-of-way for streets, railroad rights-of-way, and utility easements for 
high voltage electrical transmission lines shall be considered to be undevelopable 
except for appropriate street, railroad or utility uses. 
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b.  For the purposes of determining General Plan compatibility of subdivisions and 
multi-dwelling unit projects, the total number of residential dwellings that may be 
permitted on property shall be established by applying the following slope density 
guidelines: slopes with a grade of less than 25% shall be considered fully 
developable; slopes with a grade of 25% to 40% shall be considered developable at 
the full residential density, but 1/2 the floor area ratio (FAR) otherwise designated for 
the site; slopes with a grade of 40% or more shall be considered undevelopable; and 
for those areas along the coastal bluff and lands adjoining the San Elijo Lagoon, 
slopes with a grade of greater than 25% shall be considered undevelopable. 

c.  The density established by this General Plan shall not be construed to establish a 
“guaranteed” or “vested” right to a specific number of dwelling units, but as a 
guideline for determining appropriate zoning and for making land use permit 
decisions consistent with environmental planning, public facilities, geologic and 
other sound land use planning concerns. When determining the appropriate 
zoning applicable to a site, the City Council shall consider the topographic, 
environmental, geographic, and public facilities constraints applicable to the site. 
Whenever density is expressed in terms of a density range, zoning, subdivision, 
and other land use decisions establishing density for a site at a number which is 
greater than the lowest number established by the density range shall be justified 
by consideration of such matters as: superior project design; public facility 
availability; availability of public transportation; proximity to public recreation; 
provision of public facilities or community amenities by the developer of the site; 
views; traffic; surrounding land uses; whether the increased density will assist the 
City in meeting its regional housing obligations and local housing goals; whether 
the increased density will adversely affect the neighborhood; or whether the 
increased density will assist the City in meeting other General Plan goals and 
objectives. Whenever application of the density established for a site results in a 
fractional density, the decision making authority may deem a fractional density of 
.7 of a dwelling unit or greater to be one dwelling. 

e.  Density bonuses shall be permitted consistent with California’s density bonus law 
(Government Code Sections 65915–65918). 

o Policy LU-5.4: Ensure that potential impacts to biological resources are carefully 
evaluated prior to approval of development projects. 

o Policy LU-5.5: Encourage the use of “green” storm water management and low 
impact development practices, including green roofs, landscape-based treatment 
measures, bioswales, tree wells, pervious materials for hardscape, and other 
techniques that allow for filtering, infiltration, storage and reuse or evaporation of 
storm water runoff on site. 
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o Policy LU-5.9: Encourage the use of native, drought tolerant plants and discourage 
the use of vegetative turf, unless recreation needs or other area functions specifically 
require turf. 

o Policy LU-5.10: Utilize reclaimed/recycled water for irrigation and other 
purposes, as feasible. 

o Policy LU-5.11: Encourage and promote methods to conserve water. 

o Policy LU-5.12: Require all projects with a valuation of $100,000 or more to salvage, 
recycle, or reuse at least 75% of demolition debris. 

o Policy LU-5.13: Promote the use of recycled materials as part of new construction or 
renovations, including the reuse of existing building shells/elements. 

o Policy LU-5.14: Encourage recycling by all sectors of the community including 
residents, businesses, and schools and inform residents and businesses about 
composting and “green purchasing.” 

 Goal LU-6.0: Development that is consistent with the overall community character and 
contributes positively towards the City’s image. 

o Policy LU-6.2: Encourage the development of multiple-family residential land uses 
near non-residential uses (e.g., commercial centers, light industrial uses, etc.) and 
provide for adequate buffers where single-family residential areas are already located 
adjacent to such non-residential uses. 

o Policy LU-6.3: Maintain ordinances to encourage the preservation of  
private views. 

o Policy LU-6.4: Preserve, protect, and enhance established residential neighborhoods by 
providing sensitive transitions and buffers between those neighborhoods and adjacent 
commercial or mixed use-areas to safeguard residences from the negative effects of 
increased traffic, noise, lighting, parking overflow, and other potential impacts. 

o Policy LU-6.5: Require new development and additions to existing structures to 
respect and respond to those existing physical characteristics, buildings, streetscapes, 
open spaces, and urban form that contribute to the overall character and livability of 
the neighborhood or commercial district in which it is proposed. 

o Policy LU-6.6: Promote infill development, redevelopment, rehabilitation, and reuse 
efforts that protect and contribute positively to existing neighborhoods and 
surrounding areas. 

o Policy LU-6.7: Promote appropriate transitions in building height and bulk which are 
sensitive to the visual and physical character of adjacent neighborhoods. 
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o Policy LU-7.3: Implement the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Local 
Implementation Plan. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan has been established to 
promote the protection, maintenance, and use of natural resources. These resources may 
include those that are economically productive or have intrinsic ecological/historical/  
archaeological value. A key purpose of this element is to guide City decision making to 
prevent the wasteful exploitation, destruction, and neglect of natural resources. Another key 
purpose of this element is to inventory existing open space within the City, and to establish a 
program for preserving and managing open space areas appropriately (City of Solana Beach 
2014b). Conservation and Open Space Element policies applicable to the proposed project are 
as follows (City of Solana Beach 2014b): 

 Goal 3.2: To protect and enhance sensitive open space areas and viewsheds. 

o Policy 2.a: The city shall enact a hillside development ordinance which contains 
development standards to: 1) maintain the natural visual character of the hillsides to 
the maximum feasible extent, 2.) integrate architecture and landscaping into the 
hillside setting, 3) preserve significant visual and environmental elements, 4) 
minimize grading impacts, 5) restrict development on slopes of greater than 25%, 6) 
preserve prominent ridgelines, 7) require the contouring of manufactured slopes to 
blend with natural slopes, 8) encourage the use of innovative structural designs which 
adapt to the natural topography, 9) discourage “stair-stepping” of building pads, 10) 
require the blending of colors and materials with the hillside environment, and 11) 
provide for the planting of slopes with fire-retardant, drought-tolerant materials. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall require new developments to be subjected to visual impact 
analyses where potential impacts upon sensitive locations are identified. 

o Policy 3.b: The city shall require that new structures and improvements be integrated 
with the surrounding environment to the greatest possible extent. 

o Policy 3.c: The city shall enforce its adopted design guidelines as specified in the 
community design element of this general plan. 

o Policy 3.d: The city shall encourage the preservation of private views, including 
policies for tree trimming and removal. 

 Goal 3.3: To meet the needs of the entire community by providing an adequate level of 
parks and recreational opportunities. 
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o Policy 3.a: The city shall adopt a park funding program based on general revenue 
funds, user fees, state and federal grants, and developer contributions of land, 
facilities, and in lieu fees. 

o Policy 3.b: The city shall require developers of residential land to dedicate land or 
fees for parks to ensure the continued provision of at least 3 acres of park land for 
every 1,000 residents. 

San Diego Forward Regional Plan 

On October 9, 2015, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) adopted “San 
Diego Forward,” a regional plan that merged its Regional Comprehensive Plan with the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (Regional Plan). The 
Regional Plan now serves as the blueprint for how the San Diego region will grow and how 
SANDAG will invest in transportation infrastructure to provide more choices, strengthen the 
economy, promote a healthy environment, and support thriving communities. The Regional 
Plan sets forth the following six general objectives: Habitat and Open Space Preservation, 
Regional Economic Prosperity, Environmental Stewardship, Providing Mobility Choices, 
Partnerships/Collaboration with neighboring entities, and Creating Healthy and Complete 
Communities (SANDAG 2015). 

At the core of the Regional Plan is a Sustainable Communities Strategy that charts a course 
toward lowering greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and includes the following five building 
blocks (SANDAG 2015): 

 A land use pattern that accommodates the region’s future employment and housing 
needs, and protects sensitive habitats, cultural resources, and resource areas. 

 A transportation network of public transit, managed lanes and highways, local streets, 
bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with reasonably expected funding.  

 Managing demands on the transportation system (also known as Transportation 
Demand Management, or TDM) in ways that reduce or eliminate traffic congestion 
during peak periods of demand.  

 Managing our transportation system (also known as Transportation System 
Management, or TSM) through measures that maximize the overall efficiency of the 
transportation network.  

 Innovative pricing policies and other measures designed to reduce the number of 
miles people travel in their vehicles, as well as traffic congestion during peak periods 
of demand. 
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The Regional Plan includes the following set of principles that will guide the development of the 
region’s future transportation network (SANDAG 2015): 

 The SANDAG investment plan will be built with financial resources that are reasonably 
expected to be available between now and 2050. 

 A more efficient transportation network will be achieved through two key strategies: 
effectively managing the overall system (TSM) and effectively managing demands on the 
system (TDM) with innovative technologies be integrated into both. The result will be 
maximized efficiency in the transportation network, which ultimately can lower 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Managing parts of the network, such as adding managed lanes and transit-only lanes on 
freeways, which encourage people to carpool and use public transit to bypass bottlenecks. 

 The road toward a more sustainable San Diego region should include vehicles that use 
cleaner, alternative sources of energy with SANDAG playing an important role in 
promoting this transition. 

Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy 

The Solana Beach Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy (CATS) lays the foundation 
for bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the City for the next 15 years. CATS focuses on 
enhancing the safety and comfort of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and increasing 
connectivity to key land uses such as schools, commercial/retail districts, and recreational 
resources (City of Solana Beach 2015). 

It has been more than 20 years since the City last adopted a comprehensive bicycle master plan. 
The CATS plan will provide a comprehensive update to the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, which 
was adopted in 1993, with two subsequent addenda in 1996 and 2005. The City does not have a 
currently adopted pedestrian master plan. Since adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, the City has 
experienced many changes, including a population increase, changing travel demands across the 
roadway network, and the addition of the Coaster commuter rail service. Additionally, in 2014, 
the City updated its General Plan, including the Circulation Element, which sets forth a future 
vision for mobility in Solana Beach. The CATS planning process took these changes into 
account, and reflects them through the policies provided (City of Solana Beach 2015). 

 Policy B-1.1: Require new development to provide and enhance connectivity to existing 
transportation facilities via the provision of key roadway connections, sidewalks, and 
bicycle facilities. 



 3.9 – LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.9-11 

 Policy B-1-2.2: Require new development and redevelopment to provide good internal 
circulation facilities that meet the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, children, seniors, and 
persons with disabilities. 

 Policy B-5.2: Provide multi-modal support facilities near and to/from transit stops 
for bicyclists and pedestrians, including children and youth, the elderly, and persons 
with disabilities. 

 Policy B-7.5: Expand and improve the bikeway system and facilities by establishing bike 
lanes, separated paths, and bicycle storage facilities at major destinations. 

 Policy B-8.3: Provide connectivity of wide, well-lit walking environments with safety 
buffers between pedestrians and vehicular traffic, when feasible. 

 Policy B-8.10: Provide a continuous pedestrian network within and between 
neighborhoods to facilitate pedestrian travel free from major impediments and obstacles. 

City of Solana Beach Municipal Code 

The City of Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) consists of all the regulatory and penal 
ordinances and certain administrative ordinances of the City, codified pursuant to the provisions 
of Sections 50022.1 through 50022.8 and 50022.10 of the Government Code (Ordinance 99 
Section 3, 1989). The SBMC addresses the application process for Structure Development 
Permits and Development Review Permits within SBMC Title 15, Buildings and Construction, 
both of which are required for the proposed project. 

As stated in SBMC Section 15.08.010, “for the purpose of prescribing regulations in the city 
of Solana Beach for the erection, construction, enlargement, alteration, repair, moving, 
removal, conversion, demolition, occupancy, equipment, use, height, area, and maintenance 
of building and structures, the 2013 California Building Code, Part 2, Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations, a portion of the 2013 California Building Standards Code, as 
defined in the 2013 California State Health and Safety Code, Section 18901 et seq. Except 
otherwise provided by this chapter, all erection construction, enlargement, alteration, repair, 
moving, removal, conversion, demolition, occupancy, equipment, use, height, area and 
maintenance of building and structures within the City shall be in conformance with the 2013 
California Building Code which is based on the International Building Code, 2012 Edition, 
and the adopted Appendix chapters, published by the California Building Standards 
Commission” (SBMC Section 15.08.010, Adoption of the California Building Code, Part 2, 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations).  
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Additionally, SBMC Chapter 17.70 establishes regulations and standards regarding the provision 
of affordable housing units. The following requirements under SBMC Section 17.70.025 are 
applicable to the proposed project: 

a. Affordable Housing Impact Fees 

For rental residential projects of five or more dwelling units, prior to the issuance 
of a building permit for each market-rate rental dwelling unit, affordable housing 
impact fees shall be paid to mitigate the rental residential project’s impact on the 
need for affordable housing in the City. 

b. Alternatives to Payment of Affordable Housing Impact Fees 

A developer of a rental residential project must pay the affordable housing impact 
fee unless the developer chooses and qualified for one of the following alternatives: 

1. Governmental Financial Contribution or Regulatory Incentive. The developer 
may submit an affidavit to the city stating that any rental affordable units 
proposed by the developer are not subject to Civil Code Section 1954.52(a) nor 
any other provision of the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (Civil Code 
Sections 1954.51 et seq.) inconsistent with controls on rents, because, pursuant to 
Civil Code Sections 1954.52(b) and 1954.53(a)(2), prior to approval of the 
residential project, the developer will enter into a contract with the city or another 
public agency agreeing to the limitations on rents contained in subsection C of 
this section in consideration for a direct financial contribution or any form of 
assistance specified in Chapter 4.3 (commencing with Section 65915) of Division 
1 of Title 7 of the Government Code. The developer may request that the city 
waive the affordable housing impact fee as a direct financial contribution to the 
rental residential project. 

2.  Development Agreement. The developer of a rental residential project may apply 
to enter into a development agreement with the City pursuant to Government 
Code Sections 65864 et seq. to provide rental affordable units as an alternative to 
the payment of the affordable housing impact fee. The development agreement 
must obligate the developer to provide rental affordable units consistent with the 
provisions of subsection C of this section. 

c. Standards for Rental Affordable Units 

Any rental affordable units proposed as an alternative to the payment of the 
affordable housing impact fee shall be subject to a rent regulatory agreement with 
a term of 55 years and shall be required to be rented to very low or low income 
households at affordable rents consistent with Health and Safety Code Section 
50053 and regulations adopted by the California Department of Housing and 
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Community Development (California Code of Regulations Title 25, Sections 
6910 through 6924). If the developer wishes to qualify for one of the alternatives 
in subsection B, at least 15% of the total units in the rental residential project shall 
be rented to very low or low income households at affordable rents. 

d.  Relation to Density Bonuses and Other Incentives 

If the rental residential project receives a density bonus or other incentives 
pursuant to Section 65915 of the Government Code and the density bonus 
ordinance (SBMC Section 17.20.050), then: 

1. Affordable housing impact fees must be paid and cannot be waived unless 
rental affordable units as required by subsection C of this section are provided 
in addition to any affordable units that were used to qualify the project for the 
density bonus or incentives, and the developer qualified for one of the 
alternatives listed in subsection B; and 

2. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to density bonus units as defined 
in the density bonus ordinance (SBMC Section 17.20.050), as required by 
Section 65915 of the Government Code. 

Land Use Plan 

In 1976, the California Legislature enacted the California Coastal Act, which created a mandate 
for coastal cities and counties to manage the conservation and development of coastal zone areas 
through a comprehensive planning and regulatory program called the Local Costal Program. The 
LCP is intended to ensure that the local government’s land use plans, zoning ordinances, zoning 
maps, and implementation actions meet the requirements of and implement the provisions and 
policies of the California Coastal Act at the local level. 

The City is located entirely within the state’s coastal zone. The City’s LCP consists of a Land 
Use Plan (LUP) and Local Implementation Plan, which together meet the California Coastal Act 
requirements. The California Coastal Commission approved the City’s first Coastal LUP on 
March 7, 2012. The LUP was then adopted by the City in February 2013, and amended on June 
11, 2014, to modify some of the key provisions relating to bluff top development and shoreline 
protection. The LUP represents a collaborative planning effort initiated by the City and 
developed over the course of many years with the participation of various interests, including 
environmental groups and property owners (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The LUP has been adopted by the City and is applicable to all development within the City. The 
LIP and, thus, the LCP are yet be finalized and certified by the California Coastal Commission. 
The proposed project’s consistencies with applicable LUP policies are outlined in Table 3.9-2.  
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City of Solana Beach View Assessment Ordinance 

The purpose and intent of the City’s view assessment process is to provide public notification to 
encourage the resolution of view impairment issues by those property owners directly affected. 
The Structure Development Permit process applies to the entire City and to all zones within the 
City. Anyone in the City who wishes to build a new structure or add on to an existing structure 
that would be more than 16 feet in height is required to go through the view assessment process. 
SBMC Chapter 17.63, View Assessment, outlines regulations related to potential impacts on 
existing viewsheds, and the procedures and requirements for structure development permits.  

The City’s View Assessment Commission consists of seven members nominated by the City 
Council. Using SBMC Chapter 17.63 and the City Council adopted “guidelines and toolkit” 
(City of Solana Beach 2004), the View Assessment Commission (VAC) reviews all feasible 
solutions for development and chooses the alternative that provides the best balance between the 
owner’s desire to develop the property in accordance with applicable regulations and the 
neighbor’s desire to protect their view. The VAC assesses view assessment applications and 
makes definitive decisions on projects (SBMC Chapter 17.63).  

3.9.3 Thresholds of Significance 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, potential impacts related to land use and 
planning would be significant if implementation of the proposed project would: 

A. Physically divide an established community. 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
land use plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. 

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community  
conservation plan.  

3.9.4 Impacts Analysis  

A. Would the project physically divide an established community?  

The proposed project is a revitalization of an existing apartment community that would involve 
demolition of existing on-site development (which includes 194 multi-family residential units 
in 16 buildings and four multi-family units in three standalone structures) and construction of 
260 new multi-family residential units in 24 buildings. The proposed project components 
would result in an increase of 62 residential units, including 32 low cost senior living units, and 
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would not require a zoning or land use designation change. The location of the project site 
would remain the same, with easily accessed public facilities and services. Access to 
surrounding public amenities would remain the same, and redevelopment of the existing 
complex would not block or impede access to such locations. There are no existing linkages 
through the project site, and none are proposed. Access to single-family homes proposed to 
remain that are adjacent to the southeast corner of the project site would be improved with a 
proposed driveway shared with the proposed senior living building. The project would not 
disrupt or physically divide an existing established community; therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant.  

B. Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

General Plan Consistency  

The project’s consistency with the City of Solana Beach General Plan’s Land Use Element 
policies is outlined in Table 3.9-1, below. Approval of a Development Review Permit, 
Structure Development Permit, Density Bonus Agreement, and proposed waivers would be 
required for the project to be consistent with Policy 1.b and 1.c under Goal 3.3 of the Land 
Use Element. The proposed project would be consistent with all other applicable Land Use 
Element policies. The proposed project’s increase of 62 residential units and would not 
require a zoning or land use designation change. As presented in Table 3.9-1 below, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, with the 
exception of certain policies for protection of biological resources and establishment of noise 
levels. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant. The implementation of 
mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2 and NOI-1 through NOI-8, required and identified in 
sections 3.3 Biological Resources and 3.10 Noise of this EIR, would be required. 

Municipal Code Consistency 

The proposed project would be consistent with the requirements in the City’s Affordable 
Housing Ordinance. As outlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.5.5 of this DEIR, the proposed project 
would qualify for a density bonus pursuant to the SBMC Section 17.70.025(B)(2), Affordable 
Housing Ordinance, and State Law (Health & Safety Code Section 50079.5). SBMC Section 
17.20.030(B)(4) requires an adjustment to the maximum allowable density for multiple 
dwelling unit projects located in or in proximity to sensitive land, such as steep slopes. A 
majority of the project site is located on slopes of 0%–25%. On site, 13.41 acres is located on a 
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slope and has a corresponding density adjustment that applies to those acres.1 After applying 
the slope-adjusted density, the proposed project’s permitted maximum allowable density would 
be 206.6 units.  

As permitted in SBMC Section 17.70.025(B)(2), the applicant proposes to enter into a 
Development Agreement with the City to provide 15.5% (32 units) of the permitted 206 units as 
units affordable to low-income households, as defined in Health & Safety Code Section 50079.5. 
State law would entitle the project to a density bonus of 27.5%. Therefore, the project’s actual 
permitted maximum allowable density is 263 units (0.275 x 207 permitted units = 56.93 
additional units; 207 + 56.93 = 263.65/264 rounded). The project would be allowed to round up 
to 264, per the Density Bonus Law Roundup (California Government Code, Section 65915). 
Although the project would be allowed to build 264 units with the 27.5% density bonus, the 
project is proposing to construct 260 units, which is actually a density bonus of 26%.  

Although a density bonus of 26% would only require 29 affordable housing units, 32 
affordable units would be provided as affordable senior housing units. The affordable units 
would be subject to a rent regulatory agreement with a term of 55 years, and would be rented to 
low-income seniors (ages 55 years and older) at affordable rents, as required by SBMC Section 
17.70.025 (C). The proposed project would provide three more affordable units than needed to 
qualify the project for the requested density bonus (SBMC Section 17.70.025 (D)).  

The project applicant has requested waivers for wall and fence heights, retaining wall heights, 
and building heights at the interior of the property and beyond the building setbacks. Table 3.9-
3, below, provides the rationale for the three requested waivers, comparing existing standards 
to proposed standards.  

Without the proposed waivers, pad elevations required to fulfill the proposed design goals 
would not be feasible. Also, driveways could not be constructed to facilitate vehicular or 
pedestrian access to building pads set at elevations that allow the proposed development to be 
built with proposed sensitivity to the surrounding/neighboring properties. The intent of the 
walls is to allow the new buildings on the north side of the site to “step down” from South 
Nardo Avenue and create a condition where buildings are no taller than or closer to the street 
than what currently exists. Use of applicable waivers in accordance with the rules and 
requirements set forth in the City’s municipal code would not represent a conflict and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

                                                 
1  As outlined in Table 2-2 within Chapter 2 of this DEIR, slopes of 0%–25% have an allowable density of 20 

dwelling units per acre (du/acre), slopes of 25%–40% have an allowable density of 10.8 du/acre, and slopes of 
40%+ have an allowable density of 0.0 du/acre. 
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Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy (CATS) 

The proposed project would be consistent with the policies in the CATS, as the proposed 
project would provide connectivity to existing transportation facilities via on- and off-site 
sidewalks. On-site sidewalks and pathways would be provided throughout the project site with 
linkages off site, promoting alternate transportation. On-site pathways would facilitate 
pedestrians including children and youth, the elderly, and person with disabilities. The 
proposed project would include bicycle storage on site. The proposed project would improve 
vehicular and pedestrian and bicycle safety by reducing the existing four complex driveways 
down to two. Lighting for the proposed project would be provided throughout the project 
site, along the pedestrian walkways, creating a well-lit pathway network. 

View Assessment Ordinance 

In accordance with the City’s View Assessment Ordinance (Solana Beach Municipal Code 
(SBMC) Chapter 17.63), a view assessment process for the original proposed project, now a 
reduced export alternative (Alternative 6) was initiated by the applicant for a Development 
Review Permit and Structural Review Permit (DRP/SDP No. 17-14-29). Information from 
that process is summarized in the alternative section for the Original Proposed Project 
(Reduced Export) Alternative 6, and was instrumental in the redesign efforts that resulted in 
the current proposed project. As the proposed project would be subject to and would comply 
with the view assessment process, it would not conflict with the City’s View Assessment 
Ordinance, and for the purposes of the CEQA threshold as to whether the project would 
conflict with adopted policy, impacts would be less than significant. 

Land Use Plan Consistency 

The City’s LUP was adopted and certified February 27, 2013. LUP policies applicable to the 
proposed project are outlined in Table 3.9-2, below. According to the LUP, there are no 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) on site. However, the proposed project 
would be subject to Policy 3.52 of the LUP, which states that new development on sites 
containing mature native trees include a Tree Protection Plan (City of Solana Beach 2013b). As 
the proposed project would require the removal of mature native trees on site, the project 
would conflict with this policy, and impacts would be potentially significant. The applicant 
would be required to implement a Tree Protection Plan, which would include the planting of 
replacement trees on site at a ratio of 1:1 for every native tree removed in accordance with the 
City’s LUP Policy 3.52 and 3.53 (City of Solana Beach 2013b). With implementation of BIO-1 
(see Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this DEIR), the proposed project would not conflict 
with the LCP or LUP.  
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C. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?  

The City is almost entirely built-out, with only a few vacant parcels and pockets of native 
and/or naturalized vegetation remaining. According to Chapter 3 of the City’s Land Use 
Plan, the largest areas of native vegetation communities occur in the northern portion of the 
City, in and adjacent to the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve, as well as on canyon 
slopes within the golf course and adjacent to San Andres Drive. The areas of native 
vegetation mapped along the lagoon are part of a larger mosaic of native habitats extending 
into the City of Encinitas. The City supports several small, isolated pockets of undeveloped 
land, typically along canyon slopes that are surrounded by single-family residences (City of 
Solana Beach 2013b). 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Solana Beach General Plan states that , 
within the City limits, there are few remaining natural habitat areas, since the City is 
almost completely urbanized. Although several rare and endangered species exist at the 
San Elijo Lagoon, no rare or endangered species have been identified within the City 
(City of Solana Beach 2014b).  

As stated above, the LUP has been adopted and certified. According to the LUP, there are no 
ESHAs on site. However, the proposed project would be subject to Policy 3.52 of the LUP, 
which states that new development on sites containing native trees include a Tree Protection 
Plan (City of Solana Beach 2013b). 

The proposed project site is located on a disturbed and developed site, and no proposed 
expansion of the property would be required. Build-out of the Solana Beach General Plan is 
expected to involve the redevelopment of existing vacant parcels and the redevelopment of 
land in areas that are already developed (City of Solana Beach 2013b), such as the 
proposed project site. The potential impact of the proposed project on sensitive biological 
resources within the City is discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this DEIR. 
The project is not within an area covered by an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or 
Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan; the project would not conflict with the provisions of any such plan; and 
there would be no impact. 

3.9.5 Mitigation Measures 

As the proposed project would require the removal of native trees on site, the applicant would be 
required to implement mitigation measure BIO-1 (see Section 3.3 of this DEIR). Further the 
proposed project site presents suitable opportunities for nesting birds and as such the applicant 
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would be required to implement mitigation measure BIO-2 (see Section 3.3 of this DEIR). The 
proposed project would also generate substantial noise levels, particularly during construction 
and would be required to implement mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-8 (see section 3.10 
of this DEIR) to ensure levels are within the City’s established standards. 

3.9.6 Significance After Mitigation 

With implementation of BIO-1 and BIO-2, the proposed project would not conflict with the LUP 
policies to protect native trees and nesting birds; and implementation of NOI-1 through NOI-8 
would ensure compliance with established City noise standards. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant after implementation of mitigation.  
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Table 3.9-1 
Project’s Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as Amended through 2014) 

Goal/ 
Recommendation 

Number1 Goal/Recommendation1 Project 

Project 
Consistency/ 
Inconsistency 

Land Use Element (2014) 

Goal LU-1.0 A well-balanced and functional mix of 
residential, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, open space, recreational, 
and institutional land uses. 

The project would revitalize and 
modernize the existing 194-unit 
Solana Highlands project site with 
the development of 260 new 
apartments.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy LU-1.1  Encourage the development and 
protection of healthy residential 
neighborhoods by ensuring sensitive 
transitions between those neighborhoods 
and adjoining areas and preventing 
deterioration through rehabilitation and 
maintenance efforts.  

The project would replace the 
existing units, parking, a separate 
leasing facility/club house building, 
recreational amenities, a system of 
internal and interconnected paths, 
and landscaping throughout. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-1.2 The City’s land use plan shall include 
residential land uses comprising a range 
of housing types, locations, and densities. 

The project is a revitalization of 
existing apartment homes. The 
proposed project would provide 32 
units of affordable housing and is 
eligible for a density bonus of 26% 
to allow a total of 260 dwelling units. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-1.3 In order to protect the rental housing 
stock, protect purchasers of dwelling 
units, assure consistency with the general 
plan density requirements, assure 
adequate parking, and assure adequate 
public facilities, conversion of existing 
apartments to condominiums or other 
similar forms of subdivision shall be 
regulated pursuant to City zoning and 
subdivision ordinances. The regulations 
shall ensure that conversion of 
apartments to condominiums or other 
similar types of subdivisions will meet 
current standards for the construction of 
new condominiums or other similar types 
of multi-family dwellings within the city. 

The proposed project would not 
convert existing apartments to 
condominiums or other similar 
forms of subdivision. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-1.4 Pursue opportunities to improve and protect 
existing residential neighborhoods by 
enhancing the pedestrian and bicycle 
experience, implementing traffic calming 
measures where appropriate, and providing 
convenient access to schools, parks, 
beaches, and other amenities and services. 

An objective of the proposed project 
is to enhance community character 
by providing for a revitalized 
residential development that has 
fewer impacts on local circulation by 
providing off-site traffic-calming 
measures on South Nardo Avenue. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal LU-2.0 Regional coordination and collaboration 
in the development of land use plans and 
projects. 

The proposed project would be 
constructed in accordance with the 
City of Solana Beach’s (City) land 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 
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Table 3.9-1 
Project’s Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as Amended through 2014) 

Goal/ 
Recommendation 

Number1 Goal/Recommendation1 Project 

Project 
Consistency/ 
Inconsistency 

use plans, including the General 
Plan and the Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan. 

Policy LU-2.1 Consider local development plans within 
the context of regional land use and 
transportation patterns and utilize 
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan, 
Regional Comprehensive Plan, and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy to 
inform land use and transportation 
planning and policy development. 

The proposed project would be 
constructed in accordance with the 
City’s land use plans, including the 
General Plan and the Land Use 
Plan. Additionally, the project would 
be consistent with San Diego 
Association of Governments’ 
(SANDAG) Regional Transportation 
Plan, Regional Comprehensive 
Plan, and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, enhancing the project site 
from current conditions. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-2.2 Encourage appropriate smart growth, 
transit, residential, or mixed-use projects. 

The proposed project is a 
redevelopment and revitalization of 
an existing apartment complex. The 
complex would incorporate bike lock 
facilities and pedestrian access, and 
the site is within walking distance of 
bus stops. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal LU-3.0 To be a leader in efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The project would comply with all 
Title 24 measures to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. As 
stated in Section 3.4 of this EIR, the 
project would not conflict with the 
goals, policies, or emissions 
reduction targets set forth in the 
City’s CAP, nor would the project 
impeded the state’s ability to 
achieve its reduction goals. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy LU-3.1 Concentrate commercial, mixed-use, and 
medium to high density residential 
development along transit corridors and 
near activity centers that can be served 
efficiently by public transit and alternative 
transportation modes. 

The proposed project is a 
redevelopment and revitalization of 
an existing apartment complex. The 
complex would incorporate bike lock 
facilities and pedestrian access, and 
the site is within walking distance of 
bus stops. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-3.2 Enable residents to reduce their commutes 
by allowing and encouraging the creation of 
live/work units for artists, craftspeople, and 
other professions, promoting home 
occupations and telecommuting, and 
supporting other means of achieving a 
jobs/housing balance. 

Redevelopment of the existing site 
would include a variety of unit 
styles. Additionally, the project site 
is within proximity to shopping 
centers and cafés, which would 
allow residents to work remotely 
and not commute.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Policy LU-3.3 Identify and prioritize infrastructure 
improvements needed to support 
increased use of alternatives to private 
vehicle travel, including transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian modes. 

Traffic-calming measures 
incorporated in the project design 
and bicycle parking provided on site 
would promote safe alternatives to 
motorized transportation. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-3.4 To reduce energy consumption and 
emissions from new buildings and 
significant remodels, encourage building 
placement, design, and construction 
techniques that minimize energy 
consumption; require the installation of 
EnergyStar® appliances and/or other high 
efficiency facilities; and promote other green 
building practices, including obtaining LEED 
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design) certification, where feasible 

The project would comply with all 
Title 24 measures, and would use 
EnergyStar appliances and promote 
“green” building practices. Also refer 
to the Sustainable Design Features 
provided in Section 2.5.7 of this 
EIR. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-3.5 Reduce the urban heat island effect 
through sustainable design and building 
practices, cool roofs, green roofs, light 
colored pavement, shade trees, shading, 
and other means. 

The sustainable design features 
established in Section 2.5.7 of the 
EIR include, but are not limited to, 
adherence to the new Title 24 
standards, and incorporation of 
solar panels on roofs. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-3.6 Promote the use of solar panels, solar hot 
water heaters, and other green energy 
sources in conjunction with new 
development and retrofits to existing 
structures. 

The project would comply with all 
Title 24 measures, and would also 
incorporate electric vehicle charging 
stations, solar panels, and energy-
efficient appliances. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-3.7 Consistent with the California Public 
Utilities Commission’s California Long 
Term Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan, 
strive to achieve zero net energy use for 
new residential development by 2020 and 
zero net energy use for new commercial 
development by 2030. 

The project would comply with all 
Title 24 measures, incorporate 
sustainable design features, and 
would use electric vehicle charging 
stations, solar panels, and energy-
efficient appliances. As discussed in 
Section 3.4 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, the Scoping Plan does 
not require to achieve net zero 
energy, however the proposed 
project strives for net zero through 
its sustainable design features. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal LU-5.0 To ensure that long-term protection of the 
environment is given the highest priority 
in the consideration of development 
proposals and in the implementation of 
this General Plan. 

The project would provide for new 
residential development in the City that 
is environmentally sustainable and 
incorporates best practices for water 
conservation, use of recycled water for 
landscaping, green construction 
methods, and energy efficiency.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 
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Policy LU-5.1 To ensure that development does not 
create adverse environmental, 
geographic, or geologic impacts, the City 
Council shall maintain ordinances for the 
preservation of hillsides, floodplains, 
sensitive biological areas, canyons, 
wetlands, coastal lands, scenic public 
views and, where feasible, private views. 
The Council shall also continue to 
regulate development of property within 
special hazard areas, including 
floodplains, coastal bluffs, and steep 
hillside areas. 

The proposed project is not located 
within a special hazard area or 
within floodplains, sensitive 
biological areas, canyons, wetlands 
coastal lands, or scenic public 
views. In addition, the site is not on 
an undeveloped hillside. The project 
is subject to the View Assessment 
Ordinance, and the VAC 
determined that the proposed 
project conflicts with SBMC Chapter 
17.63 for impairment of private 
views. The VAC assesses view 
assessment applications and makes 
recommendations to the City 
Council, with whom may approve 
the project. As such, the proposed 
project would not conflict with Policy 
LU-5.1 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.2 For purposes of determining residential 
land use intensity, the following general 
rules shall apply: 

a. Public rights-of-way for streets, railroad 
rights-of-way, and utility easements for 
high voltage electrical transmission lines 
shall be considered to be undevelopable 
except for appropriate street, railroad or 
utility uses. 

b. For the purposes of determining General 
Plan compatibility of subdivisions and multi-
dwelling unit projects, the total number of 
residential dwellings that may be permitted 
on property shall be established by applying 
the following slope density guidelines: 
slopes with a grade of less than 25% shall 
be considered fully developable; slopes with 
a grade of 25% to 40% shall be considered 
developable at the full residential density, 
but 1/2 the floor area ratio (FAR) otherwise 
designated for the site; slopes with a grade 
of 40% or more shall be considered 
undevelopable; and for those areas along 
the coastal bluff and lands adjoining the San 
Elijo Lagoon, slopes with a grade of greater 
than 25% shall be considered 
undevelopable. 

The proposed project would include 
a density bonus of 26% to allow a 
total of 260 dwelling units, with 32 
units set aside for rental to low-
income, senior households at 
affordable rents for a 55-year term, 
as required by Solana Beach 
Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 
17.70.025 (C), and the applicant 
would enter into a development 
agreement with the City, as 
permitted by the Affordable Housing 
Ordinance (SBMC Section 
17.70.025 (B)(2)), which would 
obligate the developer to provide 
the affordable rental units as 
proposed. 

 

The 13.41-acre site is located within 
the HRd Zone, which allows 13 to 
20 dwelling units per acre. SBMC 
Section 17.20.030 (B)(4) requires 
an adjustment to the maximum 
allowable density for multiple-
dwelling-unit projects located in or 
in proximity to sensitive lands such 
as steep slopes, per SBMC Table 
17.20.030-D (Density Adjustment 

Approval of a 
Development Review 
Permit, Structure 
Development Permit, 
Density Bonus 
Agreement, and 
proposed waivers 
result in the project to 
be consistent with 
this policy. 
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c. The density established by this General 
Plan shall not be construed to establish a 
“guaranteed” or “vested” right to a specific 
number of dwelling units, but as a 
guideline for determining appropriate 
zoning and for making land use permit 
decisions consistent with environmental 
planning, public facilities, geologic and 
other sound land use planning concerns. 
When determining the appropriate zoning 
applicable to a site, the City Council shall 
consider the topographic, environmental, 
geographic, and public facilities 
constraints applicable to the site. 
Whenever density is expressed in terms 
of a density range, zoning, subdivision, 
and other land use decisions establishing 
density for a site at a number which is 
greater than the lowest number 
established by the density range shall be 
justified by consideration of such matters 
as: superior project design; public facility 
availability; availability of public 
transportation; proximity to public 
recreation; provision of public facilities or 
community amenities by the developer of 
the site; views; traffic; surrounding land 
uses; whether the increased density will 
assist the City in meeting its regional 
housing obligations and local housing 
goals; whether the increased density will 
adversely affect the neighborhood; or 
whether the increased density will assist 
the City in meeting other General Plan 
goals and objectives. Whenever 
application of the density established for 
a site results in a fractional density, the 
decision making authority may deem a 
fractional density of .7 of a dwelling unit 
or greater to be one dwelling. 

e. Density bonuses shall be permitted 
consistent with California’s density bonus 
law (Government Code Section 65915-
65918). 

Multiplier). Slope Adjustment 
Dwelling Units would apply to the 
project site. See Figure 3.9-1, Slope 
Analysis. 

Policy LU-5.4 Ensure that potential impacts to biological 
resources are carefully evaluated prior to 
approval of development projects. 

The project would be constructed 
on an area that is completely 
developed and urbanized. As such, 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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biological resources in the area are 
limited, and any potential biological 
impacts resulting from the proposed 
project are disclosed and addressed 
in Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources, of this DEIR. 

Policy LU-5.5 Encourage the use of “green” storm water 
management and low impact 
development practices, including green 
roofs, landscape-based treatment 
measures, bioswales, tree wells, pervious 
materials for hardscape, and other 
techniques that allow for filtering, 
infiltration, storage and reuse or 
evaporation of storm water runoff on site. 

Implementation of site design best 
management practices (BMPs) 
(e.g., bioretention basins/flow-
through planters and landscape 
design would be connected 
hydrologically to the on-site storm 
drain system via edge inlets) would 
minimize runoff from directly 
connected impervious surfaces and 
would promote infiltration of surface 
runoff. The project includes 120 
square feet of proposed bioretention 
BMP area. 

 

The detention/treatment basins 
would treat and attenuate the peak 
runoff from the site and release it 
into the City’s system that conveys 
storm water to the Valley Avenue 
box culvert. Additionally, the 
proposed bioretention treatment 
areas would simultaneously treat 
potential pollutants on site, and 
attenuate the 100-year peak storm 
runoff at the existing storm drain in 
Nardo Avenue. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.9 Encourage the use of native, drought 
tolerant plants and discourage the use of 
vegetative turf, unless recreation needs or 
other area functions specifically require turf. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate drought-tolerant plants 
into the landscape. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.10 Utilize reclaimed/recycled water for 
irrigation and other purposes, as feasible. 

The proposed project would use 
reclaimed water for all landscape 
uses and would also comply with all 
California landscape water usage 
standards. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.11 Encourage and promote methods to 
conserve water. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate best practices for water 
conservation, and would also use 
water-efficient appliances and 
drought-tolerant plants. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Policy LU-5.12 Require all projects with a valuation of 
$100,000 or more to salvage, recycle, or 
reuse at least 75% of demolition debris. 

The applicant would be responsible 
for submitting a Waste Management 
Plan prior to receiving a demolition 
or building permit, and would not 
receive final project approval until 
the applicant proves that at least 
75% of the debris has been 
recycled. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.13 Promote the use of recycled materials as 
part of new construction or renovations, 
including the reuse of existing building 
shells/elements. 

The entire project site would be 
demolished and rebuilt, and the 
proposed project contractor would be 
required to execute the City of Solana 
Beach Construction and Demolition 
Recycling Ordinance, which would 
ensure that the proposed project 
would comply with all federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-5.14 Encourage recycling by all sectors of the 
community including residents, 
businesses, and schools and inform 
residents and businesses about 
composting and “green purchasing.” 

In addition to meeting the City’s 
recycling requirements, property 
management would actively 
promote recycling. Recycling bins 
would be provided on site 
throughout the property, as well as 
next to printers and mail stations in 
the management office. At move-in, 
residents would be supplied with 
reusable tote bags and reusable 
water bottles to help reduce trash. 
At the leasing office, eco-friendly 
cups made from recycled plant 
material would be used for water 
and coffee, and property 
management staff would be 
discouraged from using anything 
but reusable water bottles and 
coffee cups. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal LU-6.0 Development that is consistent with the 
overall community character and 
contributes positively towards the City’s 
image. 

The proposed project would 
redevelop existing residential units. 
As such, the project would 
contribute to the overall character of 
the community, and would enhance 
the City’s image. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy LU-6.2 Encourage the development of multiple-
family residential land uses near non-
residential uses (eg., commercial centers, 

The location of the project site 
would remain the same, with easily 
accessed public facilities and 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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light industrial uses, etc.) and provide for 
adequate buffers where single-family 
residential areas are already located 
adjacent to such non-residential uses. 

services. Access to surrounding 
public amenities would remain the 
same, and redevelopment of the 
existing complex would not block or 
impede access to such locations. 
The project land use is similar to 
other surrounding apartment 
complexes. In addition, the project 
proposes a gated complex, and 
would incorporate walls and 
vegetation around the perimeter to 
softening the streetscape and view 
from adjacent single-family homes. 

Policy LU-6.3 Maintain ordinances to encourage the 
preservation of private views. 

As discussed in Section 3.1 
Aesthetics, the project would result 
in changes from public and private 
views. However, the scale of visible 
structures throughout the site would 
not be substantially changed, and 
the revised grading throughout the 
project would result in an increase 
in useable open space over existing 
conditions as well as open up views 
across the site and of the horizon. 
As such, impacts to visual character 
from public and private views are 
determined to be less than 
significant. The proposed project is 
subject to the City’s View 
Assessment process under the 
View Assessment Commission and 
SBMC Chapter 17.63, View 
Ordinance. The VAC assesses view 
assessment applications and makes 
recommendations to the City 
Council.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-6.4 Preserve, protect, and enhance 
established residential neighborhoods by 
providing sensitive transitions and buffers 
between those neighborhoods and 
adjacent commercial or mixed use-areas 
to safeguard residences from the 
negative effects of increased traffic, 
noise, lighting, parking overflow, and 
other potential impacts. 

The project would revitalize, 
modernize, and update the existing 
site with the development of 260 
new apartments to replace the 
existing units, parking, a separate 
leasing facility/club house building, 
recreational amenities, a system of 
internal and interconnected paths, 
and landscaping throughout the 
site. The revised grading throughout 
the project would result in an 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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increase in useable open space 
over existing conditions as well as 
open up views across the site and 
of the horizon. Additional parking 
from current conditions would be 
included on site to reduce on-street 
parking, and vegetation would be 
incorporated along the perimeter of 
the project site to soften the 
streetscape and act as a buffer from 
adjacent residents. 

Policy LU-6.5 Require new development and additions 
to existing structures to respect and 
respond to those existing physical 
characteristics, buildings, streetscapes, 
open spaces, and urban form that 
contribute to the overall character and 
livability of the neighborhood or 
commercial district in which it is 
proposed. 

The project would demolish the 
existing multi-family residential 
complex with a revitalized multi-
family residential complex. The 
proposed project would use 
landscaping, architecture, and 
design elements to ensure high-
quality design and aesthetics. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-6.6 Promote infill development, 
redevelopment, rehabilitation, and reuse 
efforts that protect and contribute 
positively to existing neighborhoods and 
surrounding areas. 

The project would revitalize, 
modernize, and update the existing 
project site with the development of 
260 apartments (62 additional units) 
to replace the existing units and add 
parking, a separate leasing 
facility/club house building, 
recreational amenities, a system of 
internal and interconnected paths, 
and landscaping throughout the 
site. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy LU-6.7  Promote appropriate transitions in 
building height and bulk which are 
sensitive to the visual and physical 
character of adjacent neighborhoods. 

The project applicant has requested 
waivers for wall and fence heights, 
retaining wall heights, and building 
heights at the interior of the property 
and beyond the building setbacks. 
As described in Section 3.1, waivers 
regarding building and wall heights 
are sought to accommodate 
lowering the existing grade of the 
pad elevations and to allow the 
proposed walls and fence heights. 
Without the proposed waivers, pad 
elevations required to fulfill the 
proposed design goals would not be 
feasible. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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The proposed project satisfies the 
requirements for obtaining the 
density bonus, and the approval of 
waivers is consistent with land use 
procedures; the City does not have 
discretion to reject the requested 
waivers (Development Review 
Permit, Structure Development 
Permit, and Density Bonus 
Agreement).  

Policy LU-7.3 Implement the Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan and Local Implementation 
Plan 

The proposed project would be 
consistent with the policies and 
goals established by the Land Use 
Plan. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Housing Element (2014) 

Goal H-1.0 The adequate provision of a range of safe 
and decent housing opportunities that will 
meet Solana Beach’s share of the 
existing and future housing needs of the 
region. 

The proposed project would provide 
a variety of unit opportunities, 
including 32 affordable housing 
units for seniors.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy H-1.2 Encourage a variety of individual choices 
of tenure, type, and location of housing 
throughout the community. 

The proposed project would 
revitalize an apartment complex that 
would provide three different 
apartment “neighborhoods” with 
two- and three-story floor plans and 
affordable housing options. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-2.1 Promote high quality design and 
appropriate size, bulk, and scale to 
ensure that new housing projects blend in 
with the existing community and enhance 
neighborhood character. 

The proposed project would use 
architecture and design elements to 
ensure high-quality design and 
aesthetics. As described in Section 
3.1, waivers regarding building and 
wall heights are sought to 
accommodate lowering the existing 
grade of the pad elevations and to 
allow the proposed walls and fence 
heights. By obtaining these waivers, 
the proposed project is consistent 
with this policy. 

  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-2.2 Review residential and mixed-use 
projects for elements that discourage 
crime (crime prevention through 
environmental design techniques). 

The proposed project would 
incorporate a gated entrance and 
security lighting to ensure unwanted 
guests do not enter the community. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 



 3.9 – LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.9-31 

Table 3.9-1 
Project’s Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as Amended through 2014) 

Goal/ 
Recommendation 

Number1 Goal/Recommendation1 Project 

Project 
Consistency/ 
Inconsistency 

Policy H-2.5 Encourage the integration of affordable 
housing throughout the residentially-
designated areas of the city and avoid an 
over-concentration of lower-income units. 

The proposed project would 
revitalize an existing apartment 
complex with an increased number 
of units, including 32 affordable 
dwelling units.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal H-3.0 Minimized constraints in the 
development, improvement, preservation, 
and maintenance of housing for all 
income levels. 

The proposed project includes a 
variety of unit types and styles, as 
well as 32 affordable dwelling units. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy H-3.4 Explore incentives, bonuses, and flexibility 
in standards and requirements that could 
benefit affordable housing development, 
such as density bonuses, flexible 
development standards, reduced permit 
fees, and streamlined permit processing. 

The project is a revitalization of 
existing apartment homes. The 
proposed project would provide 32 
senior affordable housing units and is 
eligible for a Density Bonus of 26% to 
allow a total of 260 dwelling units. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-3.5 Encourage remodeling, maintenance, 
repair, and rehabilitation of existing 
housing to meet special needs, prevent 
deterioration, and ensure that housing is 
kept in a safe and sanitary condition. 

The project would revitalize, 
modernize, and update the existing 
project site, with 260 new 
apartments and new facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-3.6 Strive to preserve the existing affordable 
housing stock and seek to replace 
affordable units that may be lost as a 
result of redevelopment. 

The proposed project would provide 
32 of the 260 units for low-income 
households at affordable rents for a 
55-year term. The existing 
apartment complex does not include 
designated affordable housing units. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal H-4.0 Equal access to housing opportunities for 
all persons regardless of age, race, 
religion, sex, marital status, sexual 
orientation, ancestry, national origin, or 
disability. 

The proposed project would be 
accessible for all persons, 
regardless of age, race, religion, 
sex, marital status, sexual 
orientation, ancestry, national origin, 
or disability. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy H-4.3 Ensure equal access to housing by 
providing reasonable accommodation for 
persons with disabilities consistent with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and 
Fair Housing Act (FHA) requirements. 

The project would comply with ADA 
requirements, and provide proper 
access to people with disabilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-4.5 Encourage new development and 
redevelopment to utilize universal design 
standards to create environments that are 
usable to the greatest extent possible by 
everyone, regardless of age, ability or 
situation. 

The project would provide new, 
modernized residential development 
in the City that is environmentally 
sustainable and would be accessible 
for all persons, regardless of age, 
race, religion, sex, marital status, 
sexual orientation, ancestry, national 
origin, or disability. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Goal H-6.0 Increased energy conservation and waste 
reduction in new and existing residential 
and mixed-use development. 

The project would adhere to all Title 
24 measures, and would also use 
electric-vehicle charging stations, 
solar panels, water-efficient 
appliances, and other energy 
efficient measures. Additionally, the 
project would incorporate recycling 
facilities on site. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy H-6.2 Encourage the use of building placement, 
design, and construction techniques that 
minimize energy consumption. 

The project provides for new 
residential development in the City 
that is environmentally sustainable 
and incorporates best practices for 
energy efficiency. These include 
compliance with Title 24 measures, 
energy efficient appliances, electric-
vehicle charging stations, and solar 
panels. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-6.3 Promote the use of green building 
practices in new and existing 
development to maximize energy efficient 
and conservation. 

The project would adhere to all Title 
24 measures, which guide green 
building practices. Additionally, the 
project would include compliance 
with Title 24 measures, energy 
efficient appliances, electric vehicle 
charging stations, and solar panels. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy H-6.6 Require construction projects to recycle 
construction debris and promote the use 
of recycled materials as part of new 
construction or renovations, including the 
reuse of existing building shells/elements. 

The applicant of the proposed 
project would be required to submit 
a Waste Management Plan and pay 
a Waste Management Plan review 
fee for conformance with 
construction and demolition debris 
recycling. The Waste Management 
Plan for the proposed project would 
indicate that at least 75% of all 
construction and demolition debris 
generated by the project be reused 
or recycled. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Circulation Element (2014) 

Goal C-1.0 Correlated land use and circulation 
planning. 

The proposed project site is located 
on a currently developed site with 
existing street networks. The project 
would not develop any new street 
networks. The project would include 
some traffic-calming components to 
improve safety on adjacent street 
segments. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 
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Policy C-1.1 Allow, encourage, and facilitate transit-
oriented development, mixed-use, and 
infill projects in appropriate locations, 
especially near the transit station and 
along key corridors such as Highway 101. 

The project would redevelop and 
modernize the existing Solana 
Highlands apartment complex, and 
would include sidewalks and 
pedestrian paths throughout the 
project site to allow for improved 
connections to surrounding 
neighborhoods and off-site 
pedestrian access and bus stops.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-1.2 Require new development to provide and 
enhance connectivity to existing 
transportation facilities via the provision of 
key roadway connections, sidewalks 
(where appropriate or desired in 
residential neighborhoods), and bicycle 
facilities. 

The proposed project site is located 
on a currently developed site with 
existing street networks. The project 
would not develop any new street 
networks, but the project would 
include some traffic-calming 
components to improve safety on 
adjacent street segments, as well 
as sidewalks and pedestrian paths 
throughout the project site to allow 
for improved connections to existing 
transportation facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-1.3  Require new development and 
redevelopment to provide good internal 
circulation facilities that meet the needs of 
pedestrians, bicyclists, children, seniors, 
and persons with disabilities. 

The project would include sidewalks 
and pedestrian paths throughout the 
project site to allow for improved 
connections to surrounding 
neighborhoods and off-site 
pedestrian access. The project 
would be accessible for bicyclists 
and all persons. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-1.4 Require new development and 
redevelopment to apply universal design 
standards to the extent feasible. 

The proposed project would be 
subject to compliance with local 
regulations, including the City’s 
General Plan Circulation Element 
and the San Diego Forward plan. 
The proposed project would 
improve vehicular, pedestrian, and 
bicycle safety by reducing the 
existing four complex driveways 
down to two. Controlled access to 
the site would be provided with 
queuing space to avoid hazards 
associated with vehicles queueing 
across pedestrian paths and 
bikeways. To ensure pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety and the compatibility 
of the project with the surrounding 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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residential community, the project 
design includes traffic-calming 
measures. 

Goal C-2.0 A comprehensive circulation network to 
move people and goods safely and 
efficiently for all modes of travel. 

To reduce vehicle speeds and help 
improve the walking environment 
along South Nardo Avenue, the 
proposed project would include 
traffic-calming measures. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy C-2.3 Require new developments to be served 
by roads of adequate capacity and design 
standards to provide reasonable access 
by cars, trucks, transit, pedestrians, 
and/or bicycles. 

The proposed project would be on a 
currently developed site within a 
developed area, where existing 
roadway networks would 
adequately serve the project site 
and its surroundings. Improved 
access for cars would be achieved 
through the driveway access point 
relocations and redesign. Bus stops 
are available within 500 feet of the 
project site, and a transit station is 
approximately 1 mile away. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal C-3.0 Adequate measures to ensure traffic 
safety. 

To reduce vehicle speeds and help 
improve the walking environment 
along South Nardo Avenue, the 
proposed project would include 
traffic-calming measures. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy C-3.1 Ensure that the development of new 
private driveways does not pose 
significant traffic hazards for major 
arterials and residential collector roads.  

The project would reduce site 
driveways and relocate the primary 
entrance closer to main 
transportation arterials, and 
optimize internal circulation and on-
site parking. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-3.4 Implement traffic calming techniques, 
where appropriate, as a means to 
improve safety, increase efficiency of 
pick-up and drop-off operations at 
schools, and provide greater separation 
between pedestrians and vehicles. 

The project would include traffic-
calming measures to improve 
adherence to safe speed limits near 
the adjacent school. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-3.8 Maintain safety throughout the circulation 
system by taking opportunities to 
introduce a safe design speed to any new 
roadways or during improvements to 
existing roads or intersections. 

To reduce vehicle speeds and help 
improve the walking environment 
along South Nardo Avenue, the 
proposed project would include 
traffic-calming measures. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-3.9 Reduce accident risk on arterial streets 
by consolidating and minimizing 
driveways wherever possible. 

The project would reduce site 
driveways and relocate the primary 
entrance closer to main 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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transportation arterials, and 
optimize internal circulation and on-
site parking. 

(Goal C-5.0) 

Policy C-5.2 

Encourage improvements that minimize 
land acquisition and major construction, 
such as, but not limited to, lane restriping, 
enhanced road markings, synchronized 
traffic signals, Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) network management, and 
left turn lane restrictions. 

An objective of the proposed project 
is to enhance the community 
character and provide for a 
revitalized residential development 
that has fewer impacts on the local 
circulation by providing off-site 
traffic-calming measures on South 
Nardo Avenue, reducing site 
driveways and relocating the 
primary entrance closer to main 
transportation arterials, and 
optimizing internal circulation and 
on-site parking. Traffic-calming and 
pedestrian safety improvements are 
outlined within Section 3.12, Traffic 
and Circulation, of this DEIR. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal C-8.0 Safe alternatives to motorized 
transportation that meet the needs of all 
city residents, reduce vehicle trips, save 
energy, and improve air quality. 

Traffic-calming measures and 
internal pedestrian and bicycle 
corridors to off-site connections 
incorporated as part of project 
design would promote safe 
alternatives to motorized 
transportation. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy C-8.3 Require new or expanded uses to provide 
adequate bicycle parking and support 
facilities. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate on-site bicycle parking. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal C-9.0 A comprehensive and integrated bikeway 
system, which provides for the safe and 
efficient movement of cyclists. 

Although the project does not 
include bike lanes to surrounding 
corridors, the proposed project 
would include internal pathways and 
connections to off-site roadways 
accessible to bicyclists. Bike 
storage areas would be 
incorporated on site to promote bike 
use. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy C-9.6 Require new development and 
redevelopment to provide safe, secure 
bicycle parking facilities. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate on-site bicycle 
parking/lockers. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Goal C-10.0 A universally accessible, safe, and 
convenient system of sidewalks or 
pathways throughout the city that 
encourages walking and is harmonious 
with the surrounding neighborhood. 

The project would include sidewalks 
and pedestrian paths throughout the 
project site to allow for improved 
connections to surrounding 
neighborhood and pedestrian 
facilities, as well as improvements 
to pedestrian safety along adjacent 
street segments. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy C-10.4 Require new development and 
redevelopment to provide adequate 
pedestrian access and, where 
appropriate, incorporate pedestrian-
oriented street designs that provide a 
pleasant environment for walking. 

The project would include sidewalks 
and pedestrian paths throughout the 
project site to allow for improved 
connections to surrounding 
neighborhood and pedestrian 
facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-10.7 Improve pedestrian safety at intersections 
and mid-block crossings. 

The project would install curb 
extensions on the northwest and 
northeast corners of the Fresca 
Street/South Nardo Avenue 
intersection, which would narrow 
the street, reduce speeds, and 
make pedestrians more visible. 
Additionally, an existing striped 
yellow school crosswalk is located 
on the east leg of the South Nardo 
Avenue/Nardito Lane intersection 
serving the adjacent St. James 
Catholic Church and school. This 
crosswalk would be repainted with 
highly reflective paint to improve the 
visibility of the marked crosswalk.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-10.8 Reduce architectural barriers that restrict 
full movement and access by less mobile 
segments of the population consistent 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

The proposed project would be 
constructed in accordance with all 
requirements of the ADA. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal C-11.0 An adequate supply of private off-street 
and public parking to meet the needs of 
residents and visitors to the city in a way 
that balances economic development, 
livable neighborhoods, environmental 
health, and public safety.  

The proposed project would 
improve on-site parking and reduce 
the demand for street parking by 
providing garaged and surface 
parking spaces that increases the 
number of on-site parking spaces, 
meeting City standards. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 
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Policy C-11.1 In general, maintain parking 
requirements for specified land uses, 
but allow for a reduction in parking 
requirements for existing buildings that 
change uses and cannot accommodate 
current parking standards without 
significantly altering the site. 

The proposed project would offer 525 
on-site parking spaces, including 
covered, uncovered, and garaged 
parking. The project would surpass 
City standards. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-11.2  Ensure balance among visitor, business, 
and residential parking needs. 

The proposed project would offer 
525 on-site parking spaces, 
including 253 garage spaces, 25 
covered spaces, and 247 open 
spaces. The project would have 
adequate on-site parking for 
residents and visitors, and would 
surpass City standards. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-11.4 Require parking lots to provide shade 
through the use of landscaping (i.e., a 
tree canopy) and encourage the use of 
solar photovoltaic shading to reduce the 
heat island effect, where feasible. 

The proposed project would include 
garage and covered parking 
spaces. It has not yet been 
determined if the location of the 
proposed solar panels would be as 
roof-top or carport-top. The project 
would include trees throughout the 
project site that would provide 
shade in parking areas. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-11.6 Require the use of universal design 
standards in parking design and 
compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act accessibility guidelines. 

The project would be designed in 
compliance with all applicable ADA 
accessibility guidelines. The project 
would incorporate seven parking 
spaces that are ADA compliant. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy C-11.7 Provide clearly marked pedestrian paths 
between on-street parking, off-street 
parking facilities, and the buildings they 
serve, where feasible. 

The proposed project would 
improve vehicular and pedestrian 
and bicycle safety by reducing the 
existing four driveways to two. 
Controlled access to the property 
would be provided with queuing 
space to avoid hazards associated 
with vehicles queueing across 
pedestrian paths and bikeways. As 
part of pedestrian safety 
improvements along South Nardo 
Avenue, a ladder-striped crosswalk 
is recommended on the stop-
controlled north leg of the South 
Nardo Avenue/Fresca Street 
intersection. The ladder striped 
crosswalk painted with highlight 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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reflective paint would improve 
pedestrian visibility compared to 
existing conditions at this location. 

Policy C-12.4 Require new development and 
redevelopment to provide fair share 
contributions toward the costs of the 
public facilities, services, and 
infrastructure necessary to serve the 
development, including, but not limited to, 
transportation, water, sewer and 
wastewater treatment, solid waste, flood 
control and drainage, schools, fire and 
law enforcement protection, and parks 
and recreation. 

The proposed project would be 
subject to all applicable public 
services and utilities fees necessary 
to serve the development. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Noise Element 

Goal 3.1 To protect public health and welfare by 
eliminating existing noise problems and 
by preventing significant degradation of 
the future acoustic environment. 

Measures related to noise proposed 
as part of the project would reduce 
potential impacts as a result of 
project construction and operation 
to less than significant. With 
implementation of proposed 
measures, the project would not 
result in a significant degradation of 
the acoustic environment. 

With incorporation of 
proposed mitigation, 
the project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Objective 1.0 Establish a community noise standard 
that specifies acceptable limits of noise 
for various land uses throughout the city. 

Noise levels as a result of project 
construction would be substantially 
higher than the typical ambient 
daytime noise levels measured in 
the area. Noise levels could be as 
high as 82 decibels (dBA) Leq and 
would dominate the noise 
environment in the area during 
construction operations. To control 
construction noise to a level 
consistent with the City Noise 
Ordinance, measures NOI-1 
through NOI-7 would be 
implemented. 

 

SBMC Section 7.34.040, Sound 
Level Limits, specifies a maximum 
noise level for stationary equipment 
of 55 dBA from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
and 45 dBA from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 
when measured at any point on a 
neighboring property line. The make 

With incorporation of 
proposed mitigation, 
the project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 
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and model of the HVAC units has 
not yet been specified. Because 
some of the proposed residential 
buildings would be as near as 25 
feet from adjacent property 
boundaries, HVAC equipment could 
exceed the City’s noise standards 
for stationary source noise. 
Implementation of NOI-8 would 
reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant. 

Policy 1.a The city shall adopt a standards by which 
identifies interior and exterior noise 
standards in relation to specific land uses, 
particularly “noise sensitive” areas such 
as residential areas, schools, hospitals, 
open space preserves, and parks. The 
ordinance shall specify the maximum 
allowable noise levels for transportation 
sources, construction activities, and other 
non-transportation sources such as 
industrial and commercial land uses. 

The closest noise-sensitive 
receptors to the project site are the 
church, school, and playground, 
located within approximately 50 feet 
of the western project boundary. In 
addition, existing residential land 
uses to the north, south, and east 
are located within approximately 50 
to 100 feet of the project 
boundaries. The closest point of 
construction activities to these 
receivers would be approximately 
50 feet, and the farthest would be 
approximately 800 feet. The nearest 
receivers would be located 
approximately 200 feet away from 
the acoustic center of construction 
activity (the idealized point from 
which the energy sum of all 
construction activity noise near and 
far would be centered). A 
construction noise level of 88 dBA 
Leq at 50 feet would attenuate to 
approximately 76 dBA Leq 200 feet 
from the source. This noise level is 
substantially higher than the typical 
ambient daytime noise levels 
measured in the area. Noise levels 
of this magnitude would be readily 
audible and would dominate the 
noise environment in the area 
during construction. To control 
construction noise to a level 
consistent with the City Noise 
Ordinance, NOI-1 through NOI-7 
would be implemented. 

With incorporation of 
proposed mitigation, 
the project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Policy 1.b The adopted community noise standards 
shall be consistent with applicable state 
noise standards which specify that interior 
noise levels for residential living spaces 
shall not exceed 45 Ldn/CNEL. This 
standard shall be applied to all new 
single- and multi-family dwellings, hotels, 
and motels. 

The City and state require that 
interior noise levels not exceed 45 
dBA community noise equivalent 
level (CNEL) within multi-family 
homes. Typically, with the windows 
open, building shells provide 
approximately 15 dBA of noise 
reduction. Therefore, rooms 
exposed to an exterior CNEL 
greater than 60 dBA could result in 
an interior CNEL greater than 45 
dBA. The State Building Code 
recognizes this relationship, and, 
therefore, requires interior noise 
studies when the exterior noise 
level is projected to exceed 60 dBA 
CNEL. None of the representative 
modeled building facades would 
exceed 60 dBA CNEL. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 2.0 Establish measures by to control noise 
impacts from transportation related noise 
sources. 

According to the traffic noise 
modeling results (see Section 3.12), 
the project would result in noise 
increases of 1 dBA or less. Project-
related vehicle trips would not 
increase noise levels perceptibly or 
cause an exceedance of the City’s 
65 dBA CNEL noise standard; 
therefore, operational traffic noise 
impacts at the proposed future off-
site receivers would not be 
substantial.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 2.a The city shall require the construction of 
barriers to mitigate sound emissions 
where necessary and feasible. 

The proposed NOI-7 states that, 
prior to the commencement of any 
demolition, grading, or construction 
activity, the applicant shall install 
temporary noise barriers around 
construction areas adjacent to or 
within 50 feet of residences or other 
noise-sensitive land uses along the 
north, west, and south sides of the 
project site. Temporary noise 
barriers must be constructed of 
material with a minimum weight of 3 
pounds per square foot with no 
gaps or perforations. Noise barriers 
may be constructed of 0.625-inch 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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plywood, 0.625-inch oriented strand 
board, or hay bales. These barriers 
shall be a minimum of 8 feet in 
height and shall extend the full 
length of the demolition, grading, or 
construction area. 

Policy 4.a The city shall require that potential noise 
impacts be addressed for all projects as part 
of the initial study per CEQA to determine if 
unacceptable noise levels will be created or 
experienced. Depending on the level of 
impact, a noise impact evaluation may be 
required to be undertaken. Should noise 
abatement be necessary, the city shall 
require the implementation of mitigation 
measures based on a detailed technical 
study prepared by a qualified acoustical 
engineer. 

Potential noise impacts as a result 
of the proposed project have been 
fully analyzed within Section 3.10 of 
this DEIR. All potentially significant 
noise impacts have been 
addresses, as outlined in NOI-1 
through NOI-8. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 4.b The city shall not approve projects that do 
not comply with the standards established 
in the community noise ordinance 
concerning noise/land use compatibility 
unless all practical measures have been 
taken to mitigate potential noise impacts 
and the City Council adopts a “Statement 
of Overriding Considerations” which 
provides the rationale for approving such 
a project. 

As described above, potential noise 
impacts as a result of the proposed 
project have been fully analyzed 
within Section 3.10 of this DEIR. All 
potentially significant noise impacts 
have been addressed, as outlined in 
NOI-1 through NOI-8, 
implementation of which would 
reduce significant impacts or 
potentially significant impacts to 
less than significant. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Safety Element 

Goal 3.1 To minimize hazards to public health, 
safety, and welfare resulting for natural 
and man-made phenomena. 

Implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in any 
hazards to public health, safety, or 
welfare. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Objective 1.0 Ensure that geologic hazards in all areas 
for human use or habitation are mitigated 
properly or avoided prior to or during 
development 

Compliance with the California 
Building Code and the geotechnical 
report recommendations would not 
expose people or habitation to 
geologic hazards. No significant 
geologic hazards were observed or 
are known to exist on the site. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 
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Policy 1.a The city shall require geotechnical 
investigations by a certified engineering 
geologist for all grading and construction 
proposed within any area of significant 
erosion, slope instability, and/or areas 
subject to severe seismic hazards, 
including inland and coastal bluffs. 

A geotechnical investigation was 
completed for the proposed project in 
August 2014. No significant geologic 
hazards were observed or are known 
to exist on the site. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.b The city shall provide qualified expertise 
for the review of geotechnical reports and 
sufficient personnel for the field 
inspection of grading operations and 
construction. 

GEOCON prepared a geotechnical 
investigation for the project 
developer, H.G. Fenton Company, 
in August 2014. The City of Solana 
Beach Planning Commission 
received this report in October 
2014. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.c The city shall require construction to be in 
conformance with the Uniform Building 
Code, specifically Chapter 23 as it 
provides for earthquake resistant design, 
Chapter 70 as it provides for excavation 
and grading, and with the city’s adopted 
hillside development ordinance. 

The proposed project was designed 
in accordance with the 2010 
California Building Code and the 
recommendations included in the 
geotechnical investigation. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.e The city shall encourage programs to 
abate or modify structures deemed 
hazardous to human habitation. 

The proposed project is a 
redevelopment of the existing site 
and would incorporate the most 
recent California Building Code 
requirements throughout 
construction. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 2.0 Establish siting and development 
standards to reduce risk and damage 
from flood hazards. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate the most recent California 
Building Code requirements 
throughout construction phases, 
reducing risk and damage from 
potential flood hazards. 

This project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 2.d The city shall require the submittal of 
information prepared by a qualified civil or 
hydrological engineer which certifies 
compliance with development standards 
established for 100-year flood zones. 

A Preliminary Hydrology Study was 
completed by Pasco, Laret, Suiter, 
and Associates in August 2017 for 
the project developer, H.G. Fenton 
Company, and the City. The 
proposed project would comply with 
development standards established 
for 100-year flood zones. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 3.0 Minimize the adverse effects of 
urbanization upon drainage and flood 
control facilities. 

The proposed project would be on a 
currently developed site and would 
not affect drainage and flood control 
facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 
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Policy 3.a The city shall require the implementation 
of adequate erosion control measures for 
development projects to minimize 
sedimentation damage to drainage 
facilities. 

The proposed project would be 
required to implement best 
management practices for sediment 
control and erosion during and after 
construction activities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 3.b The city shall maintain its open space 
preserves and shall require developers to 
provide adequate open space pursuant to 
the standards established in the 
Conservation and Open Space Element of 
the General Plan and the city’s zoning 
ordinance as a measure to minimize 
impermeable surfaces throughout the city. 

The proposed project would include 
construction of 65,434 square feet 
of usable open space, which 
surpasses the requirements of the 
SBMC. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 4.0 Establish fire prevention regulations and 
standards to minimize potential fire 
hazards and fire losses. 

The project would be built in 
conformance with all applicable Fire 
Code policies, and the proximity of 
the project site to all eight Solana 
Beach, Encinitas, and Del Mar Fire 
Stations would ensure adequate on-
site fire protection. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 4.a The city shall enact an ordinance which 
establishes criteria for land development 
in hillside areas with emphasis on fire-
retardant construction materials, access 
for fire-fighting personnel and equipment, 
removal of combustible vegetation, and 
minimizing the overall exposure to risks 
associated with wildfires and adjacent 
structure fires. 

The project would be built in 
conformance with all applicable Fire 
Code policies. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 4.b The city shall enact an ordinance which 
establishes structural design standards to 
ensure adequate fire safety. 

The project would be built in 
conformance with all applicable Fire 
Code policies. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 4.c The city shall ensure that development is 
phased properly in relation to the city’s 
ability to provide an adequate level of fire 
protection. 

Development phasing would 
conform to all applicable Fire Code 
policies. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 4.e The city Fire Department shall review 
proposed site plans to ensure that 
adequate fire safety measures are 
provided. 

Per review of the proposed site 
plans by the City’s Fire Department, 
the project would be built in 
conformance with all applicable Fire 
Code policies pursuant to the City’s 
General Plan, and the proximity of 
the project site to all eight fire 
stations would ensure adequate on-
site fire protection. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Goal 3.2 To provide a safe and secure 
environment for the city’s residents, 
workers and visitors. 

Implementation of the project’s 
proposed safety designs would 
ensure a secure environment to 
residents. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Objective 1.0 Provide an adequate level of police 
protection throughout the city. 

The Encinitas Sheriff Station, which 
would serve the project site, has a 
command staff of 88 sworn officers 
and 14 non-sworn staff. Staff levels 
would be adequate to serve the 
project. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 1.b The city shall enact an ordinance which 
specifies site design standards for 
ensuring adequate emergency access. 

The proposed project would 
implement an emergency access 
plan that would be available for all 
residents. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.c The city shall require new developments 
and improvements to employ defensible 
space concepts into site design and 
building specifications (e.g., appropriate 
setbacks, adequate lighting of walkways 
and parking lots, and the use of burglary-
resistant hardware and fixtures in 
buildings). 

The proposed project would 
implement appropriate setbacks, 
adequate interior and exterior 
lighting of walkways and parking 
lots, and the use of burglary-
resistant features around the 
complex. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.d The city shall encourage the use of state-
of-the-art design concepts and 
technological improvements for the 
prevention of crime. 

The project would include security 
gates, fencing, and lighting. Security 
gates would remain open during the 
day and closed at night. When 
gates are closed, residents would 
access with a fob/remote, and 
guests would enter by using a call-
box at the gate.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal 3.1 To protect and conserve the City’s natural 
and cultural resources. 

The proposed project would be 
constructed on currently developed 
land. No natural or cultural 
resources are known to exist on the 
project site. If, in the construction 
and grading process, any cultural 
resources are found, construction 
would stop immediately. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Objective 1.0 Ensure that the quality of water resources 
do not violate state and federal water 
quality standards as a result of 
development within the city of Solana 
Beach. 

The proposed project would not 
violate state or federal water quality 
standards. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 
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Policy 1.b The city shall require the incorporation of 
adequate erosion control measures into 
development projects that may otherwise 
impact water resources adversely. Such 
measures shall be reviewed by the 
Planning and Engineering Departments 
and shall include sandbagging of newly 
graded slopes, prompt planting of 
disturbed areas, phasing of grading and 
construction activities to minimize 
exposed areas susceptible to erosion, 
and the routing of runoff flows through 
desilting basins prior to discharge into 
any watercourse. 

The applicant would be required to 
implement best management 
practices for sediment control and 
erosion during and after 
construction activities. All control 
measures would be reviewed by the 
City’s Planning and Engineering 
Departments. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 2.0 Maintain adequate domestic water 
supplies for all residents and uses within 
the city. 

The proposed project would be 
accommodated by existing water 
supplies from the Santa Fe 
Irrigation District, San Diego County 
Water Authority, and San Elijo Joint 
Powers Authority. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 2.a The city shall require all new developments 
to incorporate water conservation measures 
into project design to the greatest extent 
possible. Such measures may include, but 
are not limited to, the use of plumbing 
fixtures which reduce water usage (in 
accordance with Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code) and xeriscape 
landscaping which maximizes the use of 
drought-tolerant plant species and drip 
irrigation systems. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate low-water-use 
appliances, drought-tolerant 
landscaping, and a saltwater pool 
with solar heating. The project 
would comply with Title 24 
regulations. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 2.b The city shall support projects involving 
water reclamation (such as the San Elijo 
treatment plant) by using reclaimed water 
for irrigation of public landscaped areas to 
the greatest feasible extent. Further, the 
city shall encourage the use of such 
water in privately owned areas. 

The proposed project would use the 
San Elijo treatment plant and would 
incorporate sustainable design 
features to minimize water demand, 
such as low water use and 
reclaimed water use for irrigation. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 3.0 Conserve and recycle important 
resources. 

The proposed project would be 
required to present a Waste 
Management Plan to show that at 
least 50% of all construction and 
demolition materials would be 
recycled. In addition, the proposed 
project would use recycled water for 
irrigation.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 
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Policy 3.a The city shall participate in the county’s 
efforts to recycle waste products such as 
glass, broken concrete, asphalt, etc. for 
use as construction materials. 

The applicant would be responsible 
for submitting a Waste Management 
Plan prior to receiving a demolition 
or building permit, and would not 
receive final project approval until 
the applicant proves that at least 
50% of the debris has been 
recycled. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 3.b The city shall encourage efforts to 
increase public participation in recycling 

In addition to meeting the City’s 
recycling requirements, property 
management would actively 
promote recycling. Recycling bins 
would be provided throughout the 
property, as well as next to printers 
and mail stations in the office. At 
move-in, residents would be 
supplied with reusable tote bags 
and reusable water bottles to help 
reduce trash. At the leasing office, 
eco-friendly cups made from 
recycled plant material would be 
used for water and coffee, and 
property management staff would 
be discouraged from using anything 
but reusable water bottles and 
coffee cups. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 4.0 Encourage sound environmental planning 
practices in all developments. 

The proposed project contractor 
would be required to execute the 
City of Solana Beach Construction 
and Demolition Recycling 
Ordinance, which would ensure that 
the project would comply with all 
federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 4.a The city shall use the environmental 
review procedures established by the 
California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) to ensure that potential adverse 
effects upon natural and cultural 
resources are identified. 

This DEIR was prepared as a part of 
the CEQA process for the proposed 
project, and identifies whether 
potential adverse effects on natural 
and cultural resources would occur. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 4.b The city shall not permit land uses that 
would have unavoidable significant 
adverse impacts upon natural or cultural 
resources unless a statement of 
overriding considerations is adopted by 
the Solana Beach City Council. 

Implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in 
unavoidable significant adverse 
impacts to natural or cultural 
resources. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Policy 4.c Technical reports made available to the 
public in conjunction with environmental 
documentation shall include summaries 
written for laypersons (e.g., soils and 
geology reports that minimize the use of 
technical jargon). 

All technical reports and this DEIR 
include summaries regarding 
potential effects with 
implementation of the proposed 
project that minimize the use of 
technical jargon. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Objective 5.0 Preserve important biological habitat and 
protect sensitive, rare, and endangered 
species of flora and fauna. 

The project site in not located on or 
near important biological habitat; 
sensitive lands; or endangered 
species, flora, or fauna. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 5.a The city shall require that all development 
proposals provide adequate mitigation 
measures for identified significant 
biological resources, including selective 
preservation, replanting, sensitive site 
planning techniques, the provision of 
replacement habitat, and/or other 
appropriate measures. 

The project site is not located on or 
around any identified significant 
biological resources. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 5.c The city shall establish a heritage tree 
program which identifies mature trees 
that are to be preserved and protected 
from public and private development 
activities. Further, this program shall set 
forth procedures to be followed by the city 
staff in the site plan review process to 
ensure compliance with the program and 
shall outline appropriate measures to 
preserve mature trees 

The proposed project would be 
subject to Policy 3.52 of the LUP, 
which states that new development 
on sites containing native trees 
include a Tree Protection Plan. As 
the proposed project would require 
the removal of native trees on site, 
the project would conflict with this 
policy, and impacts would be 
potentially significant. The applicant 
would be required to implement a 
Tree Protection Plan, which would 
include the planting of replacement 
trees on site at a ratio of 1:1 for 
every native tree removed, in 
accordance with the City’s LUP 
Policy 3.52. 

With implementation 
of BIO-1, the project 
would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Objective 6.0 Prevent the loss of important historical, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources. 

In the event a historical, 
archaeological, or paleontological 
resource is discovered during 
project construction, a qualified 
Native American monitor or 
paleontologist would be present to 
identify the finding. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 6.b The City shall require that sites proposed for 
future development are to be evaluated by 
certified archaeologists and/or 
paleontologists in accordance with the 

The proposed project site will be 
evaluated by certified archaeologists 
and/or paleontologists in accordance 
with CEQA. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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California Environmental Quality Act. Where 
potentially significant adverse impacts are 
identified, the city shall require appropriate 
mitigation measures such as in situ 
preservation or professional retrieval. 

Objective 7.0 Reduce the city’s demands upon 
conventional, non-renewable sources of 
energy. 

The proposed project would 
incorporate sustainable design such 
as solar power, electric vehicle (EV) 
charging stations, energy-efficient 
lighting, Energy Star appliances, 
and low-water- use landscaping. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 7.a The city shall require new developments 
to incorporate energy conservation 
measures and promote alternative energy 
systems 

The proposed project would include 
sustainable design improvements 
such as solar power, EV charging 
stations, energy-efficient lighting, 
Energy Star appliances, and 
drought-tolerant landscaping. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Goal 3.2 To protect and enhance sensitive open 
space areas and viewsheds.  

The proposed project is not located 
on or around sensitive open space, 
and does not block any designated 
City viewsheds. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Objective 2.0 Preserve the city’s hillside areas and 
natural landforms in their present state to 
the greatest extent possible. 

The proposed project site is on 
currently developed and graded 
land, and would not affect hillside 
areas or natural landforms. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 2.a The city shall enact a hillside development 
ordinance which contains development 
standards to: 1) maintain the natural visual 
character of the hillsides to the maximum 
feasible extent, 2.) integrate architecture 
and landscaping into the hillside setting, 3) 
preserve significant visual and 
environmental elements, 4) minimize 
grading impacts, 5) restrict development on 
slopes of greater than 25%, 6) preserve 
prominent ridgelines, 7) require the 
contouring of manufactured slopes to blend 
with natural slopes, 8) encourage the use of 
innovative structural designs which adapt to 
the natural topography, 9) discourage “stair-
stepping” of building pads, 10) require the 
blending of colors and materials with the 
hillside environment, and 11) provide for the 
planting of slopes with fire-retardant, 
drought-tolerant materials. 

The 13.41-acre site is located within 
the HRd Zone, which allows 13 to 
20 dwelling units per acre. SBMC 
Section 17.20.030 (B)(4) requires 
an adjustment to the maximum 
allowable density for multiple-
dwelling-unit projects located in or 
in proximity to sensitive lands such 
as steep slopes, per SBMC Table 
17.20.030-D, Density Adjustment 
Multiplier. Slope Adjustment 
Dwelling Units would apply to the 
project site. 

With approval of a 
Development Review 
Permit, Structure 
Development Permit, 
Density Bonus 
Agreement, and 
proposed waivers, 
the project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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Objective 3.0 Maintain the quality of scenic views in the 
city as well as the overall visual quality of 
the city’s landscape. 

The proposed project site is not 
located in or around any City-
designated view corridor or scenic 
roadway. Considering the location 
of the project site around other 
similar multi-family and residential 
land uses, the overall visual quality 
of the City’s landscape would not be 
affected. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
objective. 

Policy 3.a The city shall require new developments 
to be subjected to visual impact analyses 
where potential impacts upon sensitive 
locations are identified. 

A visual impact analysis was 
completed for the proposed project. 
Nine key observation points of the 
project site were taken from areas 
surrounding the site. Although the 
proposed project would change the 
visual quality as seen from one of 
the nine key observation points, the 
overall project would not impact any 
sensitive locations. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 3.b The city shall require that new structures 
and improvements be integrated with the 
surrounding environment to the greatest 
possible extent. 

Architecture style and landscaping 
of the proposed project would be 
consistent with the surrounding 
community. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 3.c The city shall enforce its adopted design 
guidelines as specified in the community 
design element of this general plan. 

With the City’s approval of the 
project’s Development Review 
Permit and Structure Development 
Permit, the project would conform to 
the City’s adopted design 
guidelines. 

With approval of 
Development 
Permits, the project 
would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Policy 3.d The city shall encourage the preservation 
of private views, including policies for tree 
trimming and removal. 

As discussed in Section 3.1 
Aesthetics, the project would result 
in changes from public and private 
views. However, the scale of visible 
structures throughout the site would 
not be substantially changed, and 
the revised grading throughout the 
project would result in an increase 
in useable open space over existing 
conditions as well as open up views 
across the site and of the horizon. 
As such, impacts to visual character 
from public and private views are 
determined to be less than 
significant. The proposed project is 
subject to the City’s View 
Assessment process under the 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 
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View Assessment Commission and 
SBMC Chapter 17.63, View 
Ordinance. The VAC assesses view 
assessment applications and makes 
recommendations to the City 
Council.  

Goal 3.3 To meet the needs of the entire 
community by providing an adequate 
level of parks and recreational 
opportunities. 

The small increase in population 
generated from the proposed 
project would not degrade 
surrounding parks or recreational 
areas. Additionally, the proposed 
project includes on-site recreational 
areas such as open turf areas, a 
swimming pool and spa, barbeque 
and dining areas, and a bocce ball 
court. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy 3.b The city shall require developers of 
residential land to dedicate land or fees 
for parks to ensure the continued 
provision of at least 3 acres of park land 
for every 1,000 residents. 

The proposed project would pay all 
required applicable fees. 
Additionally, the proposed project 
would incorporate more usable 
open space on site than what is 
required by the City. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Economic Development Element 

Goal 3.3 To assure continued delivery of adequate 
public services and facilities to City 
residents and organizations, within the 
limits posed by fiscal resources. 

The proposed project would be 
adequately served by all public 
services and facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
goal. 

Policy 2.b The City shall establish a development 
monitoring program to track development 
activities as they relate to the need for 
expanded public services and facilities. 

The proposed project would not 
necessitate the expansion of public 
services or facilities. 

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 2.c The City shall continue a developer fee 
structure for providing development 
services. 

The proposed project would not 
necessitate improvements to 
existing City services or facilities.  

The project would be 
consistent with this 
policy. 

1 Source: City of Solana Beach 2014b 
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Public Access and Recreation 

Policy 2.4 The City shall assure that the recreational 
needs resulting from any proposed 
development will not overload nearby 
coastal recreation areas by correlating the 
amount of development with local park 
acquisition at three acres per 1000 
population, and/or development plans with 
the provision of on-site recreational 
facilities to serve new development. 

The increase of approximately 147 
residents would require the developer to 
provide approximately 0.45 acre of park 
land to account for the additional 
residents. The project proposes 
construction of 65,434 square feet of 
usable open space on site, as shown in 
Figure 3.14-1 in Section 3.14, 
Recreation, of this DEIR, and 
recreational facilities such as a pool and 
club house. Due to the minimal 
population increase and on-site open 
space and recreation areas, increase in 
the use of existing neighborhood parks 
is not expected to result in substantial 
deterioration or adverse effects to 
existing parks. 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy. 

Policy 2.24 New development shall provide off-street 
parking sufficient to serve the approved 
use in order to minimize impacts to public 
street parking available for coastal access 
and recreation. 

The project would replace the existing 
311 on-site parking spaces and provide 
a total of 525 parking spaces consisting 
of 253 garage spaces, 25 covered 
spaces, and 247 open spaces. The 
project would result in an increase of 
214 on-site parking spaces, substantially 
reducing the need for street parking.  

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy. 

Marine and Land Resources 

Policy 3.11 New development shall be sited and 
designed to avoid impacts to ESHA. For 
development permitted pursuant to Policy 
3.10, if there is not feasible alternative that 
can eliminate all impacts, then the 
alternative that would result in the fewest or 
least significant impacts shall be selected. 
Impacts to ESHA that cannot be avoided 
through the implementation of sitting and 
design alternatives shall be fully mitigated, 
with priority given to on-site mitigation. Off-
site mitigation measures shall only be 
approved when it is not feasible to fully 
mitigate impacts on-site or where off-site 
mitigation is more protective. Mitigation 
shall not substitute for implementation of 
the project alternative that would avoid 
impacts to ESHA. Mitigation for impacts to 
ESHA shall be provided at a 3:1 ratio. 

The proposed project is not located 
within an Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Area (ESHA), and neither 
construction nor operation of the 
proposed project would result in impacts 
to a designated ESHA. 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy. 
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Policy 3.32 For development in locations known, or 
determined by environmental review, to 
potentially have breeding or nesting sensitive 
birds species, two weeks prior to any 
scheduled development, a qualified biological 
monitor shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey of the site and within 500 feet of the 
project site. Sensitive bird species are those 
species designated “threatened” or 
“endangered” by state or federal agencies, 
California Species of Special Concern, 
California Fully Protected Species, raptors, 
and large wading birds. In addition, surveys 
must be conducted every two weeks for 
sensitive nesting birds during the breeding 
season. If nesting sensitive birds are detected 
at any time during the breeding season, the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
shall be notified and an appropriate 
disturbance set-back will be determined and 
imposed until the young-of-the-year are no 
longer reliant upon the nest. The set-back or 
buffer shall be no less than 100 feet. 

The proposed project would be required 
under LUP Policy 3.32 to conduct 
nesting bird surveys prior to ground-
disturbing activities. 

Implementation of BIO-2 (see Section 
3.3, Biological Resources, of this DEIR) 
would reduce potential impacts to 
species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant with incorporation of 
BIO-2. 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy with 
implementation 
of BIO-2. 

Policy 3.45 Cut and fill slopes and other areas 
disturbed by construction activities 
(including areas disturbed by fuel 
modification or brush clearance) shall be 
landscaped or revegetated at the 
completion of grading. Landscape plans 
shall provide that: 

 Plantings shall be native, non-invasive 
drought-tolerant salt-tolerant and fire 
resistant plant species, and blend with 
existing natural vegetation and natural 
habitats on the site, except as noted 
below. 

 Invasive plant species that tend to 
supplant native species and natural 
habitats shall be prohibited. 

 Non-invasive ornamental plants and 
lawn may be permitted in combination 
with native, drought-tolerant, salt 
tolerant and fire resistant species within 
the irrigated zone(s) required for fuel 
modification nearest approved 
residential structures. 

The proposed project would require 
development on slopes 0–25% and 25–
40%. The landscape plan prepared for 
the proposed project incorporates native, 
non-invasive drought-tolerant plant 
species into the project design.  

 

Additionally, the applicant would 
provide a tree protection plan that 
commits to preserving as many native 
trees as feasible along the project 
boundary in an effort to maintain 
current landscape aesthetics. 
However, based on the site design 
constraints to realize the allowable 
density development, it is anticipated 
that the root zones, if not the trees 
themselves, of all on-site native trees 
would be compromised and their 
removal would be unavoidable. Where 
removal of native trees cannot be 
avoided per LUP Policy 3.52, they 
must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio per 
LUP Policy 3.53. BIO-1 is required to 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy with 
implementation 
of BIO-1. 
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 Landscaping or revegetation shall 
provide 90% coverage within five 
years, or that percentage of ground 
cover demonstrated locally appropriate 
for a healthy stand of the particular 
native vegetation type chosen for 
restoration. Landscaping or 
revegetation that is located within any 
required fuel modification thinning zone 
shall provide 60% coverage within five 
years. 

 Any landscaping or revegetation shall 
be monitored for a period of at least 
five, and no more years than ten 
following the completion of planting. 
Performance criteria shall be designed 
to measure the success of the 
plantings. Adaptive management 
techniques shall be implemented if 
necessary. If performance standards 
are not met by the end of five years, 
the applicant may request that the 
monitoring period be extended up to an 
additional five years until the standards 
are met. However, if at any time after 
five years the applicant concludes that 
performance standards cannot be met, 
or if ten years have elapsed and 
performance standards have still not 
been met, the applicant shall submit an 
amendment proposing alternative 
mitigation measures. 

ensure that any mature trees lost are 
replaced at a 1:1 ratio in compliance 
with this policy. 

Policy 3.51 New development shall be sited and 
designed to preserve oak, sycamore, alder, 
willow, toyon, or other native trees that are 
not otherwise protected as ESHA. Removal 
of native trees shall be prohibited except 
where no other feasible alternative exists. 
Structures, including roads or driveways, 
shall be sited to prevent any encroachment 
into the root zone and to provide an 
adequate buffer outside of the root zone of 
individual native trees in order to allow for 
future growth. 

There are five sycamore trees located 
on site. Under the LUP, development 
must be sited and designed to avoid 
removal of trees and encroachment into 
the root zone of each tree. The applicant 
would provide a tree protection plan that 
commits to preserving as many native 
trees as feasible along the project 
boundary to maintain current landscape 
aesthetics.  

However, based on the site design 
constraints to realize the allowable density 
development, it is anticipated that the root 
zones, if not the trees themselves, of all 
on-site native trees may be compromised 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy with 
implementation 
of BIO-1. 
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and their removal could be unavoidable.  

As discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives, 
Alternatives 6 and 7 would disturb the 
entire project site to a similar degree as the 
proposed project and would include similar 
landscaping. The No Project Alternative 
would avoid the removal of many existing 
on-site trees, however, none of the project 
objectives would be met. Therefore, there 
is no feasible alternative that would avoid 
tree removal. Where removal of native 
trees cannot be avoided per LUP Policy 
3.52, they must be replaced at a 1:1 ratio 
per LUP Policy 3.53. Implementation of 
BIO-1 and the Landscape Plan would 
reduce potential impacts. 

Policy 3.52 New development on sites containing 
native trees shall include a tree protection 
plan. 

Five native trees (sycamores) were 
identified on site, triggering a 
requirement to prepare a tree protection 
plan (LUP 3.52). As previously 
discussed, there is no feasible 
alternative that would avoid tree 
removal. The applicant would provide a 
tree protection plan that commits to 
preserving as many native trees as 
feasible along the project boundary to 
maintain current landscape aesthetics. 
However, based on the site design 
constraints to realize the allowable 
density development, it is anticipated 
that the root zones, if not the trees 
themselves, of all on-site native trees 
would be compromised and their 
removal would be unavoidable. Where 
removal of native trees cannot be 
avoided per LUP Policy 3.52, they must 
be replaced at a 1:1 ratio per LUP Policy 
3.53. Implementation of BIO-1 would 
reduce potential impacts. 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy with 
implementation 
of BIO-1. 

Policy 3.53 Where the removal of native trees cannot 
be avoided through the implementation of 
project alternatives or where development 
encroachments into the protected zone of 
native trees result in the loss or worsened 
health of the trees, mitigation measures 
shall include, at a minimum, the planting of 

As previously described, there is no 
feasible alternative that would avoid tree 
removal. As such, the proposed project 
would require the removal of native trees 
on site, and the applicant would be 
required to implement a Tree Protection 
Plan, which would include the planting of 

The project 
would be 
consistent with 
this policy with 
implementation 
of BIO-1. 
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Table 3.9-2 
Project’s Consistency with City of Solana Beach LUP Policies 

Goal/ 
Recommendation 

Number Goal/Recommendation Project 

Project 
Consistency/ 
Inconsistency 

replacement trees on-site, if suitable area 
exists on the project site, at a ratio of 1:1 
for every tree removed. Where on-site 
mitigation is not feasible, off-site mitigation 
shall be provided through planting 
replacement trees or by providing an in-lieu 
fee based on the type, size and age of the 
tree(s) removed. The number of 
replacement trees allowed to be planted 
within the very high fire hazard severity 
zone will be approved by the Fire Marshal. 
Proper spacing of tree trunks and canopies 
will be maintained in accordance with the 
Fire Code for trees in this zone. Any new or 
replacement tree planted in this zone shall 
be fire resistive and on the Planning and 
Fire Department approved planting list. 

replacement trees on site at a ratio of 
1:1 for every tree removed in 
accordance with the City’s LUP Policy 
3.52. Implementation of BIO-1 would 
reduce potential impacts. 

 

Table 3.9-3 
Waiver Summary Table 

Type of Waiver Requested Existing Standard Proposed Project 

Wall and fence height 16 feet A maximum of 25 feet (6-foot-tall fence on top of 19 feet of fill) outside 
the building setbacks (interior of the property) due to the proposed 
finished grade elevations at various locations across the site. 

42 inches (3.5 feet) 

(existing condition), 
above 6 foot 

maximum 

Increase to 222 inches (18.5 feet) within the front and street-side yards 
to accommodate lowering of the existing grade to the proposed pad 
elevations along Nardo Avenue at the northwestern corner of the 
project site. To reduce the effect of the wall height, this tallest wall 
would be broken into three segments and staggered to allow planting at 
each wall level. 

42 inches (3.5 feet) 

(existing condition), 
above 6 foot 

maximum 

Increase height to a maximum 120 inches (10 feet) within the front and 
street-side yards on the east side of the project site along both Nardo 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue. 

6 feet A maximum of 12 feet along the southern side of the project site within 
the 25-foot rear yard setback. 

Maximum exposed retaining 
wall height 

72 inches (6 feet) A maximum of up to 15 feet to accommodate areas just beyond the 
building footprints of Buildings 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 16. These 
buildings would incorporate a 16.25-foot-tall internal retaining wall to 
create a split-level building (18.5 feet for staggered walls on an incline). 
A retaining wall matching that height is proposed to extend out enough 
to create pedestrian access to the sides of the building at both the 
upper and lower levels. 
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Table 3.9-3 
Waiver Summary Table 

Type of Waiver Requested Existing Standard Proposed Project 

Building height* 30 feet A maximum of up to 47.1 feet. Without this waiver, the project would be 
physically precluded from being constructed. Specifically, the entire 
project as proposed could not be constructed without reshaping the 
ground within the project boundaries. Without a waiver of the building 
height requirement, reshaping the ground could not occur sufficient to 
allow the development. 

Source: H.G. Fenton 2017a.  
* See H.G. Fenton 2017b for building locations where height increases of more than 30 feet would occur. 
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3.10 NOISE 

This section provides an overview of the existing noise setting within the proposed Solana 
Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and vicinity, identifies 
associated regulatory requirements, and evaluates potential impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this section is based in part on 
the noise measurements and modeling calculations provided as Appendix L to this DEIR.  

Noise Definitions and Criteria 

The following is a brief discussion of fundamental noise concepts and basic terminology. 

Sound, Noise, and Acoustics  

Sound consists of three components: the sound source, the sound path, and the sound receiver. 
All three components must be present for sound to exist. Without a source to produce sound, 
there is no sound. Similarly, without a medium to transmit sound pressure waves, there is no 
sound. Finally, sound must be received; a hearing organ, sensor, or object must be present to 
perceive, register, or be affected by sound or noise. In most situations, there are many different 
sound sources, paths, and receptors rather than just one of each. Acoustics is the field of science 
that deals with the production, propagation, reception, effects, and control of sound. Noise is 
defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired. 

Sound Pressure Levels and Decibels  

The amplitude of a sound determines its loudness. Loudness of sound increases with increasing 
amplitude. Sound pressure amplitude is measured in units of micronewton per square meter, also 
called micropascal. One micropascal is approximately one-hundred billionth (0.00000000001) of 
normal atmospheric pressure. The pressure of a very loud sound may be 200 million 
micropascals, or 10 million times the pressure of the weakest audible sound. Because expressing 
sound levels in terms of micropascal would be very cumbersome, sound pressure level in 
logarithmic units is used instead to describe the ratio of actual sound pressures to a reference 
pressure squared. These units are called Bels. To provide a finer resolution, a Bel is subdivided 
into 10 decibels, abbreviated dB. 

A-Weighted Sound Level  

Sound pressure level alone is not a reliable indicator of loudness. The frequency, or pitch, of a 
sound also has a substantial effect on how humans will respond. Although the intensity (energy 
per unit area) of the sound is a purely physical quantity, the loudness or human response is 
determined by the characteristics of the human ear.  
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Human hearing is limited not only in the range of audible frequencies but also in the way it perceives 
the sound in that range. In general, the healthy human ear is most sensitive to sounds between 1,000 
hertz (Hz) and 5,000 Hz, and it perceives a sound within that range as more intense than a sound of 
higher or lower frequency with the same magnitude. To approximate the frequency response of the 
human ear, a series of sound level adjustments is usually applied to the sound measured by a sound 
level meter. The adjustments (referred to as a weighting network) are frequency-dependent. 

The A-scale weighting network approximates the frequency response of the average young ear when 
listening to most ordinary sounds. When people make judgments about the relative loudness or 
annoyance of a sound, their judgments correlate well with the A-scale sound levels of those sounds. 
Other weighting networks have been devised to address high noise levels or other special situations 
(e.g., B-scale, C-scale, D-scale), but these scales are rarely used in conjunction with most 
environmental noise. Noise levels are typically reported in terms of A-weighted sound levels. All 
sound levels discussed in this report are A-weighted (dBA). Examples of typical noise levels for 
common indoor and outdoor activities are depicted in Table 3.10-1.  

Table 3.10-1 
Typical Sound Levels in the Environment  

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dB) Common Indoor Activities 

 110 Rock band 

Jet fly-over at 300 meters (1,000 feet) 100  

Gas lawn mower at 1 meter (3 feet) 90  

Diesel truck at 15 meters (50 feet), at 80 
kilometers/hour (50 miles per hour) 

80 Food blender at 1 meter (3 feet), garbage disposal at 1 
meter (3 feet) 

Noisy urban area, daytime 

Gas lawn mower at 30 meters (100 feet) 

70 Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters (10 feet) 

Commercial area 

Heavy traffic at 90 meters (300 feet) 

60 Normal speech at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Quiet urban daytime 50 Large business office, dishwasher next room 

Quiet urban nighttime 40 Theater, large conference room (background) 

Quiet suburban nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet rural nighttime 20 Bedroom at night, concert hall (background) 

 10 Broadcast/recording studio 

Lowest threshold of human hearing 0 Lowest threshold of human hearing 

Source: Caltrans 1998. 

Human Response to Changes in Noise Levels  

Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to 
discern changes in sound levels of 1 dB when exposed to steady, single-frequency signals in the 
mid-frequency range. Outside such controlled conditions, the trained ear can detect changes of 2 
dB in normal environmental noise. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear, however, 
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can barely perceive noise level changes of 3 dB. A change of 5 dB is readily perceptible, an 
increase of 10 dB is perceived as twice as loud, and a decrease by 10 dB is perceived as half as 
loud. As discussed previously, a doubling of sound energy results in a 3 dB increase in sound, 
which means that a doubling of sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of traffic on a road) 
would result in a barely perceptible change in sound level). 

Noise Descriptors  

Additional units of measure have also been developed to evaluate the long-term characteristics of 
sound. The equivalent sound level (Leq) is also referred to as the time-average sound level. It is the 
equivalent steady-state sound level that in a stated period of time would contain the same acoustical 
energy as the time-varying sound level during the same time period. The 1-hour A-weighted 
equivalent sound level, Leq (h), is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring 
during a 1-hour period and is the basis for the City of Solana Beach (City) noise ordinance criteria.  

People are generally more sensitive and annoyed by noise occurring during the evening and 
nighttime hours. Thus, another noise descriptor used in community noise assessments termed the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) was introduced. The CNEL scale represents a time-
weighted, 24-hour average noise level based on the A-weighted sound level. The CNEL accounts 
for the increased noise sensitivity during the evening hours (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime 
hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) by adding 5 dB and 10 dB, respectively, to the average sound levels 
occurring during the nighttime hours. 

Sound Propagation  

Sound propagation (i.e., the passage of sound from a noise source to a receiver) is influenced by 
several factors. These factors include geometric spreading, ground absorption, and atmospheric 
effects, as well as shielding by natural and/or man-made features. 

Sound levels are attenuated at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from an 
outdoor point source due to the geometric spreading of the sound waves. Additional sound 
attenuation can result from man-made features such as intervening walls and buildings, as well 
as natural features such as hills and dense woods. Atmospheric conditions such as humidity, 
temperature, and wind gradients can temporarily either increase or decrease sound levels. In 
general, the greater the distance the receiver is from the source, the greater the potential for 
variation in sound levels due to atmospheric effects. 

3.10.1 Existing Environment 

The project site is located at 661 to 781 South Nardo Avenue and 821 Stevens Avenue in the City of 
Solana Beach in north coastal San Diego County, California, (see Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2). The 
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project site encompasses approximately 13.4 acres on three parcels in an urban setting and is 
surrounded by single-family residences to the north, Solana Pointe Apartments to the northeast, a 
residential and commercial area to the east, single-family residences to the southeast, Turfwood 
condominiums to the south, and St. James Catholic Church and school campus to the west. Major 
circulation corridors surrounding the project site within less than a 1-mile radius include Interstate 5 
(I-5) and Stevens Avenue to the east, Via de la Valle to the south, Lomas Santa Fe Drive to the north, 
and Highway 101 to the west. The Del Mar Racetrack is located approximately 0.4 mile to the south 
of the project site, and is described in the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan as intermittent 
type noise during horse races. The racetrack is owned and operated by the state, and therefore, noise 
ordinances adopted by the City are not enforceable for the noise generated at the racetrack since it is 
outside the City’s jurisdiction (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue are the primary noise sources in the vicinity of the 
proposed project. South Nardo Avenue is a two-way, two-lane roadway that extends from Lomas 
Santa Fe Drive in the north to East Solana Circle in the south. At East Solana Circle, South 
Nardo Avenue continues east to terminate at Stevens Avenue. South Nardo Avenue is located 
along the northern boundary of the project site. The existing (2014) traffic volume along South 
Nardo Avenue from East Solana Circle to Fresca Street is approximately 2,296 average daily 
trips (ADT); from Fresca Street to Stevens Avenue, the traffic volume on South Nardo Avenue is 
approximately 3,000 ADT. Stevens Avenue is the eastern boundary of the project site. In the 
project site vicinity, Stevens Avenue transitions from a two-way, four-lane roadway to a two-
way, two-lane roadway. The existing traffic volume along Stevens Avenue from Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive to South Nardo Avenue is approximately 9,741 ADT; from South Nardo Avenue to Valley 
Avenue the traffic volume is approximately 10,244 ADT (Appendix M). 

Other arterial roadways also contribute to the ambient noise environment, as background noise. 
The I-5 freeway is located approximately1,600 feet east of the project site, and Highway 101 and 
the adjacent rail line (operated by the North County Transit District) are located approximately 
2,000 feet to the west. The project site is located outside of the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours for 
the I-5, Highway 101, and the rail line (City of Solana Beach 1988). 

The project site is located approximately 10 miles northwest of U.S. Marine Corps Air Station 
Miramar, and approximately 10 miles south of McClellan–Palomar Airport, and is not within the 
Airport Influence Areas of either of these facilities.  

Noise measurements were conducted at, and adjacent to, the project site to characterize the 
existing noise environment. The measurements were made with a calibrated SoftdB Piccolo 
digital integrating sound level meter. This sound level meter meets the current American 
National Standards Institute standard for a Type 2 general purpose sound level meter. For each of 
the measurements, the sound level meter was positioned on a tripod at a height of approximately 
5 feet above the ground and fitted with a windscreen. 



FIGURE 3.10-1
Project Location Map

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project

SOURCE: BING Maps 2015. 
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FIGURE 3.10-2
Site Vicinity Map

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project

SOURCE: BING Maps 2014; USGS 7.5-Minute Series - Del Mar Quadrangle.
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Short-term noise measurements were conducted at one on-site and four site-adjacent locations 
between 1:50 p.m. and 5:30 p.m., December 23, 20141, as depicted in Figure 3.10-3. Site M1 
was along the south side of Bay Meadows Way, south of the project site; Site M2 was located on 
the project site, south of South Nardo Avenue; Site M3 was located on the north side of South 
Nardo Avenue, north of the project site; Site M4 was located west of the project site, at the St. 
James Catholic Church; and Site M5 was located near the athletic fields of the adjacent St. James 
Academy. The measured average noise levels ranged from approximately 57 dBA Leq at Site M1 
to 62 dBA Leq at Sites M2 and M5, as shown in Table 3.10-2.  

Table 3.10-2 
Measured Existing Noise Levels and Traffic Volumes 

Site Description Date/Time Leq1 Cars MT2 HT3 Buses MC4 

M1 471 Bay Meadows Way, 
south of project site 

12/23/14 

1:54 p.m. to 2:04 p.m. 

57.0 
dBA 

0 0 0 0 0 

M2 Solana Highlands 
Apartments, Building L 

12/23/14 

2:14 p.m. to 2:24 p.m. 

61.9 
dBA 

34 0 0 0 0 

M3 638 South Nardo Avenue 12/23/14 

2:43 p.m. to 2:53 p.m. 

58.2 
dBA 

25 0 0 0 0 

M4 625 South Nardo Avenue, St. 
James Catholic Church 

12/23/14 

4:58 p.m. to 3:08 p.m. 

60.4 
dBA 

25 0 0 0 0 

M5 623 South Nardo Avenue, St. 
James Academy Playground 

12/23/14 

5:13 p.m. to 5:23 p.m. 

62.4 
dBA 

— — — — — 

1 Equivalent Continuous Sound Level (Time-Average Sound Level) 
2 Medium Trucks 
3 Heavy Trucks 
4 Motorcycles 

— Traffic counts not made; roadway not visible. 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

Federal Transit Administration Standards and Federal Railroad Administration Standards 

Although the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) standards are intended for federally funded 
mass transit projects, the impact assessment procedures and criteria included in the FTA Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2006) are routinely used for projects 
proposed by local jurisdictions that do not have vibration impact standards. The FTA and Federal 
Railroad Administration have published guidelines for assessing the impacts of groundborne 
vibration associated with rail projects, which have been applied by other jurisdictions to other 

                                                 
1 Noise data collected on December 23, 2014 is still applicable, considering the built out nature of the 

surrounding area, and consistency in land use and vehicle circulation patterns. 
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types of projects. The FTA measure of the threshold of architectural damage for conventional 
sensitive structures from groundborne vibration is 0.2 inches/second peak particle velocity.  

State 

California Noise Control Act of 1973 

Sections 46000 through 46080 of the California Health and Safety Code, known as the California 
Noise Control Act of 1973, state that excessive noise is a serious hazard to the public health and 
welfare and that exposure to certain levels of noise can result in physiological, psychological, 
and economic damage. It also state that there is a continuous and increasing level of noise in 
urban, suburban, and rural areas. The California Noise Control Act declares that the State of 
California has a responsibility to protect the health and welfare of its citizens by the control, 
prevention, and abatement of noise. It is the policy of the state to provide an environment for all 
Californians free from noise that jeopardizes their health or welfare. 

California Code of Regulations, Title 24 

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations sets standards that new development in California 
must meet. According to Title 24, interior noise levels are not to exceed 45 dB CNEL for new 
multi-family residences, hotels, and other attached residences.  

Title 24 also requires that an interior acoustical study demonstrating that interior noise levels due 
to exterior sources will be less than or equal to 45 dB CNEL be performed for affected multi-
family structures that are exposed to exterior noise levels in excess of 60 dB CNEL. 

2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) 

Section 5.507 of the California Green Building Standards Code establishes requirements for 
acoustical control in nonresidential buildings. The standards require that wall and roof-ceiling 
assemblies making up the building envelope shall have a sound transmission class value of at 
least 50, and exterior windows shall have a minimum sound transmission class of 40 for building 
locations within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour of an airport or of a freeway or expressway, 
railroad, industrial source or fixed-guideway source as determined by the Noise Element of the 
Solana Beach General Plan. Wall and floor-ceiling assemblies separating tenant spaces with each 
other and tenant spaces with public places shall have a sound transmission class of at least 40. 

  



FIGURE 3.10-3
Noise Measurement Locations

8607
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project

SOURCE: BING Maps 2014; USGS 7.5-Minute Series - Del Mar Quadrangle.
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Local 

City of Solana Beach General Plan  

The Solana Beach General Plan Noise Element establishes noise criteria for various land uses 
(City of Solana Beach 1988). The Noise Element follows the state guidelines in the State 
Government Code Section 653021(g) and the Health and Safety Code Section 46050.1. The 
Noise Element quantifies the community noise environment in terms of noise exposure contours 
for both near- and long-term levels of growth and traffic activity. The information will become a 
guideline for the development of land use policies to achieve compatible land uses and provide 
baseline levels and noise source identification for local noise ordinance enforcement. The 
maximum allowable exterior noise level at outdoor usable areas for new residential development 
is a CNEL of 65 dB. For residential development, the City typically applies the noise criteria at 
the backyards of single-family homes, and at private patios, exterior balconies, and exterior 
common use areas of multi-family developments. The interior noise standard is 45 dB CNEL. 
The Noise Element also articulates goals, objectives, and policies designed to facilitate 
appropriate land uses throughout the City. Noise Element policies applicable to the proposed 
project are outlined below; project consistency with Noise Element goals, objectives, and 
policies are outlined in Table 3.9-2 in Section 3.9, Land Use, of this DEIR. 

 Goal 3.1: To protect public health and welfare by eliminating existing noise problems 
and by preventing significant degradation of the future acoustic environment. 

o Policy 1.a: The city shall adopt a standards by which identifies interior and exterior 
noise standards in relation to specific land uses, particularly “noise sensitive” areas 
such as residential areas, schools, hospitals, open space preserves, and parks. The 
ordinance shall specify the maximum allowable noise levels for transportation 
sources, construction activities, and other non-transportation sources such as 
industrial and commercial land uses. 

o Policy 1.b: The adopted community noise standards shall be consistent with 
applicable state noise standards which specify that interior noise levels for residential 
living spaces shall not exceed 45 Ldn/CNEL. This standard shall be applied to all 
new single- and multi-family dwellings, hotels, and motels. 

o Policy 2.a: The City shall require the construction of barriers to mitigate sound 
emissions where necessary and feasible. 

o Policy 2.b: The city shall require the inclusion of noise mitigation measures in the 
design of new roadway projects in Solana Beach, including Interstate 5 projects. 

o Policy 4.a: The city shall require that potential noise impacts be addressed for all 
projects as part of the initial study per CEQA to determine if unacceptable noise 
levels will be created or experienced. Depending on the level of impact, a noise 
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impact evaluation may be required to be undertaken. Should noise abatement be 
necessary, the city shall require the implementation of mitigation measures based on a 
detailed technical study prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer. 

o Policy 4.b: The city shall not approve projects that do not comply with the standards 
established in the community noise ordinance concerning noise/land use 
compatibility unless all practical measures have been taken to mitigate potential noise 
impacts and the City Council adopts a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” 
which provides the rationale for approving such a project. 

Solana Beach Noise Ordinance 

The City of Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Noise Ordinance (Chapter 7.34, Noise 
Abatement and Control) is a quantitative noise ordinance to control excessive noise generated in 
the City from stationary (i.e., non-transportation) sources. The Noise Ordinance limits are in terms 
of a 1-hour average sound level (City of Solana Beach 2017). The allowable noise limits depend 
upon the land use zone, time of day, and duration of the noise, as depicted in Table 3.10-3. 

Table 3.10-3 
Applicable City of Solana Beach Noise Ordinance Limits 

Land Use Time of Day 1-Hour Average Sound Level (dB) 

MHR, HR (Residential) 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 55 

10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 45 

Source: City of Solana Beach 2017 
MHR = Medium High Residential; HR = High Residential 

The City also regulates noise associated with construction activities (SBMC Section 7.34.100, 
Construction Hours and Noise Levels Limited). Construction is permitted between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 
p.m. on Saturday, with the exception of legal holidays. However, construction noise levels are 
not permitted to exceed 75 dB for more than 8 hours [Leq (8)] during any 24-hour period at or 
within residential land uses. 

3.10.3 Thresholds of Significance 
The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.) and have been used to determine the significance of potential noise impacts. 
Impacts to noise would be significant if the proposed project would:  

A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies. 
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B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. 

C. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

D. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

E. Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, resulting in exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

F. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, resulting in exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

3.10.4 Impacts Analysis  

A.  Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies?  

Construction Noise  

Noise from construction activity is generated by the broad array of powered, noise-producing 
mechanical equipment typically used in the construction process, which ranges from hand-
held pneumatic tools to bulldozers, dump trucks, and front loaders. The specific complement 
of noise-producing equipment that would be in use during any particular period of any given 
day has not yet been determined. Construction activities could be in progress on more than 
one part of the project site at a given time. However, the noise levels from construction 
activity during various phases of a typical construction project of this type and size have been 
evaluated, and their use provides an estimate of the proposed project’s construction-related 
potential noise impacts. 

In order to assess the potential noise effects of construction, this noise analysis used data 
from an extensive field study of various types of domestic housing projects (EPA 1971). 
Noise levels associated with various construction phases where all pertinent equipment is 
present and operating, at a reference distance of 50 feet, are shown in Table 3.10-4. Because 
of vehicle technology improvements and stricter noise regulations since the field study was 
published, this analysis uses the average noise levels shown in Table 3.10-4 for the loudest 
construction phase. This information indicates that the overall average noise level generated 
on a construction site could be 88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet during excavation and 
finishing phases. The noise levels presented are value ranges; the magnitude of construction 



 3.10 – NOISE 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.10-16 

noise emission typically varies over time because construction activity is intermittent and the 
power demands on construction equipment (and the resulting noise output) are cyclical. 

Table 3.10-4 
Typical Noise Levels from Construction Activities for Domestic Housing Projects 

Construction Activity Average Sound Level at 50 feet (dBA Leq)* Standard Deviation (dB) 

Demolition 88 8 

Ground clearing 83 8 

Excavation 88 8 

Foundations 81 10 

Erection 81 10 

Finishing 88 7 

Source: EPA 1971. 
* Sound level with all pertinent equipment operating. 

Noise levels generated by construction equipment (or by any point source) decrease at a rate 
of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the source. Therefore, if a particular 
construction activity generated average noise levels of 88 dBA at 50 feet, the Leq would be 82 
dBA at 100 feet, 76 dBA at 200 feet, 70 dBA at 400 feet, and so on. Intervening structures 
that block the line of sight, such as buildings, would further decrease the resultant noise level 
by a minimum of 5 dBA. The effects of molecular air absorption and anomalous excess 
attenuation would reduce the noise level from construction activities at more distant locations 
at the rates of 0.7 dBA and 1.0 dBA per 1,000 feet, respectively. 

St. James Academy is a preschool through eighth grade Catholic school, with a current total 
student enrollment of 212 students (Cooper, pers comm. 2016). The closest noise-sensitive 
receptors to the project are the church and the church school and playground, located within 
approximately 50 feet of the western project boundary. Existing landscaping, including thick 
trees and shrubs, act as a buffer between the project site and St. James Academy.  

In addition, existing residential land uses to the north, south, and east are located within 
approximately 50 to 100 feet of the project boundaries. The closest point of construction 
activities to these receivers would be approximately 50 feet and the furthest would be 
approximately 800 feet. The nearest receivers are located approximately 200 feet away from 
the acoustic center of construction activity (the idealized point from which the energy sum of 
all construction activity noise near and far would be centered). A construction noise level of 
88 dBA Leq at 50 feet would attenuate to approximately 76 dBA Leq at 200 feet from the 
source. This noise level is substantially higher than the typical ambient daytime noise levels 
measured in the area. Noise levels of this magnitude would be readily audible and would 
dominate the noise environment in the area during construction operations. During short 
periods of time, construction activities would take place within approximately 50 feet of the 
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nearest sensitive receptors to the north, south, and west; during these periods, noise levels 
could be as high as 82 dBA Leq. As a result, the proposed project would result in temporary 
but significant impacts from noise during the construction phase. 

Construction noise would be readily audible at the nearest sensitive receptors, but with 
implementation of standard construction best management practices, this impact can be 
controlled to a less-than-significant impact. To control construction noise levels to a level 
consistent with the City Noise Ordinance, construction best management practices NOI-1 
through NOI-7 shall be implemented.  

Operational Noise 

There are two types of operational noise sources associated with this project with a potential 
to result in an exceedance of applicable noise standards: transportation (i.e., off site) and 
stationary (on site). To control transportation-related noise sources, such as arterial roads, 
freeways, airports, and railroads, the City of Solana Beach has established 24-hour guidelines 
for acceptable community noise levels in the Solana Beach General Plan Noise Element. The 
SBMC Noise Ordinance addresses on-site stationary noise.  

Future Noise Prediction Methodology 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Transportation Noise Model (TNM) Version 
2.5 was used to model noise generated by traffic volumes along adjacent roadways, on a CNEL 
basis (FHWA 2004). TNM 2.5 was calibrated first, before using the model to evaluate future 
noise levels from traffic. The same traffic volume and vehicle composition ratios counted 
during the noise measurements were used to calibrate the model and verify the input used in 
the noise model. The modeled existing traffic speeds in the project vicinity were 25 miles per 
hour (mph) along South Nardo Avenue and 40 mph along Stevens Avenue. The modeled Leqs 
were within 2 dB of the measured noise levels. This result generally confirms the assumptions 
used in the noise model. 

A traffic composition of 97% autos, 2% medium trucks, and 1% heavy trucks was employed 
in the model for evaluation of future anticipated noise levels from traffic on the roadways in 
the project vicinity. To determine the CNEL from the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis daily 
volume (Fehr & Peers 2015), it was assumed that the average hourly noise level generated by 
a representative hourly traffic volume equal to 10% of the ADT is numerically equivalent to 
the CNEL value expected to be generated by the daily (24-hour) traffic. 

The traffic noise modeling results are summarized in Table 3.10-5. As shown, when rounded 
to whole dBs the project would result in noise increases of 1 dB or less. Table 3.10-5 shows 
an increase from Existing with Project noise levels to 66 dB CNEL at receiver R6. This 
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increase to noise levels above the 65 dB CNEL would be a result of the other projects and 
activities within the vicinity of R6. As such, project-related vehicle trips would not increase 
noise levels perceptibly or cause an exceedance of the City’s 65 dB CNEL noise standard; 
therefore, operational traffic noise impacts at the proposed future off-site receivers would be 
less than significant.  

Table 3.10-5 
Off-Site Traffic Noise Levels (dB CNEL) 

Receiver Existing Existing with Project Future Future with Project 

M1 Residences south of project site 49 49 49 49 

M3 Single-family residences north of project site 55 55 55 55 

M4 St. James Catholic Church 57 57 57 57 

M5 St. James Academy schoolyard 45 45 45 46 

R1 Stevens Avenue 64 64 65 65 

R2 Multi-family residences north of project site 57 58 58 58 

R3 Residences on South Nardo Avenue south of Lomas 
Santa Fe 

53 53 55 55 

R4 Residences on Lomas Santa Fe west of South 
Nardo Avenue 

64 64 64 64 

R5 Residences on Lomas Santa Fe east of Stevens 
Avenue 

64 64 65 65 

R6 Residences on Via de la Valle west of Solana Circle 65 65 66 66 

R7 Residences on Stevens Avenue north of Via de la 
Valle 

62 62 63 63 

 

On-Site Future Noise Impacts. The project’s site plan was used to locate modeling 
receptors at building facades and patios and balconies at the first-, second-, and third-floor 
(as applicable) elevations adjacent to South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, as well as at 
the common outdoor use areas near those streets (pool/recreation area, park, outdoor 
seating/barbeque areas). The modeled receptors are shown in Figure 3.10-4. 

The future modeled traffic noise levels at the future on-site locations are presented in 
Table 3.10-6. As shown, none of the private exterior use areas (patios or balconies) or the 
common outdoor use areas would exceed the City’s 65 dB CNEL noise standard. Future-
with-project building facades and patio and balcony noise exposures are predicted to 
range from 55 dB CNEL to 60 dB CNEL. 
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Modeled On-Site Receivers
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project

8607

SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2014

!H Modeled on-site receiver

1 - Building 1 Facade

2 - Building 1 Patio/Balcony

3 - Building 4 Facade

4 - Building 4 Facade

5 - Building 4 Patio/Balcony

6 - Outdoor Dining

7 - Building 8
Facade/Patio/Balcony
8 - Outdoor Lobby/Lounge

9 - Pool/Recreation

10 - Building 22 Facade/
Patio/Balcony
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The City and state require that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dB CNEL within multi-
family homes. Typically, with the windows open, building shells provide approximately 15 
dB of noise reduction. Therefore, rooms exposed to an exterior CNEL greater than 60 dB 
could result in an interior CNEL greater than 45 dB. The California Building Code 
recognizes this relationship and therefore requires interior noise studies when the exterior 
noise level is projected to exceed 60 dB CNEL. None of the representative modeled building 
facades would exceed 60 dB CNEL, as shown in Table 3.10-6. Therefore, operational traffic 
noise impacts at the proposed future on-site receivers would be less than significant.  

Table 3.10-6 
Future On-Site Traffic Noise Levels (dBA CNEL) 

  1st Floor 2nd Floor 3rd Floor 

Building 1 Façade 55 55 n/a 

Building 1 Patio/Balcony 56 56 n/a 

Park  55 n/a n/a 

Building 4 Façade 55 56 n/a 

Building 4 Patio/Balcony 55 55 n/a 

Outdoor Dining Area  55 n/a n/a 

Building 8 Façade and Patio/Balcony 59 60 n/a 

Outdoor Lobby/Lounge 60 n/a n/a 

Pool/Rec Area 60 n/a n/a 

Building 22 Façade and Patio/Balcony 58 59 59 

n/a = not applicable 

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning Noise 

According to the project applicant, the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 
units for the residences would be located at ground level, adjacent to the buildings. The noise 
levels generated by this equipment vary, but typically range from approximately 45 dB to 55 
dB at a distance of 50 feet. 

The SBMC Noise Ordinance (Section 7.34.040, Sound Level Limits) specifies a maximum 
noise level for stationary equipment of 55 dBA from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and 45 dBA from 10 
p.m. to 7 a.m. when measured at any point on a neighboring property line. The make and 
model of the HVAC units has not yet been specified. Because some of the proposed 
residential buildings would be as near as 25 feet from adjacent property boundaries, HVAC 
equipment could exceed the City’s noise standards for stationary source noise. This is 
considered a potentially significant impact. To reduce on-site stationary source noise levels 
to a less-than-significant level, NOI-8 shall be implemented. 
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B.  Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

Construction activities that might expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise could cause a potentially significant impact. Groundborne vibration 
information related to construction activities has been collected by the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans 2004). Information from the California Department of 
Transportation indicates that continuous vibrations with a peak particle velocity of 
approximately 0.1 inch/second begin to annoy people. Ground-borne vibration is typically 
attenuated over short distances. The closest residence to the construction areas would be 
located approximately 50 feet (backyard area) from the construction area, and the closest 
school facilities and playground (excluding driveways) would be approximately 50 feet from 
the construction area.  

The heavier pieces of construction equipment, such as a large bulldozer, would have peak 
particle velocities of approximately 0.089 inch/second or less at a distance of 25 feet 
(Caltrans 2006). At the residential backyard distance to the construction area (approximately 
50 feet) and with the anticipated construction equipment, the peak particle velocity would be 
approximately 0.03 inch/second and thus would be below a level of annoyance.  

The major concern with regards to construction vibration is related to building damage. 
Construction vibration as a result of the proposed project would not result in structural 
building damage. The heavier pieces of construction equipment used would include typical 
construction equipment for this type of project, such as excavators, graders, dump trucks, and 
vendor trucks. Pile driving, blasting, or other special construction techniques are not 
proposed to be used for project construction; therefore, excessive groundborne vibration and 
groundborne noise would not be generated from project construction-related activities. 
Groundborne vibration would not be associated with the proposed project following 
construction activities. Impacts related to groundborne vibration would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required.  

C.  Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

As addressed under Threshold A, the project would result in an increase in traffic noise levels 
of 1 dB or less, which is not a substantial increase. However, as discussed in Threshold A, 
noise levels from on-site operational activities, such as HVAC noise, would be potentially 
significant. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of NOI-8. 
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D.  Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

As discussed in Threshold A, noise from construction of the proposed project would result in 
temporary noise levels, which would be well above existing ambient noise levels and are 
considered substantial increases. Therefore, the impacts due to noise levels from construction 
would be potentially significant. The significant impact due to construction noise could be 
reduced to less than significant with implementation of NOI-1 through NOI-7. 

E.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan and is more than 2 miles from 
a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, no impact would result from exposure of people 
residing or working within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport. 

F.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no 
impact would result from exposure of people residing or working within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip. 

3.10.5 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to reduce the impacts from the proposed project 
during construction: 

Construction Compliance with City Noise Ordinance 

NOI-1 During all phases of construction, vehicle staging areas and stockpiling shall be 
located as far as is practicable from existing nearby noise sensitive uses. 

NOI-2 In compliance with the City of Solana Beach Municipal Code Noise Ordinance, 
the applicant shall require that construction activities be limited to between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the hours 
of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on Saturday, with the exception of legal holidays 
during which time construction will not be permitted. 

NOI-3 Prior to issuance of any demolition or grading permit, the applicant shall establish 
a noise complaint response program subject to the approval of the City and shall 
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respond to any noise complaints received for this project by measuring noise 
levels at the affected receptor site. The noise complaint response program shall 
require that all residences and noise-sensitive land uses within 50 feet of 
construction site shall be notified of the construction. The notification will 
describe the activities anticipated, provide dates and hours, and provide contact 
information with a description of a complaint and response procedure. 
Additionally, as part of the noise complaint response program, the applicant shall 
designate a “Construction Liaison” who will be responsible for notifying the City 
and Engineer and responding to any local complaints about construction noise. 
The liaison will determine the cause of the noise complaints (starting too early, 
bad muffler, etc.) and institute reasonable measures, approved by the City 
Engineer, to correct the problem within 48 hours after receiving a complaint. 

 If a noise complaint is registered that cannot be resolved by the Construction 
Liaison, then the applicant shall retain a Qualified Noise Consultant to conduct 
noise measurements at the location where the complaint was registered. If the 
noise level exceeds an Leq(8) of 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA; i.e., more than 75 
dBA for more than 8 hours during any 24-hour period when measured at or within 
an adjacent residential property), the applicant shall implement noise reduction 
measures, such as portable sound attenuation walls, use of quieter equipment, 
shift of construction schedule to avoid the presence of sensitive receptors, etc., to 
reduce noise levels, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The determination of 
appropriate resolutions to noise complaints shall be sent to the complainant and 
City Engineer within 48 hours after the receipt of a complaint. 

NOI-4  The applicant shall require that all construction equipment be operated with 
mandated noise control equipment (mufflers or silencers). Enforcement will be 
accomplished by random field inspections during construction activities  by a 
qualified noise consultant, retained by the project applicant and approved by 
the City Engineer. 

NOI-5 Prior to the issuance of a Demolition or Grading Permit, the applicant shall 
provide a written and signed letter to the Director of Community Development, 
stating that a Qualified Noise Consultant has been hired to conduct noise 
monitoring during the demolition and grading phases of construction. The 
Qualified Noise Consultant shall periodically monitor noise levels to ensure 
compliance with the Solana Beach Municipal Code Noise Ordinance sections 
dealing with construction noise and shall notify the City in writing within 24 
hours of any exceedance of the Noise Ordinance. 



 3.10 – NOISE 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.10-25 

Construction Within 50 feet of Sensitive Receptors 

NOI-6 The following measures are required of all construction activities implemented 
under the proposed project: 

 Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far as reasonable 
from sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are within 50 feet 
of the construction site. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (i.e., in excess of 5 
minutes) shall be prohibited. 

NOI-7 In the event construction noise levels are exceeded, the applicant shall 
immediately alter construction activities to achieve compliance instance. 
Compliance shall be achieved through the installation of temporary noise barriers 
around construction areas adjacent to, or within 50 feet off, residences, schools or 
other noise-sensitive land uses along the north, west, and south sides of the 
project site. Where required to reduce noise levels in compliance with City 
regulations, temporary noise barriers shall be constructed of material with a 
minimum weight of 3 pounds per square foot with no gaps or perforations. Noise 
barriers may be constructed of, but are not limited to, 0.625-inch plywood, 0.625-
inch oriented strand board, or hay bales. These barriers shall be a minimum of 8 
feet in height and shall extend the full length of the demolition, grading or 
construction area. Monitoring of compliance shall also be required following 
installation of any required noise barriers. 

Operation 

The following measure is required to reduce the impacts from the proposed project during operation: 

NOI-8  Prior to the final inspection, the project applicant shall establish to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer that through either the installation of sound barriers or the 
specifications of the heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) units 
installed for the project, that the HVAC units do not exceed a sound pressure level 
of 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet, on or off site. An example of an HVAC unit 
producing less than 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet is the Trane 4DCY4024.  

3.10.6 Significance After Mitigation 

The effectiveness of NOI-1 through NOI-7 would vary from several dBs (which in general is a 
relatively small change) to 10 or more dBs (which subjectively would be perceived as a 
substantial change), depending upon the specific equipment and the original condition of that 
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equipment, the specific locations of the noise sources and the receivers, and other factors. 
Installation of a noise barrier, for example, would vary in effectiveness depending upon the 
degree to which the line-of-sight between the source and receiver is broken, and typically ranges 
from 5 dB to 10 dB. Installation of more effective silencers could range from several dBs to well 
over 10 dBs. Reduction of idling equipment could reduce overall noise levels from barely any 
reduction to several dBs. Cumulatively, however, these measures would result in substantial 
decreases in the noise from construction. Therefore, with the incorporation of NOI-1 through 
NOI-7, the project construction would result in less than significant impacts related to the 
exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance. 

With the incorporation of NOI-8, the project operation would result in less than significant 
impacts related to the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance. 
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3.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

This section provides an overview of the existing population and housing setting within the 
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (proposed project) site and surrounding region, 
identifies the regulatory framework, and evaluates potential impacts to population and housing 
that would result from implementation of the proposed project.  

3.11.1 Existing Conditions 

The site is approximately 13.41 acres and is located in the High Residential (HRd) zone (13 to 20 
dwelling units per acre). Existing residences located in the Low-Medium Residential (LMRd) 
and Low Residential (LRd) zones border the property to the north and HRd zone to the east, 
which includes the four multi-family housing units within three structures that are part of the 
project site, though not part of the existing Solana Highlands apartment complex. An existing 
multi-family residential development borders the property to the south, and a church is located to 
the west. The property currently contains 16 apartment buildings containing approximately 194 
existing rental units, plus four multi-family units within three separate structures, and four 
driveways typically associated with this type of residential development. The following 
subsections provide an overview of existing conditions related to population, housing, and 
employment in the City of Solana Beach (City). 

Population 

Solana Beach has the second smallest population (12,867 in 2010) of all jurisdictions within the 
San Diego region. The City experienced most of its population growth before incorporation 
between 1970 and 1980, when the population grew from 5,023 to 13,047 residents. Since 1980, 
the population has remained fairly constant, declining slightly between 1980 and 1990, and again 
between 2000 and 2010 (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional agency responsible for 
preparing population, housing, and employment projections for the San Diego region. In 
February 2010, SANDAG adopted the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, which represents 
SANDAG’s estimate of population, housing, land use, and economic growth to the end of the 
TransNet program in 2048. 

According to SANDAG, in 2016, the City’s total population was estimated to be 13,494 
(SANDAG 2015). By 2030, the City’s population is projected to increase to 14,924 and to 
15,924 by 2050. Citywide, the total housing units to accommodate the population growth are 
also projected to increase. In 2010, total housing units were estimated at approximately 6,521 
units (SANDAG 2014). This is anticipated to increase to approximately 7,041 units by 2050. 
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Between 2008 and 2020, it is anticipated that the population of the San Diego region will grow 
by approximately 13%, a gain of 403,448 residents. During this time period, the City is expected 
to grow by approximately 5%, a gain of 687 residents. Between 2020 and 2050, the region’s 
population is expected to increase by 24%, while the population in the City is expected to 
increase by 13%. Lower growth rates in the City are attributed to the limited vacant land 
availability and the general built-out condition of the City (SANDAG 2014). 

Housing 

According to SANDAG, in 2008, there were 1,074,896 households in the San Diego region. Of 
these, approximately 0.5% were located in the City. Between 2008 and 2020, it is anticipated 
that the number of households in the San Diego region will grow by 126,070, a gain of 
approximately 12%. During this same time period, the number of households in the City is 
expected to increase by 197 households, a gain of approximately 3%. The City will still account 
for approximately 0.5% of the region’s households (City of Solana Beach 2014). According to 
SANDAG, in 2016, the City’s total housing units was estimated at 6,494 (SANDAG 2015) 

The City regulates the type, location, density, and scale of residential development through the 
Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map. Zoning regulations serve to implement the City’s General 
Plan and are designed to protect and promote the health, safety, and general welfare of residents. 
The Zoning Ordinance also helps to preserve the character and integrity of existing 
neighborhoods. The Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map set forth residential development 
standards for each zoning district. 

The existing Solana Highlands development provides 159,015 square feet of total rentable area. 
The existing 194 units include 84 one-bedroom/one-bathroom, 44 two-bedroom/one-bathroom, 
58 two-bedroom/two-bathroom, and 8 three-bedroom/two-bathroom units. There are currently 13 
affordable units, but the original affordable housing covenant has expired and upon any vacancy 
these units revert to market rate units. Four additional existing multi-family units are also present 
on the property site. 

Table 3.11-1 presents future population and housing estimates for the City. 

Table 3.11-1 
Population and Housing Estimates for the City of Solana Beach 

Population and Housing 2008 2020 2030 2040 2050 2008 to 2050 Net Change 

Total population  13,447 14,134 14,972 15,619 15,969 19% 

Total housing units  6,509 6,646 6,893 7,022 7,065 9% 

Single-family housing units  3,862 3,914 3,877 3,905 3,902 1% 

Multi-family housing units 2,621 2,707 2,993 3,094 3,140 20% 

Source: SANDAG 2011. 
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Employment 

The employment base of the City consists mainly of service sector and retail jobs. The City had a 
workforce of 7,062 persons, or 65% of the working-age population, as reported in the 2010 
Census. Characteristics of the City’s population are similar to those of the region except that the 
proportion of the working-age population working from home is higher than that of the region, 
and the percentage of residents receiving social security income is 15% for Solana Beach 
compared to 10% for the region. Approximately 35% of City residents were not in the labor 
force, which is consistent with the San Diego region as a whole (SANDAG 2010). 

In 2010, approximately 52% of the City’s working residents were employed in management and 
professional occupations. Approximately 22% were employed in sales and office-related 
occupations. Approximately 19% were employed in service-related occupations such as waiters, 
waitresses, and beauticians. Blue-collar occupations such as machine operators, assemblers, 
transportation, handlers, and laborers constituted approximately 7% of the workforce. There 
were 11 people, less than 1%, employed in the farming, forestry, or fishing industry. 

Between 2008 and 2020, the City is projected to gain approximately 1,247 new employees 
within its boundaries, an increase of 17%. Region wide, approximately 501,958 new 
employment opportunities are expected to be generated, which is an increase of 32% (City of 
Solana Beach 2014). 

3.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

State  

Affordable Housing Law (Government Code Sections 65580–65589.8) 

The State of California requires affordable housing by law, as all cities in California must 
provide sufficient housing opportunities for the state’s growing population. Because of this law, 
SANDAG develops a new Regional Housing Allocation Plan (RHNA) every 8 years. Therefore, 
if local jurisdictions make any changes to their housing plans as a result of this RHNA 
allocation, changes will be reflected in the next Regional Transportation Plan and associated 
regional growth forecast.  

Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

The City’s General Plan serves as the primary document for guiding and governing future 
development and growth within the City and establishes comprehensive planning policies 
designed to achieve community objectives. The Land Use and Community Design Element and 
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Housing Element establish a framework for future residential growth in the City through the 
comprehensive land use plan and goals and policies contained in each element. The current 
Housing Element, which was approved by the City Council in 2013, is an important planning 
tool for the City. It identifies the housing needs of the City and establishes a 5-year action plan to 
meet these needs through 2018. Furthermore, the Housing Element includes programs that the 
City will implement to achieve the City’s housing goals, including the regional share goals and 
affordable housing goals. The 2013 Housing Element identifies 260 units on the project site.  

Distinct from the other General Plan elements, the Housing Element is subject to detailed 
statutory requirements and mandatory review by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development. Housing Element policies applicable to the proposed project are 
outlined below; and a full detailed table of the project’s consistency with Housing Element goals, 
objectives, and policies is provided in Section 3.9, Land Use, of this DEIR (see Table 3.9-2, 
Project’s Consistency with City of Solana Beach General Plan (as amended through 2014)): 

 Goal H-1.0: The adequate provision of a range of safe and decent housing opportunities that 
will meet Solana Beach’s share of the existing and future housing needs of the region. 

o Policy H-1.2: Encourage a variety of individual choices of tenure, type, and location 
of housing throughout the community. 

o Policy H-2.1: Promote high quality design and appropriate size, bulk, and scale to 
ensure that new housing projects blend in with the existing community and enhance 
neighborhood character. 

o Policy H-2.2: Review residential and mixed-use projects for elements that discourage 
crime (crime prevention through environmental design techniques). 

o Policy H-2.5: Encourage the integration of affordable housing throughout the 
residentially-designated areas of the city and avoid an over-concentration of lower-
income units. 

 Goal H-3.0: Minimized constraints in the development, improvement, preservation, and 
maintenance of housing for all income levels. 

o Policy H-3.4: Explore incentives, bonuses, and flexibility in standards and requirements 
that could benefit affordable housing development, such as density bonuses, flexible 
development standards, reduced permit fees, and streamlined permit processing. 

o Policy H-3.5: Encourage remodeling, maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation of 
existing housing to meet special needs, prevent deterioration, and ensure that housing 
is kept in a safe and sanitary condition. 

o Policy H-3.6: Strive to preserve the existing affordable housing stock and seek to 
replace affordable units that may be lost as a result of redevelopment. 



 3.11 – POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607  

June 2018 3.11-5 

 Goal H-4.0: Equal access to housing opportunities for all persons regardless of age, race, 
religion, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, ancestry, national origin, or disability. 

o Policy H-4.3: Ensure equal access to housing by providing reasonable 
accommodation for persons with disabilities consistent with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) and Fair Housing Act (FHA) requirements. 

o Policy H-4.5: Encourage new development and redevelopment to utilize universal 
design standards to create environments that are usable to the greatest extent possible 
by everyone, regardless of age, ability or situation. 

 Goal H-6.0: Increased energy conservation and waste reduction in new and existing 
residential and mixed-use development. 

o Policy H-6.2: Encourage the use of building placement, design, and construction 
techniques that minimize energy consumption. 

o Policy H-6.3: Promote the use of green building practices in new and existing 
development to maximize energy efficient and conservation. 

o Policy H-6.6: Require construction projects to recycle construction debris and 
promote the use of recycled materials as part of new construction or renovations, 
including the reuse of existing building shells/elements. 

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan  

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan combines the region’s two most important existing 
planning documents: the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), and the Regional Transportation 
Plan and its Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The RCP, adopted in 2015, laid out 
key principles for managing the region’s growth while preserving natural resources and limiting 
urban sprawl (SANDAG 2015). The RCP covers policy areas including urban form, 
transportation, housing, healthy environment, economic prosperity, public facilities, our borders, 
and social equity. These policy areas were addressed in the 2050 RTP/SCS and are now fully 
integrated into San Diego Forward. 

City of Solana Beach Affordable Housing Ordinance 

The City’s Affordable Housing Ordinance stipulated in the Solana Beach Municipal Code 
(SBMC) Chapter 17.70 requires that housing developers of five or more units or five or more 
lots for sale for residential purposes, provide 15% of the total units in the development for very-
low and low-income households. Affordable units are subject to a rent regulatory agreement with 
a term of 55 years and rented to low-income households at affordable rents as required by SBMC 
Section 17.70.025(C). Rental projects must pay an affordable housing impact fee unless the 
developer offers to provide affordable rental units consistent with the Costa-Hawkins Rental 
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Housing Act (California Civil Code, Section 1954.50 et seq.). Because the entire City is located 
within the coastal zone, the Affordable Housing Ordinance also satisfies the requirement of 
California Government Code Section 65590(d), which requires that new housing developments 
within the coastal zone provide housing for low- or moderate-income households where feasible 
and that local government assist in providing affordable housing by offering density bonuses or 
other incentives, including modification of zoning and subdivision requirements. 

The proposed project would enter into a Development Agreement with the City, as permitted by 
the SBMC Affordable Housing Ordinance, Section 17.70.025(B)(2), and would provide 15.5% 
of the permitted 206 units as affordable units (32 affordable units). 

3.11.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), and will be used to determine the significance of a population and housing 
impact. Impacts to population and housing would be significant if the proposed project would: 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure). 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

3.11.4 Impact Analysis 

A. Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

The proposed project would involve the redevelopment of Solana Highlands, replacing the 
existing 194-unit apartment complex and four multi-family units in three adjacent standalone 
structures with the development of 260 new apartments, an increase of 62 units. The proposed 
project would also include additional parking, a separate leasing facility/clubhouse building, 
recreational amenities, a system of internal and interconnected paths, and landscaping 
throughout. The construction and revitalization of existing facilities would have the potential 
to attract more people and increase the population in the area due to the additional 62 units. 
However, the construction and revitalization of Solana Highlands is intended to update the 
existing site and accommodate affordable senior housing within the City.  
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The proposed project is intended to accommodate existing and projected population growth as 
noted in the 2013 Housing Element. According to SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, 
the City is projected to have 2.36 persons per household in the year 2020 (SANDAG 2011). The 
proposed project would consist of only one- and two-bedroom units. Implementation of the 
proposed project would incorporate an additional 62 units in comparison to current conditions, 
which would result in an average population increase of approximately 147 people (62 additional 
units times 2.36 persons per household). The addition of 147 people to the City would not exceed 
local population projections and is not considered a substantial increase. Furthermore, this 
increase in people as a result of the proposed project is a conservative number, as the 32 new 
affordable senior units are likely to house less than 2.36 persons per household. The revitalization 
of Solana Highlands would not result in substantial population growth or exceed local population 
projections. The proposed project is not considered to be growth inducing, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

The proposed project is currently developed and would involve the demolition of 194 
apartment units and four multi-family units, and construction of 260 new units, which would 
be an increase of 62 units on the site. The proposed project would create new housing 
opportunities, which are intended to meet the Regional Housing Need Allocation consistent 
with the projections for the City, as shown in Table 3.11-1, and implement the goals of the 
City’s General Plan Housing Element. It is projected that housing displaced by the 
redevelopment would be temporary in nature; additionally, not all 194 units are proposed to 
be demolished at once. Demolition and construction are anticipated to occur in three phases 
to allow tenants to stay during construction (a single phase construction scenario is 
considered in the Alternatives – see Section 6 of this Draft EIR).  

Overall, the number of housing units within the City is planned to keep pace with the 
projected population increase within the City, as indicated by the SANDAG Regional 
Growth Forecast. By 2020, the City is projected to have approximately 6,645 homes. The 
additional 62 units would only account for 0.1% of the projected housing units in 2020. 
Because the City is almost completely built out, any new development would be infill or 
redevelopment of underutilized land. Although the temporary displacement of existing 
housing would occur due to demolition and construction phases (see Table 3.11-2), the 
proposed project would increase the number of available housing units. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts.  
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Table 3.11-2 
Existing and Proposed Units and Occupants by Phase 

 
Total 
Units 

Total 
Occupants 

(100% 
Occupancy) 

Units in Operation 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Project Completion 

Units 

Occupants* 
(5% 

Vacancy) Units 

Occupants* 
(5% 

Vacancy) Units 

Occupants* 
(5% 

Vacancy) Units 

Occupants* 
(5% 

Vacancy) 

Existing 
Buildings 

198 455 74 162 74 162 0 0 0 0 

New 
Buildings 

260 598 0 0 36 79 147 321 260 568 

Total per Phase 74 162 110 241 147 321 260 568 

* Occupants calculated using SANDAG’s current Demographic Estimates for Solana Beach of 2.3 persons per household, minus assumed 
5% vacancy rate (SANDAG 2014). 

C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

The proposed project would involve a phased construction plan designed to enable partial 
occupancy of the site for approximately 39 months. The phased construction plan would 
consist of three phases (also see Figure 2-9). As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, 
Phase 1 would occur on the interior and central portions of the site and involve demolition of 
eight buildings containing 120 existing units and the three standalone structures adjacent to 
the existing complex containing four multi-family units. Phase 1 would involve construction 
of a portion of the Valley View neighborhood consisting of three buildings with a total of 36 
units. The new administration building and recreational center would start construction as 
part of Phase 1. Anew driveway would be constructed on the southeast portion of the site, 
extending from the existing access point off of Stevens Avenue to provide direct access from 
Stevens Avenue to adjacent single-family residences. This new driveway would not provide 
access from the street to the complex (see Figure 2-9).  

Phase 2 would occur in the southeast portion of the site. Phase 2 would begin within the last 
month-and-a-half of Phase 1 being completed. Phase 2 would involve demolition of the 
existing recreation/leasing center structures. Phase 2 construction would include all of the 
Lifestyle neighborhood and the senior affordable building, for a total of 6 buildings with a total 
of 111 units. The new driveway providing permanent access to the adjacent single family 
residents and the senior affordable apartments would be constructed during this phase. The new 
administration building and recreational center would be completed during this phase. 

Phase 3 would occur in the northwest portion of the project site along South Nardo Avenue. 
Phase 3 would begin within the last month-and-a-half of Phase 2 being completed. Phase 3 
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would involve demolition of six buildings containing 74 existing units, and would involve 
construction of the remainder of the Valley View neighborhood and the entirety of the 
Bungalow neighborhood. Construction of Phase 3 would involve 15 buildings and 113 units: 
four buildings consisting of 47 units of the Valley View neighborhood and 11 buildings 
consisting of 66 units of the Bungalow neighborhood. This phase includes more soil export 
than earlier phases, and the most number of buildings, and is expected to be the longest 
duration of the three phases. 

The project includes construction of an upgraded apartment complex with rental units set 
aside for affordable senior housing. Other apartment complexes within close proximity to 
Solana Highlands include Solana Mar Apartments, Sandpiper Apartments, Solana Point 
apartments, and Ocean Crest Apartments. Based on conversations with these apartment 
complexes, these apartments currently have vacancy rates of approximately 3.4% combined 
(Ocean Crest: 146 units, 6 vacancies; Solana Point: 34 apartments, 0 vacancies; Sandpiper: 
54 apartments, 2 vacancies), which are lesser vacancy rates than those of Solana Highlands 
(Castro 2016; Gray 2016). Additional apartments are available throughout San Diego 
County, which has a low vacancy rate of approximately 3.25% (Department of Numbers 
2015), but sufficient capacity to accommodate those displaced by the proposed project that 
do not work with the applicant for accommodation in the new development or at another of 
the applicant’s facilities.  

The proposed project would permanently displace existing residents from four multi-family units 
within three standalone structures and their residents, as well as have the potential to displace 
(both temporarily and, indirectly, permanently) current residents of Solana Highlands. However, 
the project results in the demolition of 194 apartment units and four multi-family units and the 
construction of 260 apartment units for a net gain of 62 units. Therefore, the project would not 
result in a substantial number of displaced residents necessitating construction of replacement 
housing because it would increase the number of residential units available in the region. 
Therefore, impacts are determined to be less than significant.  

3.11.5 Mitigation Measures 

Impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required. 

3.11.6 Significance After Mitigation 

No mitigation is necessary, and impacts would remain less than significant. 
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3.12 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

This section provides an overview of the existing traffic conditions and circulation patterns 
within the proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site 
and vicinity, identifies the regulatory framework, and evaluates potential impacts to traffic and 
circulation that would result from implementation of the proposed project. A Draft Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by Fehr & Peers in November 2016 for the project. Since 
the time the TIA was finalized, changes to the site plan were made and integrated into the 
proposed project. A Supplemental Traffic Assessment memorandum was prepared by Fehr and 
Peers on November 10, 2017, which addressed the changes to project site access considered, as 
well as other traffic and circulation related conditions that have been integrated. Analysis and 
information within this section are based on the Solana Highlands Residential Project November 
2016 Draft Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix M to this DEIR), as well as the November 2017 
Supplemental Traffic Assessment prepared by Fehr and Peers (Appendix N to this DEIR). 

3.12.1 Existing Conditions 
For the purposes of this analysis, the study area is bounded by Highway 101 to the west, 
Interstate 5 (I-5) to the east, Via de la Valle to the south, and Loma Santa Fe Drive to the north 
(see Figure 3.12-1, Project Study Area Roadways and Intersections) in the City of Solana Beach 
(City). The study area intersections and roadway segments evaluated in this section are included 
in Figure 3.12-1. The existing transportation facilities surrounding the project site consist of state 
and City roadways, transit services, pedestrian amenities, and a bicycle network.  

Roadway Network 

A description of existing roadways in the study area is provided below. Traffic signal operations, 
number of lanes, parking, and other factors that may affect the capacity of the roadways are 
identified and included in this analysis. 

Via de la Valle is a two-way, two-lane roadway that traverses east/west and is approximately 0.25 
mile south of the project site. Via de la Valle extends from Highway 101 in the west and continues 
east past I-5 to Rancho Santa Fe. On-street parallel parking is provided along the north side of the 
roadway. Bicycle facilities are provided along both sides. The speed limit is 45 miles per hour (mph).  

Stevens Avenue is a two-way roadway that is predominantly two-lanes and which traverses 
north/south and borders the project site along the southeastern boundary. Stevens Avenue extends 
south from Lomas Santa Fe Drive and continues south until it turns into Valley Avenue. No 
designated parking or bicycle lanes are within the roadway. The posted speed limit is 40 mph.  

South Nardo Avenue is an existing two-way, two-lane roadway that traverses north/south and 
borders the project site on the northern boundary. South Nardo Avenue extends south from 
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Lomas Santa Fe Drive to East Solana Circle and terminates at Stevens Avenue. The speed limit 
is 25 mph, as posted, and on-street parallel parking is provided on both sides of the roadway. 

Fresca Street is a two-way, two-lane residential roadway that traverses north/south and extends south 
from Sonrisa Street. It terminates at the northern boundary of the project site at South Nardo Drive.  

Highland Drive is a two-way, two-lane roadway that traverses primarily north/south, and is 
surrounded by residential uses. Highland Drive is bisected by I-5, approximately 0.3 mile east of the 
project site. On the east side of I-5, Highland Drive is a residential two-way roadway connecting to 
Lomas Santa Fe Drive and El Camino Real. On the west side of I-5, Highland Drive is a residential 
roadway connecting to Valley Avenue and Via de la Valle. The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Highway 101 is predominately a two-way, four-lane roadway that traverses north/south and is 
located approximately 0.4 mile west of the project site. Highway 101 has a 35 mph speed limit in 
the general vicinity of the project site. A bicycle sharrow lane (or shared lane) is located along 
the westernmost southbound lane. On-street parking is provided along the southbound side. 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive is a two-way, four-lane divided roadway that traverses east/west and is 
approximately 0.7 mile north of the project site. There are designated bicycle lanes in both directions. 

Transit System 

There are several public transit options in the City, including the North County Transit District 
(NCTD) Breeze bus, the NCTD Coaster daily commuter train, and the Amtrak Pacific Surfliner train.  

The NCTD Breeze provides regular bus service throughout the City. There are two bus routes 
that provide service near the project site. Route 101 operates daily between Oceanside and San 
Diego along Highway 101 from 5 a.m. and 11 p.m. Route 308 provides daily service between 
Solana Beach and Escondido, with stops along Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Stevens Avenue, and Via 
de la Valle. This route operates from 5 a.m. to 9 p.m. on weekdays, and 6:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. on 
weekends. A Route 308 transit stop is located approximately 545 feet northeast of the project site 
on Stevens Avenue. 

The NCTD Coaster is a daily commuter train that runs north/south between Oceanside and San 
Diego. The train operates between 5:00 a.m. and 8:30 p.m. on weekdays, and 8:30 a.m. and 8:00 
p.m. on weekends and holidays. The Solana Beach NCTD Coaster train stop is located at the Solana 
Beach Train Station on North Cedros Avenue, approximately 0.75 mile northwest of the project site.  

The Amtrak Pacific Surfliner is a regional train route serving communities connecting San Luis 
Obispo and San Diego. The Amtrak station in Solana Beach is located at the same location as the 
Coaster, on North Cedros Avenue. Three northbound Amtrak trains operate in the evening between 7 
p.m. and 12 a.m. daily. Two southbound Amtrak trains run in the morning between 8:30 a.m. and 
11:45 a.m., and one southbound train operates in the evening between 9 p.m. and 10 p.m.   



FIGURE 3.12-1
Project Study Area Roadways and Intersections
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Bicycle Facilities 

The state Highway Design Manual, prepared by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), identifies three classes of bikeways: Shared Use Paths (Class I), Bike Lanes (Class 
II), and Bike Route or Signed Shared Roadways (Class III) (Caltrans 2016). The City currently 
has four designated bicycle facilities: Highway 101 (Class I), Lomas Santa Fe Drive (Class II), 
Via de la Valle (Class II), and San Andres Drive (Class III). The Class I bike path along 
Highway 101 located between Ocean Street and Via de la Valle is the Solana Beach portion of 
the Coastal Rail Trail. At the end of this section of the Coastal Rail Trail, the bike path 
transitions to several Class II bike lanes. Along Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle, 
Class II bike lanes are in both the eastbound and westbound directions as well as adjacent to 
the project site along Stevens Avenue. These bicycle lanes connect the coast to inland 
communities. A Class III bike route exists along San Andres Drive and Highland Drive. There 
are no marked bicycle facilities adjacent to the project site on South Nardo Avenue.  

Pedestrian Facilities 

Pedestrian facilities in the project vicinity include sidewalks along the project frontage and 
crosswalks at signalized intersections. Within the project vicinity, sidewalks are present on both 
sides of Lomas Santa Fe Drive and on one side (north side) of Via de la Valle. Stevens Avenue–
Valley Avenue offers sidewalks on both sides of the roadway. South Nardo Avenue provides 
sidewalks on both sides of the street from Stevens Avenue to just west of Fresca Street. The 
Fresca Street/South Nardo Avenue intersection has a marked school crossing on the west leg. 
Continuing west to East Solana Circle, South Nardo Avenue provides sidewalks on the south 
side of the street. The East Solana Circle/South Nardo Avenue intersection also has a marked 
school crossing on the south leg that is adjacent to St. James Catholic Church and school. South 
Nardo Avenue lacks sidewalks on both sides of the street between East Solana Circle and Lomas 
Santa Fe Drive. 

Parking 

The project site contains the existing Solana Highlands residential community, which has 
194 residential units and 315 parking spaces, including 75 covered parking spaces, 236 open 
parking spaces, and four spaces serving the off-site adjacent multi-family units. In addition, 
parallel on-street parking is available on several adjacent roadways, including South Nardo 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue. 
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Existing Traffic Conditions 

Intersections 

The study area for the proposed project encompasses roadway facilities that are anticipated to 
receive project-related impacts. The specific study area includes the following intersections: 

 South Nardo Avenue and Lomas Santa Fe Drive  

 Stevens Avenue and Lomas Santa Fe Drive  

 Stevens Avenue and South Nardo Avenue  

 Stevens Avenue–Valley Avenue and Via de la Valle  

 Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue  

 South Nardo Avenue and East Solana Circle 

 Fresca Street and South Nardo Avenue 

 East Solana Circle and Via de la Valle 

To establish the existing traffic volumes at the study intersections, intersection movement counts 
were taken on a typical weekday during the AM (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) and PM (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) 
peak periods in January 2014 (baseline conditions presented in detail in Appendix M). Existing 
signal-timing data was also incorporated into the analysis. Traffic count data and signal timing 
sheets are contained in Appendix M of this DEIR. Table 3.12-1 outlines the existing delays 
during the AM and PM peak hours at the eight intersections within the study area.  

Table 3.12-1 
Existing Intersection Operations 

Intersection Control Type Peak Hour Delay (Seconds) LOS 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive/South Nardo Avenue AM 14.8 B 

PM 11.4 B 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive/Stevens Avenue AM 23.8 C 

PM 24.0 C 

South Nardo Avenue/East Solana Circle AM 11.6 B 

PM 10.5 B 

South Nardo Avenue/Fresca Street AM 10.9 B 

PM 9.8 A 

Stevens Avenue/South Nardo Avenue AM 18.3 B 

PM 15.0 B 

Via de la Valle/East Solana Circle AM 26.3 D 

PM 21.0 C 
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Table 3.12-1 
Existing Intersection Operations 

Intersection Control Type Peak Hour Delay (Seconds) LOS 

Stevens Avenue–Valley Avenue/Via de la Valle AM 28.8 C 

PM 33.0 C 

Stevens Avenue/Valley Avenue AM 19.3 B 

PM 13.1 B 

Source:  Appendix M. 
LOS = level of service 

 

 

 

 

As shown in Table 3.12-1, all study area intersections currently operate at level of service (LOS) 
C or better (see note in Table 3.12-1 for a list of LOS timing), with the exception of Via de la 
Valle and East Solana Circle, which operate at LOS D during the AM peak hour.  

Roadway Segments 

The study area for the proposed project encompasses roadway facilities that are anticipated to 
receive project-related impacts. The specific study area includes the following seven roadway 
segments based on the project’s trip distribution: 

 Stevens Avenue: Lomas Santa Fe Drive to South Nardo Avenue 

 Stevens Avenue: South Nardo Avenue to Via de la Valle 

 South Nardo Avenue: Lomas Santa Fe Drive to East Solana Circle 

 South Nardo Avenue: Fresca Street to Stevens Avenue  

 East Solana Circle: From South Nardo Avenue to Via de la Valle 

 Lomas Santa Fe Drive: Stevens Avenue to Hillman Drive 

 Via de la Valle: Camino Del Mar to Jimmy Durante Boulevard 

Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes were collected along the study area roadway segments over 
a 24-hour period in January 2014. Traffic conditions were analyzed on a typical weekday to 
ensure a fair assessment of conditions. These conditions are outlined in Table 3.12-2. 

Signalized Unsignalized 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0.0 ≤ 10.0 A 0.0 ≤ 10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B 10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C 15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D 25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E 35.1 to 50.0 E 

≥ 80.1 F ≥ 50.1 F 
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Table 3.12-2 
Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Operations 

Roadway Roadway Segment Class  
ADT 

Capacity 

January 2014 

ADT V/C LOS 

Stevens Avenue From Lomas Santa Fe Drive to 
South Nardo Avenue 

Collector 
(Continuous LTL) 

13,000 9,741 0.75 C 

From South Nardo Avenue to Valley 
Avenue 

Collector 
(Continuous LTL) 

13,000 10,244 0.79 D 

South Nardo 
Avenue 

From Lomas Santa Fe Drive to East 
Solana Circle 

Sub-Collector 
(SF) 

2,200 2,057 0.94 C 

From East Solana Circle to Fresca 
Street 

Collector (MF) 6,500 2,296 0.35 A 

From Fresca Street to Stevens 
Avenue 

Collector (MF) 6,500 3,000 0.46 B 

East Solana Circle From South Nardo Avenue to Via de 
la Valle 

Sub-Collector 
(SF) 

2,200 649 0.30 A 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive1 

From Stevens Avenue to Solana 
Hills Drive  

Major Arterial  35,000 23,013 0.66 C 

Via de la Valle1 From Camino Del Mar to Jimmy 
Durante Boulevard 

Major Arterial  35,000 16,525 0.47 B 

Source: Appendix M. 
LTL = Left Turn Lane ; SF = Single Family ; MF =Multi-Family ; ADT = average daily traffic; V/C = volume to capacity ratio; LOS = level of service 
1 Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle counts were provided by the City of Solana Beach for the “typical conditions.” Data reported 

was collected in 2012. 

As shown in Table 3.12-2, all study area roadway segments currently operate at LOS D or better in 
typical weekday conditions. Additional traffic counts were collected to assess special event traffic 
patterns associated with the San Diego County Fair and the two horseracing seasons. Weeklong 
traffic data collected for the fair season and for both summer and fall race seasons are included 
within tables provided in Appendix M. Summary information is provided in Table 3.12-3 In 
addition to the typical weekday, traffic count data was also collected during the following seasons: 

 January 2014: One weekday for peak and daily counts for typical conditions 

 July 2014: One weekday of daily counts for San Diego County Fair season 

 August 2014: One weekday of daily counts for summer horseracing season 

 August 2014: One additional week of daily counts for summer horseracing season 

 November 2014: One week of daily counts for fall horseracing season 

 June 2015: One week of daily counts for San Diego County Fair season 
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Table 3.12-3 
Existing Conditions Segment Seasonal Traffic Comparison 

Roadway 
Segment 

Class and 
Capacity 

January 2014 
Summer Race Season 

(July/August 2014) 
Fall Race Season 
(November 2014) 

County Fair 
Season (June 

2015) 

ADT V/C LOS 
Count 
Date ADT LOS ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS 

Stevens Avenue 

From 
Lomas 
Santa Fe 
Drive to 
South 
Nardo 
Avenue 

Collector 
(continuous 
LTL) 
13,000 

9,741 0.75 C 7/31/14 8,340 C 10,046 0.77 D 9,380 0.72 C 

8/27/141 6,500 B 

From South 
Nardo 
Avenue to 
Valley 
Avenue 

Collector 
(continuous 
LTL) 
13,000 

10,244 0.79 D 7/31/14 8,981 C 10,452 0.80 D 9,416 0.72 C 

8/27/14 10,142 D 

Valley Avenue 

From 
Stevens 
Avenue to 
Via de la 
Valle2 

Collector 
(continuous 
LTL) 
13,000 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 10,587 0.81 D 

South Nardo Avenue 

From 
Lomas 
Santa Fe 
Drive to 
East 
Solana 
Circle3 

Sub-
Collector 
(SF) 2,200 

2,057 0.94 C 7/31/14 2,041 C 2,298 1.04 E 2,262 1.03 E 

8/27/14 2,231 E 

From East 
Solana 
Circle to 
Fresca 
Street3  

Collector 
(MF) 6,500 

2,296 0.35 A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,397 0.37 A 

From 
Fresca 
Street to 
Stevens 
Avenue 

Collector 
(MF) 6,500 

3,000 0.46 B 7/31/14 2,137 A 3,526 0.54 C 3,329 0.51 B 

8/27/14 2,231 A 

East Solana Circle 

From South 
Nardo 
Avenue to 
Via de la 
Valle 

Sub-
Collector 
(SF) 2,200 

649 0.30 A 7/31/14 881 A 874 0.40 A 1,018 0.46 C 

8/27/14 775 A 
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Table 3.12-3 
Existing Conditions Segment Seasonal Traffic Comparison 

Roadway 
Segment 

Class and 
Capacity 

January 2014 
Summer Race Season 

(July/August 2014) 
Fall Race Season 
(November 2014) 

County Fair 
Season (June 

2015) 

ADT V/C LOS 
Count 
Date ADT LOS ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive 

From 
Stevens 
Avenue to 
Solana Hills 
Drive 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

23,0135 0.66 C 7/31/14 26,168 C 26,862 0.77 C 30,742 0.89 D 

8/27/14 27,093 C 

From 
Solana Hills 
Drive2 to 
Interstate-5 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 39,568 1.13 E 

Via de la Valle 

From 
Camino Del 
Mar to 
Jimmy 
Durante 
Boulevard 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

16,5254 0.47 B 7/31/14 21,609 C 20,170 0.58 B 21,687 0.62 C 

8/27/14 19,918 B 

From 
Jimmy 
Durante 
Boulevard 
to 
Interstate-
52 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 53,060 1.52 F 

Source:  Appendix M. 
LTL = Left Turn Lane ; SF = Single Family ; MF = Multi-family; ADT = average daily traffic; V/C = volume to capacity ratio; LOS = level of service. 
1 Data was collected on both July 31, 2014, and August 27, 2014. The table shows August 27 because it represents the highest-volume 

day for the majority of the roadway segments. 
2 Weekly counts were collected in June 2015 only. 
3 Data from summer 2014 and November 2015 is not available at this location due to equipment failure. 
4 Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle counts were provided by the City of Solana Beach for the “typical conditions.” Data reported 

was collected in 2012. 

As shown in Table 3.12-3, there is increased traffic in the study area during the fair season, with 
the larger increases occurring on the major roadways such as Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de 
la Valle, and lesser changes in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The segment of Via de 
la Valle between Jimmy Durante Boulevard and I-5 ramps was analyzed based on 2 days of daily 
traffic count data collected in June 2015, one with the fair open (Thursday) and one with the fair 
closed (Monday). The LOS analysis shows this segment to be operating at LOS F when the fair 
is open due to a significant increase in vehicular volumes. During this time of year, residents in 
the area typically change their traffic patterns to avoid the most congested conditions, and these 
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changes in trip patterns vary day to day. The same is anticipated for the residents of the new 
dwelling units associated with the proposed project. As a result, a new project traffic distribution 
was assumed to analyze study area roadway segments under “fair conditions.” A substantial 
portion of project trips were assumed to access I-5 by way of Lomas Santa Fe Drive instead of 
Via de la Valle to avoid the heavily congested intersections providing access to the fairgrounds. 

All study area roadway segments currently operate at LOS D or better during seasonal 
conditions, with the exception of South Nardo Avenue between Lomas Santa Fe Drive and East 
Solana Circle, which operates at LOS E.  

3.12.2 Regulatory Setting 

State 

California Department of Transportation 

Caltrans is the public agency responsible for designing, building, operating, and maintaining 
California’s state highway system, which consists of freeways, highways, expressways, toll 
roads, and the right-of-way area between the roadways and property lines. Caltrans is also 
responsible for permitting and regulating the use of state roadways. Caltrans’ construction 
practices require temporary traffic control planning during any activities that interfere with the 
normal function of a roadway (Appendix M). 

Congestion Management Program 

In June 1990, California voters approved Proposition 111, which established a 9% per gallon gas 
tax staged over a 5-year period for funding transportation-related improvements statewide. To be 
eligible for the revenue associated with Proposition 111, the Congestion Management Program 
(CMP) legislation (originally Assembly Bill 471, amended by Assembly Bill 1791) requires 
urbanized counties in California to adopt a CMP. The CMP requires that a traffic impact 
assessment be conducted for any project generating 2,400 or more daily trips or 1,600 or more 
daily trips for projects that have direct access to the CMP Highway System. Per the CMP 
guidelines, this number is based on the desire to analyze any impacts that comprise 3% or more of 
the existing CMP Highway System facilities’ capacities. The CMP Highway System includes 
specific roadways, including state highways, and CMP arterial monitoring locations/intersections. 

Local 

City of Solana Beach 2014 General Plan Circulation Element 

The City General Plan Circulation Element is a mandatory element of the General Plan was 
developed in response to issues raised and goals, policies, and objectives established by the 
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General Plan Advisory Committee. Its purpose is to establish a balanced circulation system that 
provides adequate capacity to support the travel demands of the land uses included in the Land 
Use Element while maintaining an acceptable quality of life for the residents of Solana Beach 
(City of Solana Beach 2014). The updated Circulation Element was adopted by the City Council 
in 2014. Circulation Element policies applicable to the proposed project are outlined below (City 
of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal C-1.0: Correlated land use and circulation planning. 

o Policy C-1.1: Allow, encourage, and facilitate transit-oriented development, mixed-
use, and infill projects in appropriate locations, especially near the transit station and 
along key corridors such as Highway 101. 

o Policy C-1.2: Require new development to provide and enhance connectivity to existing 
transportation facilities via the provision of key roadway connections, sidewalks (where 
appropriate or desired in residential neighborhoods), and bicycle facilities. 

o Policy C-1.3: Require new development and redevelopment to provide good internal 
circulation facilities that meet the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, children, seniors, 
and persons with disabilities. 

o Policy C-1.4: Require new development and redevelopment to apply universal design 
standards to the extent feasible. 

 Goal C-2.0: A comprehensive circulation network to move people and goods safely and 
efficiently for all modes of travel. 

o Policy C-2.3: Require new developments to be served by roads of adequate capacity 
and design standards to provide reasonable access by cars, trucks, transit, pedestrians, 
and/or bicycles. 

 Goal C-3.0: Adequate measures to ensure traffic safety. 

o Policy C-3.1: Ensure that the development of new private driveways does not pose 
significant traffic hazards for major arterials and residential collector roads. 

o Policy C-3.4: Implement traffic calming techniques, where appropriate, as a means to 
improve safety, increase efficiency of pick-up and drop-off operations at schools, and 
provide greater separation between pedestrians and vehicles. 

o Policy C-3.8: Maintain safety throughout the circulation system by taking 
opportunities to introduce a safe design speed to any new roadways or during 
improvements to existing roads or intersections. 

o Policy C-3.9: Reduce accident risk on arterial streets by consolidating and 
minimizing driveways wherever possible. 



3.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.12-13 

 Goal C-5.0: Adequate funding to support build-out of the City’s multi-modal 
transportation system, linked to the capital improvements program. 

o Policy C-5.2: Encourage improvements that minimize land acquisition and major 
construction, such as, but not limited to, lane restriping, enhanced road markings, 
synchronized traffic signals, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) network 
management, and left turn lane restrictions. 

 Goal C-8.0: Safe alternatives to motorized transportation that meet the needs of all city 
residents, reduce vehicle trips, save energy, and improve air quality. 

o Policy C-8.3: Require new or expanded uses to provide adequate bicycle parking and 
support facilities. 

 Goal C-9.0: A comprehensive and integrated bikeway system, which provides for the 
safe and efficient movement of cyclists. 

o Policy C-9.6: Require new development and redevelopment to provide safe, secure 
bicycle parking facilities. 

 Goal C-10.0: A universally accessible, safe, and convenient system of sidewalks or 
pathways throughout the city that encourages walking and is harmonious with the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

o Policy C-10.4: Require new development and redevelopment to provide adequate 
pedestrian access and, where appropriate, incorporate pedestrian-oriented street 
designs that provide a pleasant environment for walking. 

o Policy C-10.7: Improve pedestrian safety at intersections and mid-block crossings. 

o Policy C-10.8: Reduce architectural barriers that restrict full movement and access by 
less mobile segments of the population consistent with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. 

 Goal C-11.0: An adequate supply of private off-street and public parking to meet the 
needs of residents and visitors to the city in a way that balances economic development, 
livable neighborhoods, environmental health, and public safety. 

o Policy C-11.1: In general, maintain parking requirements for specified land uses, but 
allow for a reduction in parking requirements for existing buildings that change uses and 
cannot accommodate current parking standards without significantly altering the site. 

o Policy C-11.2: Ensure balance among visitor, business, and residential parking needs. 

o Policy C-11.3: Encourage new development and redevelopment to locate off-street 
parking facilities behind storefronts to create a more inviting environment adjacent to 
the street, where feasible. 
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o Policy C-11.4: Require parking lots to provide shade through the use of landscaping 
(i.e., a tree canopy) and encourage the use of solar photovoltaic shading to reduce the 
heat island effect, where feasible. 

o Policy C-11.6: Require the use of universal design standards in parking design and 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act accessibility guidelines. 

o Policy C-11.7: Provide clearly marked pedestrian paths between on-street parking, 
off-street parking facilities, and the buildings they serve, where feasible. 

 Goal C-12.0: Efficient, high quality public infrastructure, facilities, and services and 
assurance that new, upgraded, or expanded facilities and services are phased in 
conjunction with the development they are intended to service. 

o Policy C-12.4: Require new development and redevelopment to provide fair share 
contributions toward the costs of the public facilities, services, and infrastructure 
necessary to serve the development, including, but not limited to, transportation, 
water, sewer and wastewater treatment, solid waste, flood control and drainage, 
schools, fire and law enforcement protection, and parks and recreation. 

San Diego Forward 

On October 9, 2015, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) adopted “San 
Diego Forward,” a regional plan that merged its Regional Comprehensive Plan with the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. San Diego Forward 
now serves as the blueprint for how the San Diego region will grow and how SANDAG will 
invest in transportation infrastructure to provide more choices, strengthen the economy, 
promote a healthy environment, and support thriving communities. San Diego Forward  
sets forth the following six general objectives: Habitat and Open Space Preservation, 
Regional Economic Prosperity, Environmental Stewardship, Providing Mobility Choices, 
Partnerships/Collaboration with Neighboring Entities, and Creating Healthy and Complete 
Communities (SANDAG 2015). 

At the core of San Diego Forward is a Sustainable Communities Strategy that charts a course 
toward lowering greenhouse gas emissions and includes the following five building blocks 
(SANDAG 2015): 

 A land use pattern that accommodates the region’s future employment and housing 
needs, and protects sensitive habitats, cultural resources, and resource areas. 

 A transportation network of public transit, managed lanes and highways, local streets, 
bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with reasonably expected funding.  
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 Managing demands on the transportation system (also known as Transportation Demand 
Management, or TDM) in ways that reduce or eliminate traffic congestion during peak 
periods of demand.  

 Managing the transportation system (also known as Transportation System Management, or 
TSM) through measures that maximize the overall efficiency of the transportation network.  

 Innovative pricing policies and other measures designed to reduce the number of miles 
people travel in their vehicles, and traffic congestion during peak periods of demand. 

San Diego Forward includes the following set of principles that will guide development of the 
region’s future transportation network (SANDAG 2015): 

 The SANDAG investment plan will be built with financial resources that are reasonably 
expected to be available between now and 2050. 

 A more efficient transportation network will be achieved through two key strategies: 
effectively managing the overall system (TSM) and effectively managing demands on the 
system (TDM) with innovative technologies be integrated into both. The result will be 
maximized efficiency in the transportation network, which ultimately can lower 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Managing parts of the network, such as adding managed lanes and transit-only lanes on 
freeways, which encourage people to carpool and use public transit to bypass bottlenecks. 

 The road toward a more sustainable San Diego region should include vehicles that use 
cleaner, alternative sources of energy with SANDAG playing an important role in 
promoting this transition. 

Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy 

The Solana Beach Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy (CATS) lays the foundation 
for bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the City for the next 15 years. This plan focuses 
on enhancing the safety and comfort of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and increasing 
connectivity to key attracting land uses such as schools, commercial/retail districts, and 
recreational resources (City of Solana Beach 2015). 

The CATS was adopted in 2015, after more than 20 years since the City last adopted a 
comprehensive bicycle master plan. The CATS plan will provide a comprehensive update to the 
City’s Bicycle Master Plan, which was adopted in 1993 with two subsequent addenda in 1996 
and 2005. The City does not have a currently adopted pedestrian master plan. Since adoption of 
the bicycle master plan, the City has experienced many changes: population has increased, travel 
demands across the roadway network have changed, and the Coaster commuter rail service 
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began. Additionally, in 2012, the City initiated a comprehensive update to its General Plan, 
including the Circulation Element, which sets forth a future vision for mobility in Solana Beach. 
The CATS planning process took these changes into account, and reflects them through the 
recommendations provided (City of Solana Beach 2015). 

3.12.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and will be used to determine the 
significance of a traffic and circulation impact. Impacts to traffic and circulation would be 
significant if the proposed project would: 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes 
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit. 

B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established 
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. 

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

E. Result in inadequate emergency access. 

F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  

Methodology 

The methodology used to measure the effectiveness of intersection and street segment operations 
is LOS, which denotes the operating conditions that occur at a given intersection or on a given 
roadway segment under various traffic volume loads. It is a qualitative measurement used to 
describe a quantitative analysis. LOS takes factors such as roadway geometries, signal phasing, 
speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver, and safety into account. LOS provides an index to the 
operational qualities of a roadway segment or an intersection. LOS designations range from A to 
F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst 
conditions. An LOS designation is reported differently for signalized and unsignalized 
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intersections, and for roadway segments. Objective 1.0 of the Circulation Element of the City of 
Solana Beach General Plan requires a minimum LOS D at all intersections during peak hours to 
ensure traffic delays are kept to a minimum (City of Solana Beach 2014).  

Signalized Intersections 

The signalized intersection analysis conforms to the operational analysis methodology 
outlined in Chapter 16 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) (Transportation 
Research Board 2000). The HCM 2000 defines LOS for signalized intersections in terms of 
delay. The LOS analysis results in seconds of delay expressed in terms of letters A through 
F. Delay is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel 
time. The following descriptions summarize the signalized intersections levels of service 
(Transportation Research Board 2000): 

 LOS A describes operations with very low delay, (i.e., less than 10.0 seconds per 
vehicle). This occurs when progression is extremely favorable, and most vehicles arrive 
during the green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also 
contribute to low delay. 

 LOS B describes operations with delay ranging between 10.1 seconds and 20.0 seconds 
per vehicle. This generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths. 
There are more vehicles stops for LOS B than for LOS A. These stops cause higher levels 
of average delay. 

 LOS C describes operations with delay ranging between 20.1 seconds and 35.0 seconds per 
vehicle. These higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. 
Individual cycle failures may begin to appear. The number of vehicles stopping is significant 
at this level, although many still pass through the intersection without stopping. 

 LOS D describes operations with delay ranging between 35.1 seconds and 55.0 seconds 
per vehicle. At Level D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer 
delays may result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, 
or higher volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are frequent. 

 LOS E describes operations with delay ranging between 55.1 seconds to 80.0 seconds 
per vehicle. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay 
values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. 
Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. 

 LOS F describes operations with delay in excess of over 80.0 seconds per vehicle. This is 
considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. This condition often occurs with over-
saturation (i.e., when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection). It may also 
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occur at high V/C ratios below 1.00 with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression 
and long cycle lengths may also be major contributing causes to such delay levels.  

Table 3.12-4 depicts the LOS criteria, which are based on the average control delay for any 
minor movement (unsignalized intersections) and overall intersection (signalized intersections). 
For signalized intersections, LOS criteria are stated in terms of the average control delay per 
vehicle for a 15-minute analysis period. Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue 
move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. 

Table 3.12-4 
Intersection LOS and Delay Ranges 

LOS 

Delay (seconds/vehicle) 

Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections 

A ≤10.0 ≤10.0 

B 10.1 to 20.0 10.1 to 15.0 

C 20.1 to 35.0 15.1 to 25.0 

D 35.1 to 55.0 25.1 to 35.0 

E 55.1 to 80.0 35.1 to 50.0 

F ≥80.1 ≥50.1 

Source: Appendix M. 
LOS = level of service 

This analysis focuses on intersections adjacent to the project site that may be interrupted through 
construction or operations based on the modelled distribution of project traffic. The following 
five signalized intersections were identified by the City as the key study intersections with the 
highest potential to be affected by the proposed project and are analyzed herein:  

 South Nardo Avenue and Lomas Santa Fe Drive  

 Stevens Avenue and Lomas Santa Fe Drive  

 Stevens Avenue and South Nardo Avenue  

 Stevens Avenue–Valley Avenue and Via de la Valle  

 Stevens Avenue and Valley Avenue  

Unsignalized Intersections 

Unsignalized intersections, including all two-way and all-way stop-controlled intersections, were 
analyzed using the HCM 2000 (Section 10) analysis methodology. For unsignalized 
intersections, LOS is determined by the computed or measured control delay, and is defined for 
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each minor movement. LOS is not defined for the intersection as a whole. Following are the 
definitions for each LOS (Transportation Research Board 2000):  

 LOS A exists when there are frequent ample gaps of suitable size to allow a side street 
demand to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This LOS is generally 
evident from little or no delays experienced by side street traffic.  

 LOS B exists when there are frequent sufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street 
demand to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This LOS is generally 
evident from short delays experienced by side street traffic. 

 LOS C exists when there are periodic sufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street 
demand to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This LOS is generally 
evident from average delays experienced by side street traffic and by intermittent queuing 
on the minor street approaches.  

 LOS D exists when there are sparse sufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street 
demand to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This LOS is generally 
evident from long delays experienced by side street traffic and by queuing on the minor 
street approaches but with enough cycles of lower demand to enable clearance. 

 LOS E exists when there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street demand 
to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This LOS is generally evident from 
extremely long control delays experienced by side street traffic and by queuing on the minor 
street approaches. The method, however, is based on a constant critical gap size; that is, the 
critical gap remains constant no matter how long the side street motorist waits.  

 LOS F may also appear in the form of side street vehicles selecting smaller-than-usual 
gaps. In such cases, safety may be a problem, and some disruption to the major traffic 
stream may result. It is important to note that LOS F may not always result in long 
queues. It may result in adjustments to normal gap acceptance behavior, which is more 
difficult to observe in the field than queuing. 

Table 3.12-4 shows the average control delay outlined for each LOS. 

This analysis focuses on intersections in the vicinity of the project site that may be interrupted 
through project construction or operations. The following three unsignalized intersections were 
identified by the City as the key study intersections with the highest potential to be affected by 
the proposed project and are analyzed herein (Appendix M):  

 South Nardo Avenue and East Solana Circle 

 Fresca Street and South Nardo Avenue 

 East Solana Circle and Via de la Valle 
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Roadway Segments 

The roadway segment analysis of the study area roadways is based on the ratio of ADT volume 
and roadway segment capacity. Roadway capacities are based on the number of lanes, speed, 
access points, and other physical features of the road. Capacity thresholds used to determine 
roadway segment operating conditions are based on the SANTEC/Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (see Appendix M), and are outlined in Table 3.12-5.  

Table 3.12-5 
Roadway Segment Capacity Thresholds 

Classification 

Level of Service 

A B C D E 

Expressway 30,000 42,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 

Prime Arterial 25,000 35,000 50,000 55,000 60,000 

Major Arterial (six lanes) 20,000 28,000 40,000 45,000 50,000 

Major Arterial (four lanes)  15,000 21,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 

Secondary arterial/collector (four lanes) 10,000 14,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 

Collector (continuous left-turn lane) 5,000 7,000 10,000 13,000 15,000 

Collector (no fronting property) 4,000 5,500 7,500 9,000 10,000 

Collector (commercial-industrial fronting) 2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000 

Collector (multi-family) 2,500 3,500 5,000 6,500 8,000 

Sub-Collector (single-family) – – 2,200 – – 

Source: Appendix M. 

Analysis Methodology 

Vehicle trip generation rates for the proposed project were obtained from SANDAG’s Guide of 
Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region document (SANDAG 2002). Based 
on this document, a daily trip generation rate of eight trips per unit was applied to the project. 
Therefore, this trip generation rate was applied to the additional net 62 units proposed. Table 3.12-
6 outlines the breakdown of projected daily project trip generation, and the trip estimates for the 
AM and PM peak hours.  

Table 3.12-6 
Projected Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use  Size 

Daily  AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Rate Trips Rate1 In Out 
Total 
Trips Rate1 In Out 

Total 
Trips 

Apartment 62 DU 8 trips per DU  496 8% 8 34 42 10% 37 16 53 

Source:  SANDAG 2002 
DU = dwelling unit 
1 Percentage of daily trips 
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The proposed project, with the addition of 62 residential units, is anticipated to create 496 
additional ADT, including 42 during the AM peak hour and 53 during the PM peak hour, as 
outlined in Table 3.12-6.  

3.12.4 Impacts Analysis  

A. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 

measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 

account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 

relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, 

streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?  

Construction 

The November 2016 Traffic Impact Analysis report (Appendix M) evaluated construction related 
impacts associated with 19,500 cubic yards of export from the site. Since that time the project site 
plan has been revised to include re-grading the site such that 154,000 cubic yards of material 
would be removed. The Traffic Analysis Memorandum (Appendix N) evaluates the traffic 
impacts associated with the export of 154,000 cubic yards of material assuming a total of three 
months of demolition and six months of grading (approximately 90 days of material export), for 
an average of 1 month of demolition and 2 months of grading for each phase. 

The construction traffic assessment in the 2017 Traffic Analysis Memorandum (Appendix N) 
supersedes the construction traffic assessment in the 2016 Draft Traffic Impact Analysis 
(Appendix M).  

Throughout each phase of construction, there would be a removal of buildings that would 
result in a daily loss in project-related trips by residents. As the buildings are demolished, the 
lost resident trips would be partially replaced by construction trips as well as trips from 
residents as new buildings are opened.  

Appendix N analyzes traffic impacts during construction with approximately 154,000 cy 
of export from the project site. The material export is distributed through each phase, 
which would each include 1 month of demolition and 2 months of grading (approximately 
30 days of exporting material). The trip generation for each stage of construction is 
provided in Table 3.12-7.  
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Table 3.12-7 
Project Trip Generation Per Stage of Construction  

Phase 
Daily Worker 

Trips (one-way) 
Daily Vendor 

Trips (one-way) 

Total Hauling 
Trips (one-way) 

over entire 
phase 1, 2 

Worker Trip 
Length (model 

default) 

Vendor Trip 
Length 
(model 
default) 

Hauling Trip 
Length (nearest 

disposal 
facility) 

Demolition 12 (6 workers) 4 (2 delivery 
trucks) 

302 (default 
demolition haul 

trucks) 

10.8 miles 7.3 miles 22 miles 
(Sycamore 

Landfill) 

Grading 12 (6 workers) 0 7,333 (51,333 
cubic yards/14-

cubic-yard 
truck capacity 

X 2) 

10.8 miles 7.3 miles 33 miles (Otay 
Landfill) 

Building 
Construction3 

80 (40 workers) 20 (10 delivery 
trucks) 

0 10.8 miles 7.3 miles 0 

Paving 12 (6 workers) 0 0 10.8 miles 7.3 miles 0 

Arch Coating 12 (6 workers) 0 0 10.8 miles 7.3 miles 0 

Source: Appendix N 
Notes:  
1 Each load includes two one-way trips – one trip with an empty trailer to the site and the other trips with a loader trailer to the landfill 
2 The material is assumed to be hauled across each of the three phases equally. Therefore, it is assumed 51,333 cy of material is removed 

in each phase. The 7,333 one-way trips is equivalent to 3,667 loads of material hauled from the site. 
3 For heavy truck trip analysis, a 2.5x multiplier was added for trip generation, to account for the truck’s sizes and speeds. 

As shown in Table 3.12-7, with 154,000 cy of export, a total of 22,000 one-way truck trips would 
be required (154,000 cy divided by 14 cy/truck, multiplied by two one-way trips). Spreading the 
22,000 haul trips over the 90-day total export period, amounts to 244 trips per day. The highest 
number of total trips during construction, according to the TIA analysis, would be during Phase 3 
construction as daily trips from construction activities (workers and haul trips) would occur at the 
same time as trips generated by completed apartment units. During this time the total number of 
daily trips to/from the site would be 2,050 trips (866 construction related and 1,184 operations 
related). This is below the 2080 total trips that is generated under existing conditions.  

As discussed in Appendix M, the highest generator of trips occurs during building or vertical 
construction, which results in 40 workers and 10 vendors per day or approximately 100 daily 
round trips. During the highest overlap of activity when two phases of construction overlap, 
the daily construction related traffic would include a total of 128 daily worker trips, 24 daily 
vendor trips, and 24 daily hauling trips for a total of 176 daily trips associated with the 
overlap of phases. The 176 construction trips would be equivalent to 22 of the existing 
apartment units. Compared to the existing 194 apartment units, each of the phases removes 
more than 22 apartment units. Therefore, at no point would the construction trips exceed the 
current trips generated by the residential uses on site (Appendix M). Once Phase 3 on 
construction is completed, there will be 260 apartment units on site, for a net increase of 66 
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units. The traffic analysis was therefore based on these 6266 additional units and their 
associated trips as a worst-case scenario, and it is anticipated that construction traffic will not 
result in any additional impacts to the study area. During the time of construction, 
construction vehicles will be parked on site with existing tenants and will not interfere with 
the existing on-street parking. In conclusion, it has been determined that the proposed project 
would not cause significant construction traffic impacts as the daily trips would be less than 
upon operation. 

Additionally, the proposed project would involve work (such as connections to utilities) 
within public streets, such as on South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, that front the 
project site. Some lane closures would occur during certain times; however, there would 
not be any complete closure of streets. Trench plates would be used to cover work areas, 
which would allow full use of affected streets when construction is not occurring. 
According to the City Engineer, the proposed project would require a professionally 
designed traffic control plan to be prepared by the applicant to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer for any work completed on South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue. However, 
the traffic control plan is not required until the start of construction. The City requires the 
traffic control plan as part of its construction plans, grading, and public improvement plans 
(Appendix M). During the time of construction, construction vehicles would be parked on 
site with existing tenants, and would not interfere with existing on-street parking. 

Operation  

Objective 1.0 of the Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan requires a minimum LOS D 
at all intersections during peak hours to ensure traffic delays are kept to a minimum (City of 
Solana Beach 2014). As outlined in Tables 3.12-8 through 3.12-13, in the study area, the 
existing-plus-project conditions, and in both future Near Term 2017 and Horizon Year 2035, all 
intersections and roadway segments would operate at a LOS D or above, with one exception. The 
intersection of Via de la Valle and East Solana Circle would operate at an LOS E during the 
Horizon Year 2035 scenario. However, the intersection would operate at an LOS E during this 
scenario with or without the addition of the proposed project. The proposed project traffic 
represents a zero increase in delay; therefore, the project would not increase the delay at this 
intersection under this scenario, and would not result in a significant impact.  

In addition, Policy 1.g of the Circulation Element of the City’s General Plan requires that the 
City regulate potential traffic increases in the vicinity of the Del Mar Racetrack (City of 
Solana Beach 2014). As outlined in Table 3.12-3, additional traffic counts were collected to 
assess the existing and special-event traffic patterns associated with the San Diego County 
(County) fair season and horseracing season(s) at the Del Mar Racetrack. As discussed in 
Section 3.12.1, above, there is increased traffic in the study area during the fair season, with 
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the large increases occurring on the major roadways such as Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via 
de la Valle, and lesser changes in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. The segment of 
Via de la Valle between Jimmy Durante Boulevard and the I-5 ramps was analyzed based on 
2 days of daily traffic count data collected in June 2015, one with the County Fair open 
(Thursday) and one with the County Fair closed (Monday). The LOS analysis shows this 
segment to be operating at LOS F when the County Fair is open due to a significant increase 
in vehicular volumes. During County Fair season, residents in the area change their traffic 
patterns to avoid the most congested conditions, and these changes in trip patterns vary day 
to day. The same is anticipated for the residents of the 62 new dwelling units associated with 
the proposed project. As a result, a new project traffic distribution was assumed, to analyze 
the study area roadway segments under “Fair Conditions” (Appendix M). A substantial 
portion of proposed project trips are assumed to access I-5 by way of Lomas Santa Fe Drive 
instead of Via de la Valle to avoid the heavily congested intersections providing access to the 
fairgrounds. The proposed project is not anticipated to substantially increase traffic in this 
area, with a projected 496 additional ADT as a result of the addition of 62 residential units to 
an existing residential area.  

As determined in Appendix M, the existing Solana Highlands complex currently generates 
approximately 1,552 trips per day and upon project completion the site would generate 
approximately 2,080 trips per day. As determined in the 2016 TIA, the proposed project 
would not cause a significant impact to traffic conditions under either the existing or the 
existing plus project condition.  

Specific to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the proposed project would generate the same per 
unit VMT as the existing conditions, approximately 19,760 VMT per unit. This would result 
in an increase in total VMT, as a consequence of the addition of 62 units, from 3,912,361 
total VMT to 5,137,600 total VMT1. Each unit is expected to produce the same number of 
daily trips (approximately 8). 

The project would include sidewalks and pedestrian paths throughout the project site to allow 
for improved connections to surrounding neighborhoods and sidewalks. However, it is not 
anticipated that implementation of the project would substantially increase use of pedestrian, 
bicyclist, or transit facilities, to a level where it could not be accommodated by existing or 
planned facilities. Although the minimal projected increase in traffic on South Nardo Avenue 
due to implementation of the proposed project could potentially affect pedestrians within the 
surrounding neighborhoods, traffic-calming measures are included in the project design. 

                                                 
1 The Air Quality emissions model conservatively included defaults for the project VMT, which equate to 

approximately 5,805,403 total VMT, resulting in a conservative estimation of GHG emissions. 
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These measures consist of curb extensions, a speed table, chokers, crosswalk striping, a 
raised median, and turn pockets (see Figure 3.12-2, Traffic-Calming Project Design).  

As shown in Table 3.12-8, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a 
delay of more than 1.3 seconds at any intersection. All roadways and intersections would 
continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with implementation of the project, with the 
exception of the intersection of Via de la Valle and East Solana Circle during the AM peak 
hour in the Horizon Year 2035 scenario. The project would not increase the delay at this 
intersection (Appendix M).  

Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable plan during construction or 
operation, and impacts would be less than significant.   
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FIGURE 3.12-2 

Traffic-Calming Project Design 
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

8607

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2014.
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B. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, 
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways?  

Existing-Plus-Project Traffic 

The existing-plus-project scenario was analyzed through overlaying the forecasted 
project-generated trips on the existing-conditions peak-hour and daily roadway segment 
volumes based on the trip assignment.  

The existing traffic volumes, lane configurations, and signal timings (for signalized 
intersections) were used to calculate existing conditions LOS for all of the study area 
locations. Proposed project trips were overlaid on the existing-condition traffic to 
determine existing-plus-project impacts (Appendix M). Table 3.12-8 shows intersection 
LOS and average vehicle delay for the key study area intersections under existing 
conditions and existing-plus-project conditions. 

Table 3.12-8 
Existing Conditions Peak-Hour Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

SI3 

Existing 
Existing Plus 

Project 

Change2 

Existing 
Existing Plus 

Project 

Change2 Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive/ 
South Nardo Avenue 

14.8 B 14.8 B 0.0 11.4 B 11.4 B 0.0 No 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive/ 
Stevens Avenue 

23.8 C 24.1 C 0.3 24.0 C 24.3 C 0.3 No 

South Nardo Avenue/ 
East Solana Circle 

11.6 B 11.7 B 0.1 10.5 B 10.6 B 0.1 No 

South Nardo Avenue/ 
Fresca Street 

10.9 B 11.0 B 0.1 9.8 A 9.9 A 0.1 No 

Stevens Avenue/ 
South Nardo Avenue 

18.3 B 19.1 B 0.8 15.0 B 16.3 B 1.3 No 

Via de la Valle/ 
East Solana Circle 

26.3 D 26.3 D 0.0 21.0 C 21.0 C 0.0 No 

Stevens Avenue–Valley 
Avenue/Via de la Valle 

28.8 C 29.0 C 0.2 33.0 C 33.1 C 0.1 No 

Stevens Avenue/ 
Valley Avenue 

19.3 B 19.3 B 0.0 13.1 B 13.1 B 0.0 No 

Source:  Appendix M. 
1 Whole intersection weighted average stopped delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections 
2 Change in delay (seconds) 
3 SI = Significant Impact? 
Driveway intersections were only analyzed under “Plus Project” scenarios.  
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As shown in Table 3.12-8, all key study area intersections are currently operating at LOS C or 
better with and without the proposed project, with the exception of Via de la Valle/East Solana 
Circle. Via de la Valle/East Solana Circle operates at LOS D in the morning peak hour with or 
without the project and the proposed project does not change the experienced delay.  

Table 3.12-9 summarizes the results of the roadway segment LOS analysis.  

Table 3.12-9 
Existing-Plus-Project Conditions Segment Operations 

Roadway Segment 
Class and 
Capacity 

No Project With Project 

ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS Change1 SI2 

Stevens Avenue 

From Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive to South 
Nardo Avenue 

Collector; 
(continuous 
LTL) 13,000 

9,936 0.76 C 10,094 0.78 D 0.02 N 

From South Nardo 
Avenue to Valley 
Avenue 

Collector; 
(continuous 
LTL) 13,000 

10,449 0.80 D 10,713 0.82 D 0.02 N 

South Nardo Avenue 

From Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive to East 
Solana Circle 

Sub-
Collector 
(SF); 2,200 

2,098 0.95 C 2,151 0.98 C 0.03 N 

From East Solana 
Circle to Fresca 
Street 

Collector 
(MF); 6,500 

2,342 0.36 A 2,448 0.38 A 0.02 N 

From Fresca Street 
to Stevens Avenue 

Collector 
(MF); 6,500 

3,060 0.47 B 3,482 0.54 B 0.07 N 

East Solana Circle 

From South Nardo 
Avenue to Via de la 
Valle 

Sub-
Collector 
(SF); 2,200 

662 0.30 A 715 0.32 A 0.02 N 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive3 

From Stevens 
Avenue to Solana 
Hills Drive 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

23,013 0.66 C 23,171 0.66 C 0.0 N 

Via de la Valle3 

From Camino Del 
Mar to Jimmy 
Durante Boulevard 

Major 
Arterial 
35,000 

16,525 0.47 B 16,578 0.47 B 0.0 N 

Source: Appendix M. 
LTL = Left Turn Lane ; SF = Single Family ; MF = Multi Family ; ADT = average daily trips; V/C = volume to capacity ratio; LOS = level of 
service. 
1 Change in V/C 
2 SI = Significant Impact? 
3 Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle counts were provided by City of Solana Beach for the “typical conditions.” Data reported was 

collected in 2012. 
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As shown in Table 3.12-9, all study area roadway segments operate at an LOS D or better 
with and without the proposed project. Therefore, in the existing-plus-project scenario, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Near Term 2020 Projected Conditions 

As stated in section 3.12, the Traffic Analysis Memorandum, Appendix N, was prepared by 
Fehr and Peers on November 10, 2017, which addressed the changes to project site access 
considered, as well as other traffic and circulation related conditions that have been 
integrated. Appendix N contains an updated cumulative projects list as well as analysis per 
the updated expected growth rates. The cumulative project list provided by the City includes 
a total of 22 projects. The cumulative project list is included as Table 3 to Appendix N, and is 
outlined within Chapter 4, Cumulative Effects, of this DEIR. Table 3 to Appendix N includes 
all cumulative projects analyzed in this section with exception to the Solana 101 project, 
which includes construction of a mixed-use development on the corner of Highway 101 and 
Dahlia Drive. The Solana 101 project has been included into the following analysis. These 
cumulative projects have been approved or are in the process of being reviewed by the City 
or the surrounding jurisdictions. These projects are anticipated to be approved and/or 
occupied in the foreseeable future. Most cumulative projects identified however, are either 
outside of the study area or generate little to no project traffic.  

The Solana Beach NCTD Train Station Redevelopment Project is also under consideration 
by the City and NCTD. At the time the Traffic Analysis Memorandum (Appendix N) was 
prepared, the final land use and site plan had not been completed. Therefore, this project is 
not considered in the Year 2020 conditions. 

The applicable cumulative projects identified are low traffic generators. Due to the limited 
number of projects identified by the City and the surrounding cities, near term cumulative 
conditions volumes were forecast using an ambient growth rate in lieu of determining the 
individual trips for each cumulative project. This growth rate accounts for the cumulative 
projects identified by the City as well as general changes to traffic patterns that occur over 
time and traffic associated other planned regional projects outside the study area that may 
have some impact on the local neighborhoods as trips distribute through and around the 
Solana Beach community. 

The ambient growth rate calculated for use in the traffic report was determined by reviewing 
the SANDAG Series 12 model for the horizon year 2035 model volumes, the 2008 base year 
model volumes and the existing conditions volumes. An annual growth rate of 0.5% per year 
was calculated was based on the annual change in traffic volumes forecast from 2008 to 2035 
and adjusted to reflect growth that has occurred from 2008 to 2013, when the existing counts 
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were conducted (Appendix N). Appendix N calculated cumulative volumes to reflect the 
2020 opening year using the 0.5% per year annual growth rate compounded annually and 
reflect volumes associated with cumulative projects as well as other regional changes in 
traffic patterns. The methodology used in Appendix N was confirmed by City Staff.  

Operations at all of the study intersections were calculated based on Near Term 2020 and 
Near Term 2020 Plus Project volumes on the existing roadway network. Table 3.12-10 
shows intersection LOS and average vehicle delay under Near Term 2020 and Near Term 
2020 Plus Project conditions. Table 3.19-11 summarizes the results of the roadway 
segment LOS analysis.  

Table 3.12-10 
Near Term 2020 Scenario Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

SI4 

Near Term 
2020 

Near Term 2020 
Plus Project 

Change3 

Near Term 2020 
Near Term 2020 

Plus Project 

Change3 Delay1 

LOS
2 Delay1 

LOS
2 Delay1 LOS2 Delay1 LOS2 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive/South Nardo 
Avenue* 

15.0 B 15.0 B 0.0 11.6 B 11.65 B 0.0 N 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive/Stevens Avenue* 

24.1 C 24.4 C 0.3 24.3 C 24.5 C 0.2 N 

South Nardo 
Avenue/East Solana 
Circle 

11.2 B 11.2 B 0.0 10.6 B 10.7 B 0.1 N 

South Nardo 
Avenue/Fresca Street 

11.0 B 11.2 B 0.2 9.8 A 9.9 A 0.1 N 

Stevens Avenue/South 
Nardo Avenue* 

18.4 B 19.2 B 0.8 15.0 B 16.3 B 1.3 N 

Via de la Valle/East 
Solana Circle 

28.5 D 28.55 D 0.0 22.2 C 22.25 C 0.0 N 

Stevens Avenue–
Valley Avenue/Via de la 
Valle* 

29.2 C 29.3 C 0.2 33.7 C 33.9 C 0.2 N 

Stevens Avenue/Valley 
Avenue* 

19.2 B 19.25 B 0.0 13.0 B 13.05 B 0.0 N 

Driveway A/South 
Nardo Avenue 

N/A N/A 10.1 A N/A N/A N/A 9.3 A N/A N/A 

Driveway B/South 
Nardo Avenue 

N/A N/A 10.3 A N/A N/A N/A 9.5 A N/A N/A 

Source: Appendix N. 
1 Whole intersection weighted average stopped delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stop controlled intersections. 
2 LOS = Level of Service 
3 Change = Change in delay (seconds). 
4 SI = significant impact? 
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5 Delay reported in HCM is lower than the No Project conditions. This is due to the addition of project trips to non-critical movements. For the 
purpose of this evaluation, it is assumed that the project has no impact and the delay with project is equal to the delay without the project. 

N/A = Not Applicable. Driveway intersections were only analyzed under “Plus Project” scenarios.  
* = signalized intersection. ** = All-way stop controlled intersection. 

Table 3.12-11 
Near Term 2020 Roadway Segment Level of Service 

Roadway Segment 
Class and 
Capacity 

No Project With Project 

SI2 ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS Change1 

Stevens Avenue 

Stevens Avenue 
From Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive To South 
Nardo Avenue 

Collector 
(continuous LTL) 

15,000 

10,085 0.67 D 10,243 0.68 D 0.01 N 

Stevens Avenue 
From South Nardo 
Avenue To Valley 
Avenue 

Collector 
(continuous LTL) 

15,000 

10,605 0.71 D 10,869 0.72 D 0.01 N 

South Nardo Avenue 

South Nardo Avenue 
From Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive To East 
Solana Circle 

Sub-Collector (SF) 
2,200 

2,129 n/a5 C 2,182 n/a5 C n/a5 N 

South Nardo Avenue 
From East Solana 
Circle To Fresca 
Street 

Collector (MF) 
8,000 

2,377 0.30 A 2,483 0.31 A 0.01 N 

South Nardo Avenue 
From Fresca Street 
To Stevens Avenue 

Collector (MF) 
8,000 

3,106 0.39 B 3,528 0.44 B 0.05 N 

East Solana Circle 

East Solana Circle 
From South Nardo 
Avenue To Via de la 
Valle 

Sub-Collector (SF) 
2,200 

672 n/a5 A 725 n/a5 A n/a5 N 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive4 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive3 From Stevens 
Avenue To Solana 
Hills Drive 

Major Arterial 
40,000 

23,824 0.60 C 23,983 0.60 C 0.0 N 

Via de la Valle 

Via de la Valle3 From 
Camino Del Mar To 
Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard 

Collector 
(continuous LTL) 

15,000 

17,109 1.14 F 17,161 1.14 F 0.0 N 

Source: Appendix N. 
LTL = Left Turn Lane; SF = Single Family; MF = Multi-Family; ADT = average daily trips; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio; LOS = level of service. 
1 LOS = Level of Service 
2 Change in V/C 
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3 SI = Significant Impact 
4 Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle counts were provided by City of Solana Beach for the “typical conditions”. Data reported was 

collected in 2012. 
5 n/a = not applicable. The city roadway capacity thresholds provide a capacity at LOS C only. V/C ratio is based on the volume to the 

capacity at LOS E. Volumes along the arterial fall below the LOS C threshold, therefore the C/C ratio need not be calculated. 

Table 3.12-10 shows that all key study area intersections would continue to operate at LOS D 
or better in the Near Term 2020 with and without the proposed project. As shown in Table 
3.12-11, all roadway segments are forecast to operate at acceptable LOS with and without the 
proposed project in the Near Term 2020. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
substantial effects in the Near Term 2020 scenario to intersections or the roadway network, 
and impacts would be less than significant.  

Horizon Year 2035 Projected Conditions 

The Horizon Year 2035 traffic volumes are provided to assess baseline conditions and 
potential long-term project impacts to study area traffic circulation. The Horizon Year 
2035 roadway network is assumed to be the same as under existing conditions. Therefore, 
no roadway improvements are assumed under Horizon Year 2035 conditions. Horizon 
Year 2035 traffic volumes were determined based on the SANDAG Series 12 traffic 
model (see Appendix M). 

These future volumes were compared to the existing conditions volumes to ensure a 
minimum of 10% growth over the existing conditions and compared to the SANDAG 
Series 11 forecast for consistency with the previous traffic forecast in the study area. 
Tables 3.12-12 and 3.12-13 outline the LOS for intersections and roadway segments, 
respectively, under the Horizon Year 2035 scenario. 

Table 3.12-12 
Horizon Year 2035 Scenario Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Horizon Year 
2035 

Horizon Year 
2035 Plus 

Project 

Change 

Horizon Year 2035 

Horizon Year 
2035 Plus 

Project 

Change Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive/South Nardo 
Avenue 

15.6 B 15.6 B 0.0 11.3 B 11.3 B 0.0 

Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive/Stevens Avenue 

26.2 C 26.5 C 0.3 25.9 C 26.2 C 0.3 

South Nardo Avenue/East 
Solana Circle 

11.3 B 11.3 B 0.0 10.3 B 10.3 B 0.0 

South Nardo 
Avenue/Fresca Street 

11.2 B 11.3 B 0.1 9.9 A 10.0 B 0.1 



3.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.12-35 

Table 3.12-12 
Horizon Year 2035 Scenario Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Horizon Year 
2035 

Horizon Year 
2035 Plus 

Project 

Change 

Horizon Year 2035 

Horizon Year 
2035 Plus 

Project 

Change Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Stevens Avenue/South 
Nardo Avenue 

18.0 B 18.8 B 0.8 14.4 B 15.6 B 1.2 

Via de la Valle/East 
Solana Circle 

37.1 E 37.1 E 0.0 26.0 D 26.0 D 0.0 

Stevens Avenue–Valley 
Avenue/Via de la Valle 

30.8 C 31.0 C 0.2 36.3 D 36.7 D 0.4 

Stevens Avenue/Valley 
Avenue 

19.4 B 19.4 B 0.0 13.0 B 13.0 B 0.0 

Driveway A/South Nardo 
Avenue 

N/A N/A 4.2 A N/A N/A N/A 3.7 A N/A 

Driveway B/South Nardo 
Avenue 

N/A N/A 3.8 A N/A N/A N/A 3.3 A N/A 

Source: Appendix M. 
LOS = level of service. 

Table 3.12-13 
Horizon Year 2035 Roadway Segment Operations 

Roadway Segment 
Class and 
Capacity 

No Project With Project 

ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS Change 

Stevens Avenue 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive to South Nardo 
Avenue 

Collector 13,000 11,200 0.86 D 11,358 0.87 C 0.01 

South Nardo Avenue to Via de la Valle Collector 13,000 11,500 0.88 D 11,758 0.90 D 0.02 

South Nardo Avenue 

Lomas Santa Fe Drive to East Solana 
Circle 

Sub-Collector 
2,200 

2,100 0.95 C 2,153 0.98 C 0.03 

East Solana Circle to Fresca Street Collector 6,500 2,400 0.37 A 2,506 0.39 A 0.02 

Fresca Street to Stevens Avenue Collector 6,500 3,300 0.51 B 3,722 0.57 B 0.06 

East Solana Circle 

South Nardo Avenue to Via de la Valle Sub-Collector 
2,200 

7,200 0.33 A 773 0.35 A 0.02 

Source: Appendix M. 
ADT = average daily traffic; V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio; LOS = level of service. 

As outlined in Table 3.12-12, all key study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or 
better under Horizon Year 2035 with and without the proposed project, with exception to the 
intersection of Via de la Valle and E. Solana Circle. However, as shown in Table 3.12-12, the 
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intersection would operate at LOS E under base conditions, without the proposed project, and the 
project would not add any average vehicle delay. As such this would not be considered a 
significant impact. Similarly, as shown in Table 3.12-13, all roadway segments would operate at 
an acceptable LOS with or without the proposed project in the Horizon Year 2035 scenario. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial effects in the Horizon Year 2035 
scenario to intersections or the roadway network, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Detailed LOS calculation worksheets for this scenario are included in Appendix M of this 
DEIR. The proposed project, with the addition of 62 residential units, is anticipated to create 
496 additional ADT, including 42 in the AM peak hour and 53 in the PM peak hour. The 
applicable CMP focuses on projects that would increase ADT by 2,400 or more. Therefore, 
under all three scenarios, the project falls below this threshold. The proposed project is in 
line and does not hinder the goals outlined within the 2050 Regional Comprehensive Plan.  

Additionally, as shown in Table 3.12-3 and as previously discussed, there is increased traffic 
in the study area during the County Fair season, with the larger increases occurring on major 
roadways such as Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via de la Valle, and lesser changes in the 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. The segment of Via de la Valle between Jimmy 
Durante Boulevard and the I-5 ramps was analyzed based on 2 days of daily traffic-count 
data collected in June 2015, one with the County Fair open (Thursday) and one with the 
County Fair closed (Monday). The LOS analysis shows this segment to be operating at LOS 
F when the County Fair is open due to a significant increase in vehicular volumes. During 
this time of year, residents in the area change their traffic patterns to avoid the most 
congested conditions, and these changes in trip patterns vary day to day. The same is 
anticipated for the residents of the 62 additional dwelling units associated with the proposed 
project. As a result, a new project traffic distribution was assumed to analyze the study area 
roadway segments under Fair Conditions. A substantial portion of project trips were assumed 
to access I-5 by way of Lomas Santa Fe Drive instead of Via de la Valle to avoid the heavily 
congested intersections providing access to the fairgrounds. Heavily traveled roadways such 
as Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Via del la Valle would continue to operate at unacceptable 
conditions due to the high volumes of traffic adjacent to the I-5 ramps. However, the 
additional project trips to these segments are negligible after the assumed re-distribution, and 
in many cases would not increase the V/C ratio (Appendix M). The proposed project is not 
expected to add more than 20 peak-hour trips to the on- or off-ramps to northbound and 
southbound I-5, nor result in any significant impacts to the surrounding roadway network 
under Fair Conditions, which are considered the most extreme. 

Furthermore, and as discussed previously under Threshold A, the proposed project would 
involve work (such as connections to utilities) within public streets, such as South Nardo 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue, that front the project site. Some lane closures would occur 
during certain times, but there would not be any complete closure of streets. Trench plates 
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would be used to cover work areas, which would allow full use of affected streets when 
construction is not occurring. According to the City Engineer, the proposed project would 
require a professionally designed traffic control plan to be prepared by the applicant to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer for any work completed on South Nardo Avenue and/or 
Stevens Avenue. The City requires the traffic control plan as part of its construction plans, 
grading, and public improvement plans, and the traffic control plan is not required until the 
start of construction.  

For the reasons stated above, development of the proposed project would not conflict with an 
applicable congestion management program, including LOS standards and travel demand 
measures or other established standards, and impacts would be less than significant.  

C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?  

The closest airports to the proposed project site are the Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 
Airport, which is approximately 10 miles southeast of the project site, and the McClellan-
Palomar Airport, which is approximately 10 miles northeast of the project site. The project site 
is currently developed with a similar land use as the land use proposed for the project, with 
residential units that would be a maximum of three stories and 53 feet in height. Therefore, the 
project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns. Given the distance to surrounding 
airports, the proposed project would neither result in a change in air traffic patterns, nor would 
it result in substantial safety risks due to location; therefore, there would be no impact. 

D. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves, or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?  

The proposed project would improve vehicular and pedestrian and bicycle safety by reducing 
the existing four complex driveways down to two. Controlled access to the site would be 
provided with queuing space to avoid hazards associated with vehicles queueing across 
pedestrian paths and bikeways. To ensure pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the project area 
and the compatibility of the project with the surrounding residential community, the project 
design includes several traffic-calming measures, as shown in Figure 3.12-2. These measures 
include the following: 

 Reducing traffic speeds along South Nardo Avenue from East Solana Circle to 
Fresca Street: 

o 10-foot raised median and striping along South Nardo Avenue just west of 
Stevens Avenue, which will create a left-turn pocket for vehicles entering the 
project site. 
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o Installation of curb extensions on the northwest and northeast corners of the 
Fresca Street and South Nardo Avenue intersection to narrow the street, reduce 
speeds, and make pedestrians more visible. 

o Installation of chokers, including a 6-foot-wide center median and 5-foot-wide medians 
on either side of the street on South Nardo Avenue approximately 230 feet west of 
Fresca Street, and approximately 360 feet east of Nardito Lane, which would narrow 
the street and reduce speeds along a long stretch of South Nardo Avenue. 

o Installation of a speed table on South Nardo Avenue between Nardito Lane and 
East Solana Circle to reduce turning speeds through the intersection. 

 Reduce and/or make street parking safer along South Nardo Avenue adjacent to the project 
site and along Fresca Street to Fresca Court (particularly during the Del Mar race season). 

The proposed implementation of traffic calming along South Nardo Avenue would 
help reduce traffic speeds along the corridor. Curb extensions that are constructed as 
part of the chokers and curb extensions at intersections would help buffer the parked 
vehicles along the street. The curb extensions constructed as part of the chokers could 
result in the loss of between three to five on-street parking spaces on Nardo Avenue. 
There is currently a red curb at the Nardo Avenue/Fresca Street intersection, which 
would prevent any loss of parking due to the curb extensions. 

 Improve pedestrian safety along South Nardo Avenue from East Solana Circle to 
Fresca Street with raised pedestrian crossings or stop signs. 

Preliminary all-way-stop warrants were conducted for the Nardito Lane/South Nardo 
Avenue and Fresca Street/South Nardo Avenue intersections. Based on traffic volume 
through the intersection, the all-way-stop warrants were not met. Therefore, other measures 
were considered to help improve the walking environment along South Nardo Avenue: 

o Curb extensions proposed at the Fresca Street and South Nardo Avenue intersection 
would help reduce the crossing distance for pedestrians and reduce traffic speeds at 
this intersection. A raised crosswalk was considered, but the slope of South Nardo 
Avenue prohibits the construction of a raised crosswalk at this location. 

o A ladder-striped crosswalk is recommended on the stop-controlled north leg of 
the South Nardo Avenue/Fresca Street intersection. The ladder striped crosswalk 
painted with highlight reflective paint would improve pedestrian visibility 
compared to the existing condition at this location. 

o A speed table is recommended between East Solana Circle and Nardito Lane. The 
speed table, in conjunction with the other traffic-calming devices, would help to 
reduce traffic speeds between Nardito Lane and Fresca Street. An existing striped 
yellow school crosswalk is located on the east leg of the South Nardo 
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Avenue/Nardito Lane intersection serving the adjacent St. James Catholic Church 
and school. It is recommended that this crosswalk be repainted with highlight 
reflective paint to improve the visibility of the marked crosswalk. Due to a lack of 
sidewalks on the north side of South Nardo Avenue, a marked crosswalk on the 
speed table is not recommended. 

The proposed project would improve safe access for drivers exiting from, or turning left 
into, the Turfwood condominiums driveway on Valley Avenue. In addition to these 
measures, the project would include sidewalks and pedestrian paths throughout the site to 
allow for improved connections to surrounding neighborhood and pedestrian facilities. 
Although the minimal projected increase in traffic on South Nardo Avenue due to 
implementation of the proposed project could potentially affect pedestrians within the 
surrounding neighborhoods, traffic-calming measures would reduce potential adverse 
effects and reduce existing safety hazards on site and in the immediate vicinity. The 
proposed project would not result in hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Construction  

The proposed project would involve work (such as connections to utilities) within public streets 
that front the project site, such as South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue. Some lane 
closures would occur during certain times, but there would not be any complete closure of 
streets. Trench plates would be used to cover work areas, which would allow full use of 
affected streets when construction is not occurring. According to the City Engineer, the 
proposed project would require a professionally designed traffic control plan to be prepared by 
the applicant to the satisfaction of the City Engineer for any work completed on South Nardo 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue; the traffic control plan is not required until the start of 
construction. The City requires the traffic control plan as part of its construction plans, grading, 
and public improvement plans. Although work is proposed within public streets that front the 
project site, adequate vehicular and pedestrian access would be maintained throughout 
construction to ensure that the project does not interfere with a potential emergency evacuation. 
As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, Utilities, and Services Systems, of this DEIR, 
the proposed project would not substantially affect fire or police service. Therefore, 
construction impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation 

The proposed project would result in residential development within the project site similar 
to that of the existing development. Operation of the proposed project would not impede any 
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roadways that would serve as evacuation routes during an emergency. The proposed project 
would reduce the existing four complex driveways down to three, and ensure connectivity of 
two of the driveways internally for improved emergency access. Controlled access to the 
property would be provided with queuing space sufficient for emergency vehicles, which 
would also have access keys. Traffic-calming measures along South Nardo Avenue would 
reduce speeds and promote pedestrian safety, and they would not interfere with emergency 
vehicles access. Therefore, operational impacts would be less than significant. 

F. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities?  

As outlined in Section 3.12.2, above, the proposed project would be subject to compliance 
with local regulations, including the City’s General Plan, SANDAG’s San Diego Forward 
plan, and the City’s CATS. The proposed project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan 
Circulation Element goals, objectives, and policies is listed in Table 3.9-1 within Section 3.9 
(Land Use) of this DEIR.  

An objective of the proposed project is to enhance the community character and provide for a 
revitalized residential development that has fewer impacts on local circulation by providing 
off-site traffic-calming measures on South Nardo Avenue, reducing site driveways and 
relocating the primary entrance closer to main transportation arterials, and optimizing 
internal circulation and on-site parking. As outlined in Threshold D, above, traffic-calming 
and pedestrian safety improvements would include the following: 

 10-foot raised median and striping along South Nardo Avenue just west of Stevens 
Avenue, which would create a left-turn pocket for vehicles entering the project site. 

 Installation of curb extensions on the northwest and northeast corners of the Fresca 
Street and South Nardo Avenue intersection to narrow the street, reduce speeds, and 
make pedestrians more visible. 

 Installation of chokers, including a 6-foot-wide center median and 5-foot-wide 
medians on either side of the street on South Nardo Avenue, approximately 230 feet 
west of Fresca Street and approximately 360 feet east of Nardito Lane, which would 
narrow the street and reduce speeds along a long stretch of South Nardo Avenue. 

 Installation of a speed table on South Nardo Avenue between Nardito Lane and East 
Solana Circle to reduce turning speeds through the intersection. 

 Curb extensions proposed at the Fresca Street and South Nardo Avenue intersection 
to help reduce the crossing distance for pedestrians and reduce traffic speeds at this 
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intersection. A raised crosswalk was considered, but the slope of South Nardo 
Avenue prohibits the construction of a raised crosswalk at this location. 

 A ladder-striped crosswalk on the stop-controlled north leg of the South Nardo 
Avenue/Fresca Street intersection. The ladder striped crosswalk painted with 
highlight reflective paint would improve pedestrian visibility compared to the existing 
condition at this location. 

 A speed table between East Solana Circle and Nardito Lane. The speed table, in 
conjunction with the other traffic-calming devices, would help to reduce traffic 
speeds between Nardito Lane and Fresca Street. An existing striped yellow school 
crosswalk is located on the east leg of the South Nardo Avenue/Nardito Lane 
intersection serving the adjacent St. James Catholic Church and school. This 
crosswalk shall be repainted with highlight reflective paint to improve the visibility of 
the marked crosswalk. Due to a lack of sidewalks on the north side of South Nardo 
Avenue, a marked crosswalk on the speed table is not recommended. 

There are several public transit options near the project site, including the NCTD Breeze bus, 
NCTD Coaster train, and Amtrak Pacific Surfliner train. There is a bus stop on the corner of 
S. Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue (adjacent to the site) in which the 308 and 408 lines 
pick up. Routes 308 and 408 travels to and from Solana Beach to Escondido via Del Dios 
Highway. The Solana Beach train station, providing access to the NCTD Coaster train and 
Amtrak Pacific Surfliner train, is located approximately 0.7 mile northwest of the project site, 
located on N. Cedros Avenue. Pedestrians and bicyclists would reach the Solana Beach train 
station by taking S. Nardo Avenue north, Corto Street west, S. Granados Avenue north, west 
on Lomas Santa Fe Drive, and north on N. Cedros Avenue. The proposed project would 
provide secure bicycle storage on site and an enhanced pedestrian environment with access 
via sidewalks and walkways throughout the project site and linkage off site, promoting 
alternate transportation. Additionally, at the time the Traffic Analysis Memorandum 
(Appendix N) was prepared, improvements along Stevens Avenue were under construction 
as part of the City’s Complete Streets project. These improvements along Stevens Avenue 
will provide necessary pedestrian and bicycle connectivity along the corridor to assist 
residents of the proposed project and surrounding community travel by foot or by bicycle.  

The Solana Beach portion of the Coastal Rail Trail has a northbound and southbound Class I 
bike path along Highway 101 between Ocean Street and Via de la Valle, approximately 0.5 
mile west of the project site. Although there are no proposed bike lane updates associated 
with the project, due to the limited increase in units over the existing Solana Highlands 
residences (62 additional units), the existing bicycle facilities would adequately 
accommodate the proposed project’s residents. As such, the project would not conflict with 
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public transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities, and would not decrease the performance or 
safety of these facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

3.12.5 Mitigation Measures 

No significant traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed project; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

3.12.6 Significance After Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are required, and all impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.13 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section provides an overview of existing tribal cultural resources associated with the 
proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and vicinity, 
identifies associated regulatory requirements, and evaluates potential impacts that would result 
from implementation of the proposed project. The discussion found in this section is based on the 
Negative Cultural Resources Study for the proposed project that was prepared by ASM Affiliates 
Inc. on September 16, 2014, and is contained in Appendix G of this DEIR, as well as Native 
American consultation efforts conducted by the City under the requirements of AB 52.  

3.13.1 Existing Conditions 
The entirety of the project site is developed with the existing Solana Highlands apartment 
complex. No historical or archaeological resources were identified within the project’s area of 
potential effects (APE) during ASM’s study through the records searches and the pedestrian 
survey, in part, due to the existing developed conditions of the project site. Please see Section 
3.5.1 for a summary of the cultural setting for the site. 

Study Methods and Field Conditions 

The Cultural Resources Study included a review of all relevant site records and reports on file 
with the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) of the California Historical Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) at San Diego State University within a 0.25- mi. search radius, a 
pedestrian survey of the Area of Potential Effect (APE), and a review of the Sacred Lands File 
held by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Both record searches from the 
SCIC and the NAHC were requested by ASM on September 3, 2014, and are included as part of 
Appendix G to this DEIR. 

The field survey was also conducted on September 3, 2014, by ASM Senior Archaeologist James 
Daniels. Field methods consisted of a pedestrian survey of the APE. The APE was photographed, 
and all areas of visible soil were examined for cultural resources. The majority of the APE has 
already been developed. Photographs taken of the APE were geotagged, and their location and 
the direction of their view are included as part of Appendix G to this DEIR. 

Records Search Results 

The entirety of the property has been previously developed, and no historical or archaeological 
resources were identified within the APE during ASM’s study through either the records searches or 
the pedestrian survey. The NAHC records search of the Sacred Lands Files did not identify any 
cultural places within the project area. SCIC records search indicated that no previously recorded 
cultural resources are located on the project site. Two cultural resources are located within the 0.25-
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mile search radius. Both sites are prehistoric sites: SDI-10238 and SDI-13484. The closest site, SDI-
10238, was recorded approximately 100 meters (330 feet) south of the project site. Descriptions of 
the previously recorded resources within the search radius are provided in the Cultural Resources 
Study (Appendix G), as well as Chapter 3.5 of this DEIR, and below.  

SDI-10238 

This prehistoric site was first investigated by Brian Smith (Smith 1986, as cited in Appendix G) 
and RECON (Wade 1988, as cited in Appendix G). The site has two loci, with Locus A in the 
north and Locus B to the south. Locus B was evaluated by Cooley and Barrie of Mooney and 
Associates in 2002 (as cited in Appendix G). This report was not listed in the records search 
report database, but it is reported on an updated site record. The site record reports that the 
evaluation of the site yielded intact shell midden, debitage, cores, flaked tools, percussion tools, 
milling implements, possible shell beads, modified bone, a steatite artifact, faunal remains 
(including 45 different taxa), and four pieces of bone identified as possibly human. At least one 
hearth feature was also identified. Radiocarbon dates from the investigations by Smith and by 
Wade yielded ages ranging between 7040 +/−100 BP and 5790 +/−110 BP. The two radiocarbon 
dates on marine shell samples were reported as 8360 BP and 7680 BP. 

SDI-13484 

Site SDI-13484 was first recorded by Karen Crafts and Martin Rosen of Caltrans District 11 as a 
light scatter of marine shell (Caltrans 2002). The site was evaluated by Laylander of ASM in 
2003 (as cited in Appendix G), and cultural deposits at the site were found to extend from 20 to 
80 centimeters (8 to 30 inches) below the ground surface; most of the deposits were of marine 
shell (at least 14 genera, predominantly Chione, Argopecten, and Ostrea) and trace amounts of 
animal bone and lithic debitage. Two samples of Chione shell were radiocarbon dated, yielding 
dates of 3,950 +/−60 BP and 3,760 +/−80 BP (see Appendix G). 

Consultation Results 

Native American consultation began with corresponding with the NAHC. The NAHC responded 
September 9, 2014, stating that no resources are listed in the Sacred Lands File in this area, but 
provided 18 Native American contacts who might provide information and may be consulted. In 
addition, the City has received requests for consultation on projects from the Viejas Band of 
Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) and the Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians. Formal letters requesting 
comment from each of the 18 Native American tribes, and the Mesa Grande Band of Mission 
Indians, were sent by the City in January 2015.The Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) responded that the 
site is of significance to or has ties to Viejas, asked to be kept informed of developments, and 
requested that a Kumeyaay cultural monitor be present during excavation activities (Viejas 2015). To 
date, no tribal cultural resources have been identified through consultation.  
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3.13.2 Regulatory Setting 

State 

Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52, in effect as of July 1, 2015, introduces the tribal cultural resource (TCR) as a class of 
cultural resource and additional considerations relating to Native American consultation into 
CEQA. As a general concept, a TCR is similar to the federally defined TCP; however, it 
incorporates consideration of local and state significance and required mitigation under CEQA. 
A TCR may be considered significant if included in a local or state register of historical 
resources; determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC 
Section 5024.1; is a geographically defined cultural landscape that meets one or more of these 
criteria; or is a historical resource described in PRC Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological 
resources described in PRC Section 21083.2, or is a non-unique archaeological resource if it 
conforms with the above criteria. 

California Health and Safety Code 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave 
goods, regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition 
of those remains. California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5, requires that if human 
remains are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance 
or excavation of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall 
occur until the county coroner has examined the remains (California Health and Safety Code, 
Section 7050.5b). If the coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of 
a Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). 
The NAHC will notify the Most Likely Descendant. With the permission of the landowner, 
the Most Likely Descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The inspection must be 
completed within 24 hours of notification of the Most Likely Descendant by the NAHC. The 
Most Likely Descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate 
dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans.  

Local  

City of Solana Beach Land Use Plan 

The City of Solana Beach’s Land Use Plan (LUP), Chapter 5, New Development, includes 
specific policies (LUP 5.51 through LUP 5.57) that direct the protection of known cultural 
resources and the potential for discovery of unknown cultural resources during development.  
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The following City policies are designed to apply California Coastal Act policy to conditions 
in Solana Beach: 

 Policy 5.56: New development on sites identified as archaeologically sensitive shall include 
on-site monitoring of all grading, excavation, and site preparation that involve earth moving 
operations by a qualified archaeologist(s), and appropriate Native American consultant(s). 

3.13.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), and have been used to determine the significance of potential tribal cultural resource 
impacts. Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be significant if the proposed project would:  

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 
in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1(k)? 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

3.13.4 Impacts Analysis 

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k)? 

As described in Chapter 3.5 of this DEIR, no historical resources have been identified 
within the project site or the APE. The project site is currently developed with an 
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apartment complex and multi-family units, and does not contain any identified Tribal 
cultural resources or any resources eligible for listing in the CRHR as a historical 
resource, based on Tribal consultation and SCIC, CHRIS, and NAHC record searches. 

As previously described in Section 3.5, two cultural resources, SDI-10238 and SDI-
13484, have been previously recorded near the project site. The closest site, SDI-
10238, is located approximately 100 meters (330 feet) south of the project site and is 
a prehistoric habitation site situated on a small terrace, which reportedly contains 
human remains. The second site, SDI-13484, is a light scatter of marine shell (at least 
14 genera, predominantly Chione, Argopecten, and Ostrea) and trace amounts of 
animal bone and lithic debitage (Laylander and Becker 2004, as cited in Appendix G). 
There is no evidence of tribal cultural resources on the project site, and surrounding 
cultural resources identified within the 0.25-mile search radius would not be affected 
by the proposed project.  

On September 9, 2014 the NAHC responded to the records search results request, 
notifying the City that the records search of the Sacred Lands File failed to indicate 
the presence of Native American traditional cultural places on the project site. The 
NAHC provided a list of 18 Native American contacts that might have additional 
information (NAHC correspondence is included as part of Appendix G to this DEIR). 
Formal letters requesting comment from each of the 18 Native American tribes were 
sent by the City in January 2015. The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians (Viejas) 
responded that the site is of significance to or has ties to Viejas, asked to be kept  
informed of developments, and requested that a Kumeyaay cultural monitor be 
present during excavation activities (Viejas 2015).  

AB 52 required an update to Appendix G (Initial Study Checklist) of the CEQA 
Guidelines to include questions related to impacts to Tribal cultural resources. 
Changes to Appendix G were approved by the Office of Administrative Law on 
September 27, 2016. AB 52 adds new requirements regarding consultation with 
California Native American Tribes and consideration of tribal cultural resources, 
requiring consultation prior to the release of an environmental document if requested 
by a California Native American Tribe. The SCIC and NAHC records searches from 
2014 remain valid for 5 years, and the City’s AB 52 consultation would be completed 
prior to the final EIR for the proposed project. All NAHC correspondence and tribal 
consultation documentation are on file with the City.  

The potential for intact, unknown, subsurface prehistoric archaeological materials to be 
present in the project site is considered very low because the site has been fully developed 
since the 1970s. Although there are no known Tribal cultural resources on site, there is the 
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potential for the inadvertent discovery of Tribal cultural resources during ground disturbing 
activities. Implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-3 previously identified 
in Chapter 3.5 of this DEIR would ensure potential impacts to tribal cultural resources would 
not be substantial. CUL-1 specifically addresses the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians’ 
request for a Kumeyaay cultural monitor to monitor ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed project. Implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and 
CUL-3 would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant 
level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

As described in Chapter 3.5 of this DIER, and in response to threshold a-i) above, there 
were no Tribal cultural resources identified upon Tribal consultation and review of the 
SCIC and NAHC record searches, nor during the on-site field survey located within the 
APE that would be considered significant under CEQA or eligible for listing in the 
CRHR. Additionally, the City is not aware of any known Tribal cultural resources within 
the project site.  

As described in the Negative Cultural Resources Study (Appendix G), two cultural 
resources are located within the 0.25-mile search radius. Both sites are determined to be 
prehistoric sites; the closest of the two (SDI-10238) was recorded approximately 100 
meters (330 feet) south of the current APE. This identified cultural resource is a 
prehistoric habitation site situated on a small terrace and was reported as containing 
human remains. The second site, SDI-13484, is a light scatter of marine shell (at least 14 
genera, predominantly Chione, Argopecten, and Ostrea) and trace amounts of animal 
bone and lithic debitage (Laylander and Becker 2004, as cited in Appendix G). No 
evidence of either site was identified within the APE for the proposed project. 
Furthermore, these cultural resources identified within the 0.25-mile search radius would 
not be affected by the proposed project.  

Based on information gathered from the Cultural Resources Study for the proposed 
project (Appendix G), the NAHC, and consultation with Native American Tribes who 
are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area, there are no known 
tribal cultural resources within the project area. However, given the poor ground 
surface visibility during the pedestrian survey and the close proximity of SDI-10238, 
there is still the potential for unknown or buried resources to be present at the project 
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site. Implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 previously identified in Chapter 
3.5, would provide for the presence of a qualified archaeological and Kumeyaay 
cultural monitor(s) during ground-disturbing activities that would be able to identify 
any previously unidentified Tribal cultural resources, to prevent inadvertent 
disturbance of any intact cultural deposits that may be present. Should any resources 
be identified, implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-3 would 
ensure proper handling and treatment of such resources by providing for a formal 
evaluation and opportunity to mitigate impacts to such discoveries.  With 
implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-3 previously identified in 
Chapter 3.5 of this DEIR, potentially significant impacts to tribal cultural resources 
would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

3.13.5 Mitigation Measures  

Mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-3 outlined in Chapter 3.5 of this DEIR shall be 
implemented for potential impacts associated with the discovery of tribal cultural resources.  

3.13.6 Significance After Mitigation 

With the project applicant’s implementation of CUL-1 and CUL-3, potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant. 

3.13.7 References 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendix A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
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16 U.S.C. 470–470x-6. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, SERVICE SYSTEMS,  
AND ENERGY 

This section provides an overview of the existing public services, utilities, service systems, and 
energy facilities within the proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or 
proposed project) site and vicinity; identifies the regulatory framework; and evaluates potential 
impacts to fire protection and emergency medical services, police protection, schools, libraries, 
parks, water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, and energy that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. Information in this section is based, in part, on the 
Preliminary Hydrology Study for the proposed project, completed by Pasco, Laret, Suiter, and 
Associates in August 2014, and revised September 2017. This study is included as Appendix J to 
this DEIR. This section also uses information from the Sewer Capacity Study prepared for the 
proposed project by Pasco, Laret, Suiter, and Associates in August 2014, which is included as 
Appendix N to this DEIR.  

3.14.1 Existing Conditions 

3.14.1.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

The City of Solana Beach (City) is served by the Solana Beach Fire Department, located less than 
1 mile north of the project site at 500 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Solana Beach, California. The Solana 
Beach Fire Department serves approximately 13,000 residents in a 4-square-mile area, and 
provides public safety services such as extinguishing residential and commercial structure fires and 
wildland and vegetation fires, responding to medical aid calls and mass casualty incidents, 
performing business inspections, and completing standard inspections of multi-family residential 
housing and preplanned inspections of commercial buildings. The fire department also oversees the 
safety portions of new development; redevelopment; hazardous materials use, storage, and 
disposal; search and rescue; and community education. Eighteen firefighters serve the station, 
equipped with one frontline engine, one reserve engine, one aerial truck, one rescue vehicle, one 
SUV, and one contracted ambulance with American Medical Response (Pupping 2014). 

The Joint Strategic Work Plan (updated November 2012) is a blueprint for how the Encinitas, 
Del Mar, and Solana Beach Fire Departments will respond to a variety of challenges and 
changing priorities in the upcoming years. It confirms the fire departments’ joint mission and 
values as public agencies dedicated to high-quality service and the protection of life and 
property. It also outlines the specific goals, strategies, and objectives of the fire departments, 
and establishes a set of criteria to measure the progress (Del Mar, Encinitas, and Solana 
Beach Fire Departments 2012). 

Pursuant to the Joint Strategic Work Plan, the Encinitas and Del Mar Fire Departments serve the 
City. There are 78 total sworn firefighters, engineers, and captains serving the three cities. 
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However, most staff reside at the Encinitas Fire Department, including one sworn chief, one 
sworn division chief, one non-sworn fire marshal, and three non-sworn administrative staff. 
Additionally, there are three sworn battalion chiefs (one per shift): Encinitas supplies two of the 
sworn battalion chiefs and Solana Beach supplies one battalion chief (Pupping 2014). The 
battalion chiefs cover all three cities and are available 24 hours per day, 7 days a week (Jimenez, 
pers. comm. 2016). Although each Fire Department is responsible for the coverage of their 
associated city boundaries, all fire departments will respond to a bordering city if they are the 
closest to the call. Table 3.14-1 lists the agencies serving the City. 

Annually, the Solana Beach firefighters respond to more than 1,400 fire- and medical-related 
emergencies, Encinitas firefighters respond to more than 5,000 emergencies, and Del Mar 
firefighters respond to approximately 1,100 emergencies. As stated in the Joint Strategic Work 
Plan, the Encinitas Fire Department’s response time goal is 5 minutes or less 80% of the time 
(for first-in engine company, not including 1-minute dispatch time), and the Solana Beach Fire 
Department’s response time goal is 8 minutes or less 90% or the time (from the time of 
dispatch). From October 2015 through October 2016, the average Solana Beach response time 
was 4:27 minutes, and the average response time to the Solana Highlands apartment complex 
was 4:31 minutes (Del Mar, Encinitas, and Solana Beach Fire Departments 2016).  

Table 3.14-1 
Fire Agencies Serving the City of Solana Beach 

  Solana Beach Encinitas Del Mar 

Number of firefighters 18 45 9 

Square miles covered 4 20 2 

Average number of calls 1,469 5,088 1,105 

Number of fire stations 1 6 1 

Location Station 1 (500 Lomas 
Santa Fe Drive) 

Station 1 (415 Second Street) Station 1 (2200 Jimmy 
Durante Boulevard) Station 2 (618 Birmingham Drive) 

Station 3 (801 Orpheus Avenue) 

Station 4 (2011 Village Park Drive) 

Station 5 (540 Balour Drive) 

Station 6 (770 Rancho Santa Fe 
Road) 

Source: Del Mar, Encinitas, and Solana Beach Fire Departments 2012. 

The North County Joint Powers Agency, also known as NorthComm, is the emergency 
dispatching organization for the following 10 local fire agencies: Carlsbad, Del Mar, Elfin 
Forest, Encinitas, North County, Oceanside, Rancho Santa Fe, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and 
Vista. The agency also serves the Rancho Santa Fe Patrol. 
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3.14.1.2 Police Protection 

The San Diego County Sheriff’s Department is the main law enforcement agency in San Diego 
County. The San Diego County Sheriff’s department is composed of approximately 4,000 
employees, including sworn officers and professional support staff (San Diego County 
Sheriff’s Department 2016). The San Diego County Sheriff’s Department contracts with the 
City for law enforcement services, including patrol, traffic, and investigative services. The 
North Coastal Sheriff’s Station provides contracted law enforcement services for the Cities of 
Del Mar, Encinitas, and Solana Beach. The North Coastal Sheriff’s Station is located at 175 
North El Camino Real, Encinitas, California 92024, and serves nearly 60 square miles, which 
also includes unincorporated communities of Rancho Santa Fe, Del Dios, Camp Pendleton, and 
San Onofre. The North Coastal Station staff consists of 107 sworn officers and 36 senior 
volunteers (San Diego County Sheriff’s Department 2017). There are 7.09 patrol officers, 2.31 
traffic officers, 1 motor officer, 2.2 special purpose deputies (COPPS), 0.5 Community Service 
Officers, 1.03 sergeants, and 1 detective staffing the Solana Beach Police Department1 
(Maryon, pers. comm. 2016). 

The North Coastal Station is organized into three divisions: 

 Patrol Division – They are the first responders to crimes or emergencies in progress. 
They conduct routine patrols, with their primary focus on the protection and preservation 
of life. They conduct preliminary investigations and apprehend law violators. 

 Traffic Division – They enforce vehicle code, investigate traffic collision, and  
control traffic. 

 Investigative Unit – They are responsible for investigating general crimes against people 
and property. 

3.14.1.3 Schools 

Solana Beach School District 

The Solana Beach School District is on the north coast of San Diego. The Solana Beach School 
District’s enrollment is approximately 3,100 students in pre-kindergarten through 6th grade. 
Founded in 1925, the Solana Beach School District serves Solana Beach, Carmel Valley, 
Fairbanks Ranch, and Rancho Santa Fe. The Solana Beach School District has seven elementary 
schools and one child development center with programs for toddler, preschool, and before- and 
after-school support and services. The elementary schools in the Solana Beach School District 

                                                 
1 Staffing numbers are a reflection of full-time-equivalent service. 
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are Solana Vista (transitional kindergarten through 3rd grade), Skyline (4th through 6th grade 
and a kindergarten through 6th grade Global Education Program), Solana Santa Fe (kindergarten 
through 6th grade), Carmel Creek (transitional kindergarten through 3rd grade), Solana 
Highlands (transitional kindergarten through 3rd grade), Solana Pacific (4th through 6th grade), 
and Solana Ranch (kindergarten through 6th grade) (Solana Beach School District 2016). 

San Dieguito Union High School District 

The San Dieguito Union High School District serves students from the following five elementary 
school districts in North County: Cardiff, Del Mar, Encinitas, Rancho Santa Fe, and Solana 
Beach. San Dieguito Union High School District schools serve students in grades 7–12, as well 
as those who are “ungraded” (such as alternative high school and adult education), with a total 
enrollment of approximately 12,870 students. There are five middle schools, four high schools, 
and one continuation high school in the San Dieguito Union High School District. To maintain 
an equitable balance in the enrollment at each campus, attendance boundaries have been 
established (San Dieguito Union High School District 2016). 

Table 3.14-2 lists the schools within the Solana Beach School District and the San Dieguito 
Union High School District, their intended design capacity, 2016/2017 school year enrollment, 
and amount over or under capacity. 

Table 3.14-2 
Solana Beach School District and San Dieguito Union High School District Schools 

School Location 
Design 

Capacity 
2016/2017 
Enrollment 

Amount 
Over or 
Under 

Capacity 

Elementary Schools 

Solana Vista  780 Santa Victoria, Solana Beach 430 402 –28 

Skyline  606 Lomas Santa Fe Drive, Solana Beach 505 513 8 

Solana Santa Fe 6570 El Apajo, Rancho Santa Fe 400 330 –70 

Carmel Creek 4210 Carmel Center Road, San Diego 540 322 –218 

Solana Highlands 3520 Long Run Drive, San Diego 560 319 –241 

Solana Pacific 3901 Townsgate, San Diego 650 571 –79 

Solana Ranch 13605 Pacific Highlands Ranch Parkway, 
San Diego 

644 550 –94 

Middle Schools 

Carmel Valley  3800 Mykonos Lane, San Diego 1,224 1,175 –49 

Diegueno 2150 Village Park Way, Encinitas 1,059 1,000 –59 

Earl Warren 155 Stevens Avenue, Solana Beach 772 536 –236 

Oak Crest 675 Balour Drive, Encinitas 932 719 –213 

Pacific Trails 5975 Village Center Loop Road, San Diego 701* 623 –78 
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Table 3.14-2 
Solana Beach School District and San Dieguito Union High School District Schools 

School Location 
Design 

Capacity 
2016/2017 
Enrollment 

Amount 
Over or 
Under 

Capacity 

High Schools 

Torrey Pines High School 3710 Del Mar Heights Road, San Diego 2,850 2,573 –277 

San Dieguito Academy 800 Santa Fe Drive, Encinitas 1,749 1,835 86 

La Costa Canyon  1 Maverick Way, Carlsbad 2,700 1,887 –813 

Canyon Crest Academy** 5951 Village Center Loop Road, San Diego 2,088 2,405 317 

Sunset High School 
(continuation high school) 

684 Requeza Street, Encinitas 217 117 –100 

Sources: Brown, pers. comm. 2016; Gaul, pers. comm. 2016; San Dieguito Union High School District 2016; Solana Beach School District 2016. 
* Although design capacity for Pacific Trails Middle School is shown at 701, it was designed for an overall capacity of 1,000 students at 

complete buildout. 
** Canyon Crest Academy will be adding a new classroom building for the 2017/2018 school year, which will allow additional capacity of 

approximately 400 students. 

3.14.1.4 Parks 

The City offers approximately 103 acres of recreational facilities for residents and visitors, 
including public parks, public beach areas, and open space. These facilities serve local and 
regional needs, as do other facilities adjacent to Solana Beach. These facilities include the San 
Elijo Lagoon County Park Ecological Reserve to the north; the San Dieguito County Park to the 
east; and the Del Mar Racetrack, Dog Beach, and San Dieguito Lagoon to the south. The San 
Elijo Lagoon County Park Ecological Reserve is an approximately 1,000-acre nature reserve on 
the northern border of Solana Beach and is currently undergoing a restoration project. The 
lagoon is a coastal wetland with significant biological and ecological resources. The City’s San 
Elijo Lagoon access points provide public coastal access and recreation opportunities, with five 
public San Elijo Lagoon trailheads (City of Solana Beach 2014a). Parks are described in more 
detail in Section 3.14, Recreation, of this DEIR.  

3.14.1.5 Libraries 

Solana Beach Branch Library 

The Solana Beach Branch Library is a part of the San Diego County library system, and is 
located on the campus of Earl Warren Middle School at 157 Stevens Avenue within the City. 
The library branch has hours of operation during both school hours and non-school hours. 
According to circulation statistics, the branch’s busiest times are Tuesdays at 4–5 p.m., and 
Mondays at 10 a.m. (County of San Diego 2016). Amenities include WiFi, books, Ebooks, 
movies, music, events, and online resources (San Diego County Library 2014). Additionally, the 
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branch offers programs such as weekly Spanish language instruction, daily afterschool activities 
for middle school students, citizenship classes, and the Earl Warren Reading Challenge Incentive 
Program (County of San Diego 2016). For the 2014/2015 fiscal year, the Solana Beach Branch 
Library had 214,544 branch visits; 1,162 offered programs for kids, teens, and adults; circulation 
of 321,258 books, including Ebooks; and 43,630 visitors to use Internet services. According to 
circulation statistics, during the 2014/2015 fiscal year, branch usage was comprised of 151,376 
adults and 147,510 juveniles. Main partners of the branch include the Boys and Girls Club, La 
Colonia Branch, Harper Branch, La Colonia Community, Friends of the Solana Beach Library, 
and Casa de Amistad (County of San Diego 2016).  

3.14.1.6 Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater 

Water System 

San Diego County Water Authority 

The San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) currently obtains imported water supplies 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), and purchases transfer supplies of conserved 
agricultural water from the Imperial Irrigation District. The SDCWA’s 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP), adopted June 23, 2016, includes a goal of developing a diverse mix 
of water resources through 2040 to ensure long-term water supply reliability for the region. As 
discussed in the 2015 UWMP, the SDCWA and its member agencies continue to diversify the 
region’s supply portfolio and reduce purchases from the MWD (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP contains a detailed shortage contingency analysis that addresses a 
regional catastrophic shortage situation and drought management. The analysis demonstrates that 
the SDCWA and its member agencies, through the Emergency Response Plan, Emergency 
Storage Project, and Drought Management Plan, are taking actions to prepare for and 
appropriately handle an interruption in water supplies . 

The SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP includes increased diverse supplies compared to the 2010 UWMP 
that include the nation’s largest seawater desalination plant in Carlsbad, the San Vicente Dam 
raise, and the increased conserved agricultural water transfer from Imperial Valley. The SDCWA 
and its member agencies identified potable reuse of recycled water and brackish groundwater 
recovery as developing sources of local water supply, while continuing to promote water 
conservation as a civic responsibility (San Diego County Water Authority 2016).  

The SDCWA is committed to supporting its member agencies in complying with requirements of 
the Water Conservation Bill of 2009, and, therefore, reducing urban water consumption by 20% 
by 2020. In average precipitation years, the SDCWA has sufficient water to meet its customers’ 
needs through 2035 (City of Solana Beach 2014a).  
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Santa Fe Irrigation District 

Solana Beach is part of the Santa Fe Irrigation District, which also includes the communities of 
Rancho Santa Fe and Fairbanks Ranch. The Santa Fe Irrigation District service area contains 
approximately 10,200 acres; of these acres, approximately 2,850 acres are in Solana Beach, 
6,490 acres are in Rancho Santa Fe, and 920 acres are in Fairbanks Ranch. The Santa Fe 
Irrigation District’s potable water sources consist of 70% imported water from the SDCWA and 
29% local water from Lake Hodges (Santa Fe Irrigation District 2016). The present population of 
the Santa Fe Irrigation District is approximately 19,603; of this total, two-thirds is in the City. 
The Santa Fe Irrigation District provides potable water service for domestic, commercial, 
outdoor irrigation, and agricultural demands. All recycled water is sourced from the San Elijo 
Joint Powers Authority (SEJPA). Recycled water is used for irrigation of golf courses, parks, and 
other landscape irrigation demands (Santa Fe Irrigation District 2016). 

Demographic and land use projections based on the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) 2050 Cities/Counties Forecast were used by the Santa Fe Irrigation District to 
develop future water usage estimates. The Santa Fe Irrigation District is mostly built out, with 
less than 10% available for future development. In the City, some of the existing residences will 
continue to be replaced with new construction, including some potential conversion to multi-
family and other more-water-intensive developments (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The Santa Fe Irrigation District uses its capital improvement program to maintain and upgrade its 
distribution infrastructure. The district has implemented several upgrades to the system, 
including replacement of the pressure-reducing stations, replacement of older pipeline segments, 
and extension of the existing recycled water distribution system (City of Solana Beach 2014a).  

Water use within the Santa Fe Irrigation District’s service area is influenced greatly by weather 
conditions. Throughout Southern California, approximately 70% of residential water demands 
are for indoor water use and 30% are for outside water use. However, due to the large lot sizes 
and high irrigation demands in Rancho Santa Fe and Fairbanks Ranch, outdoor use accounts for 
approximately 70% of total residential water use within the Santa Fe Irrigation District (City of 
Solana Beach 2014a). 

Recycled Water 

SEJPA owns and operates a Title 22 Recycled Water Facility located in Cardiff-by-the-Sea, 
California. SEJPA member agencies are the Cities of Solana Beach and Encinitas. Recycled 
water is delivered to the Santa Fe Irrigation District under a 20-year “take or pay” agreement, in 
which the Santa Fe Irrigation District purchases a minimum of 393 acre-feet per year. The 
recycled water facility consists of a tertiary treatment system with a rated capacity of 2.48 
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million gallons per day, and a distribution pump station. The facility produces a high-quality 
disinfected tertiary effluent suitable for unrestricted reuse (SEJPA 2015). 

Recycled water is currently supplied to 14 customers within the City through 43 individual 
irrigation meters. Former potable water customers that converted to the recycled water system 
include the Lomas Santa Fe Golf Club and Executive Course, San Dieguito and La Colonia 
Parks, slope and median irrigation along Interstate 5, and various homeowner’s associations. The 
2005 Santa Fe Irrigation District Recycled Water Master Plan identifies four alternative recycled 
water expansion options. Each alternative is intended to add approximately 800 acre-feet per 
year of projected demand service capability. Customers for the recycled water distribution 
system include San Dieguito Park, commercial properties with landscape irrigation needs, and 
residential developments with common area landscaping. Recycled water use other than for 
irrigation, such as industrial or commercial use or groundwater recharge, has limited 
applicability for the Santa Fe Irrigation District due to the nature of the district’s commercial and 
industrial base and water supply sources (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

Water Demand 

The 5-year annual average, actual potable water deliveries for Santa Fe Irrigation District are 
approximately 11,500 acre-feet. Approximately 84% of water use in the Santa Fe Irrigation 
District’s service area was for single-family and multi-family residential purposes. The 
remainder of water was allocated to commercial uses (4%); landscape uses (6%); and 
industrial, institutional, and agriculture uses (5%). When non-potable recycled water is 
factored into the Santa Fe Irrigation District’s portfolio, residential uses compose 83% of water 
use, recycled water used for landscape irrigation increases by 4% of total water use in the 
service area, and all other use percentages remain the same (Santa Fe Irrigation District 2017).  

The Santa Fe Irrigation District has based future demands on population projections prepared by 
SANDAG using a 1-gallon per-capita per-day multiplier that relates to the Santa Fe Irrigation 
District’s unique demand characteristics. The Santa Fe Irrigation District assumes that projected 
potable water demands will continue to be approximately 11,500 acre-feet per year through 
2035. Recycled water demand is anticipated to increase, as additional recycled water supplies 
and distribution infrastructure are made available. Actual water demand in the Santa Fe Irrigation 
District decreased in previous years due to a comprehensive water conservation program. Potable 
water use in 2010 was 740 acre-feet per year lower (6%) than potable water use in 2005 (Santa 
Fe Irrigation District 2010). 

Wastewater 

The City owns and is responsible for approximately 283,000 linear feet of wastewater 
conveyance pipeline and four active pump stations. The City’s sewer system is composed of 
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three major individual drainage basins containing gravity pipelines ranging from 4 to 24 inches 
in diameter. The City’s four permanent wastewater pump stations are maintained by the SEJPA. 
The City’s sewage is pumped to the San Elijo Water Reclamation Facility (SEWRF) in Cardiff-
by-the-Sea for treatment and disposal. Since 2000, SEWRF has provided more than 1,200 acre-
feet of recycled water annually for landscaping, golf courses, and industry to the City of Del 
Mar, the San Dieguito Water District, and the Santa Fe Irrigation District. Among those using 
San Elijo recycled water are the Encinitas Ranch Golf Course, Santa Fe Golf Club, Del Mar 
Racetrack and Fairgrounds, Quail Botanical Gardens, the California Department of 
Transportation, and various homeowner’s associations and school districts (San Elijo Joint 
Powers Authority 2016a). The publicly owned SEWRF wastewater treatment and water 
recycling facility is responsible for collecting, treating, and safely disposing of or recycling 
wastewater and its residuals for residents and businesses in the Solana Beach, Rancho Santa Fe, 
Olivenhain, and Cardiff communities (San Elijo Joint Powers Authority 2016b). The treatment 
facility supplies reclaimed water for landscape irrigation and industrial applications. 

Average wastewater flow for the City is approximately 1.22 million gallons per day, resulting in 
a computed wastewater generation rate of approximately 175 gallons per equivalent dwelling 
unit (EDU) per day. For planning and facility sizing purposes, the City uses a conservative 
estimate of 200 gallons per day per EDU to account for increased summertime flows due to 
activities at the Del Mar fairgrounds/racetrack (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

Stormwater Drainage 

Drainage from the central and south portions of Solana Beach generally flows in a southerly 
direction to the San Dieguito River. The north and northwest portions of the City drain into the 
San Elijo Lagoon (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

Stormwater runoff is regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) through 
the municipal stormwater permit. The City’s Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program 
(JRMP) sets out minimum best management practices (BMPs) and other specifications for 
particular types and categories of existing facilities and activities (City of Solana Beach 2002). 
Where minimum BMPs and objective specifications are indicated, they are mandatory. Where no 
minimum BMPs have been specified in the City’s JURMP for a type and category of facility or 
activity, only the requirements set out in the Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Chapter 
13.10 are applicable (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

All dischargers who are required to install, implement, and maintain BMPs must ensure that their 
selection of BMPs is consistent with the applicable specifications contained in the City’s JURMP 
and City’s Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which is an attachment to the adopted 
and approved JURMP required by the San Diego RWQCB, for the category and priority of 
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activity or facility owned or operated by that discharger. All BMPs installed, implemented, or 
maintained to meet the requirements of SBMC Chapter 13.10 must conform to the applicable 
specifications, if any, set out in the City’s JURMP (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The existing project site consists of an apartment complex, asphalt access driveway and parking, 
two tennis courts, a pool, and associated hardscape improvements. On-site stormwater currently 
flows in two directions. Runoff flows overland from the northwestern portion of the site south, 
eventually being conveyed in two concrete brow ditches that ultimately outlet onto the adjacent 
property (Turfwood condominiums). Runoff on the western region of the site flows west 
overland where it enters an existing storm drain system, which flows north on Stevens Avenue 
and ultimately ties into the box culvert running south toward Via de la Valle and outlets on the 
Del Mar Racetrack property into Stevens Creek. All stormwater originating on the project site 
eventually enters Stevens Creek, where it is conveyed to the Pacific Ocean via the San Dieguito 
River Lagoon (Appendix J).  

3.14.1.7 Solid Waste and Recycling 

Local Waste Diversion 

Effective January 1, 2018, EDCO Disposal was established as the service provider of residential 
and multifamily services in the City. The City has agreements with EDCO Waste and Recycling 
Services for commercial trash and recycling collection services for residential trash and recycling 
collection. Solid waste collected in Solana Beach is transported to either the Otay Landfill at 1700 
Maxwell Road in Chula Vista, California, or the Sycamore Landfill at 8514 Mast Boulevard in 
Santee, California. Commercial recyclables are processed in EDCO’s Material Recovery Facility 
located in Escondido. Residential recyclables are taken to the Carlsbad Recycling Center located at 
5960 El Camino Real in Carlsbad, California (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

The Otay Landfill is operated by Allied Waste Industries. The Otay Landfill is permitted to 
receive 5,830 tons per day. Permits were recently modified that reduced the overall height of the 
landfill with no loss of capacity. The Otay Landfill is expected to serve the region through 2021. 
Most single-family residential waste generated in the southern portion of the City is disposed of 
at the Otay Landfill. Waste collected from multi-family residential and commercial areas is 
disposed of at area landfills, as determined by the agreements of franchise haulers (City of 
Solana Beach 2014a). 

The Sycamore Landfill is also operated by Allied Waste Industries. The Sycamore Landfill, 
based on a 3,965-ton-per-day limit, is expected to operate until 2031. To meet the region’s long-
term (Year 2050) solid waste needs, a Sycamore Landfill expansion has been proposed. The 
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan proposes to increase the landfill capacity to 157 million cubic 
yards, which would allow an increase from 3,965 tons per day to approximately 11,450 tons per 
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day. With the proposed expansion, the landfill would be operational until approximately 2050. 
This increase in landfill capacity is not currently approved or permitted and, therefore, cannot be 
guaranteed at this time (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

There are two permanent household hazardous waste facilities that accept common household 
hazardous waste products from Solana Beach residents. One facility is located in Vista, 
California, at 1145 East Taylor Street at Laguna Lane. The other facility is located in Poway, 
California, in the South Poway Business Park at 12325 Crosthwaite Circle at Stowe Drive. In 
addition, Solana Beach residents can make an appointment for door-to-door collection service. 
The existing development’s trash and recyclables dumpsters are serviced by Tayman Industries 
(City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

3.14.1.8 Energy 

Electricity Supply 

The state Energy Action Plan (2003, updated in 2008) was approved by the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California Energy Commission (CEC), and the California 
Power Authority. The goal of the Energy Action Plan is to ensure that adequate, reliable, and 
reasonably priced electrical power and natural gas supplies, including prudent reserves, are 
achieved and provided through policies, strategies, and actions that are cost-effective and 
environmentally sound for California’s consumers and taxpayers. The state has a diverse base of 
electricity generation, as shown in Table 3.14-3, for which the increasing proportion of renewable 
energy sources (solar, wind, hydro, and geothermal) is a key component in the achievement of 
resource conservation and statewide reductions in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

In 2004, San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) filed a long-term resource plan (LTRP) for energy 
use with the CPUC, which identifies how it will meet the future energy needs of customers in 
SDG&E’s service area. The LTRP identifies several energy demand reduction (i.e., 
conservation) targets, as well as goals for increasing renewable energy supplies, new local power 
generation, and transmission capacity. 

Consistent with Senate Bill (SB) 1078, the goals for increased renewable energy supplies in the 
2004 LTRP call for acquiring 20% of SDG&E’s energy mix from renewables by 2010, 33% by 
2020, and 50% by 2030. This bill requires the state’s three investor-owned utilities, including 
SDG&E, to increase their purchases of power generated from renewable resources to reduce 
reliance on fossil fuels and reduce GHG emissions. 
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Table 3.14-3  
2016 Total California System Power in Gigawatt Hours 

Fuel Type 

California 
In-State 

Generation* 
(GWh) 

Percent of 
California 
In-State 

Generation 

Northwest 
Imports 
(GWh) 

Southwest 
Imports 
(GWh) 

California 
Power Mix 

(GWh) 

Percent 
California 
Power Mix 

Coal 324 0.16% 373 11,310 12,006 4.13% 

Large Hydro 24,410 12.31% 3,367 1,904 29,681 10.21% 

Natural Gas 98,831 49.86% 41 7,120 105,992 36.48% 

Nuclear 18,931 9.55% 0 7,739 26,670 9.18% 

Oil 37 0.02% 0  37 0.01% 

Other 394 0.20% 0  394 0.14% 

Renewables 55,300 27.90% 11,710 6,952 73,961 25.45% 

Biomass 5,868 2.96% 659 25 6,553 2.26% 

Geothermal 11,582 5.84% 96 1,038 12,717 4.38% 

Small Hydro 4,567 2.30% 229 1 4,796 1.65% 

Solar 19,783 9.98% 0 3,791 23,574 8.11% 

Wind 13,500 6.81% 10,725 2,097 26,321 9.06% 

Unspecified Sources 
of Power 

N/A N/A 26,888 14,937 41,825 14.39% 

Total 198,227 100.00% 42,378 49,963 290,567 100.00% 

Source: State of California 2018a.  
* In-state generation is reported generation from units of 1 megawatt and larger. 
GWh = gigawatt hour 

The LTRP also calls for greater use of in-region energy supplies, including renewable energy 
installations. The LTRP states that, by 2020, SDG&E intends to achieve and maintain the 
capacity to generate 75% of summer peak demand with in-county generation. The LTRP also 
identifies the procurement of 44% of its renewables to be generated and distributed in region by 
2020 (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

SDG&E provides electricity service to the project site. The City is taking strides to conserve 
energy and reduce dependence on fossil fuels. The City’s policies relating to energy include 
encouragement of the use of alternate energy systems, urban design that maximizes opportunities 
for solar energy use and energy conservation, and promotion of energy-conserving standards and 
requirements for new construction. Title 24, Building Energy Standards for Residential 
Development, of the California Code of Regulations establishes energy budgets or maximum 
energy use levels. The standards of Title 24 supersede local regulations, and state requirements 
mandate Title 24 requirements through implementation by local jurisdictions. The City enforces 
local and state energy regulations for new residential construction (City of Solana Beach 2014b). 
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Natural Gas 

SDG&E provides natural gas service to the proposed project site. Natural gas is also imported 
into Southern California and originates from a series of major supply basins located from Canada 
to Texas. SDG&E currently purchases approximately 80% of its electricity and natural gas needs 
from out-of-region energy sources. Natural gas is delivered to customers in the City via a 
network of gas pipelines that runs throughout the County (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

In 2015, SDG&E became the first California utility to supply its customers with one-third of its 
energy, 33%, from renewable resources (SDG&E 2016). The City has limited control over natural 
gas and electricity delivery to its residents. However, the City has reduced energy consumption 
through conservation education programs and promoting self-generation activities such as the 
installation of solar panels and other alternative energy systems (City of Solana Beach 2014a). 

Energy Resources 

California is one of the top oil production states in the nation, accounting for more than 7% of 
the nation’s production. The state has an established oil refinery industry with an estimated 
amount of crude oil processed in 2014 of approximately 635 million barrels of crude oil (CEC 
2015a). Of that crude oil, almost 40%, or 240 million barrels, comes from California sources, 
with the remainder coming from Alaska and foreign sources. The use of refined oil for energy 
purposes in California is principally for transportation fuel (gasoline and diesel). California’s 
total demand for energy is second only to Texas, though its per-capita consumption levels are 
among the lowest in the nation (EIA 2017). 

3.14.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal  

Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act 

In 1975, Congress enacted the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act, which established 
the first fuel economy standards for on-road motor vehicles in the United States. Pursuant to the 
act, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration is responsible for establishing 
additional vehicle standards. In 2010, fuel economy standards were set at 27.5 miles per gallon 
for new passenger cars and 23.5 miles per gallon for new light trucks. Fuel economy is 
determined based on each manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the fleet of vehicles 
available for sale in the United States.  

EPA and NHTSA Joint Rule for Vehicle Standards 

On April 1, 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) announced a joint final rule to establish a national program 
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consisting of new standards for light-duty vehicles model years 2012 through 2016. The joint 
rule is intended to reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy. The EPA promulgated the 
first-ever national GHG emissions standards under the Clean Air Act, and NHTSA promulgated 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards under the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act. This final rule follows the EPA and Department of Transportation’s joint proposal on 
September 15, 2009, and is the result of the President Obama’s May 2009 announcement of a 
national program to reduce GHGs and improve fuel economy. The final rule became effective on 
July 6, 2010 (EPA and NHTSA 2010). 

The EPA GHG standards require new passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty 
passenger vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams of 
carbon dioxide (CO2) per mile in model year 2016, equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon (mpg) if 
the automotive industry were to meet this CO2 level through fuel economy improvements alone. 
The CAFE standards for passenger cars and light trucks were phased in between 2012 and 2016, 
with the final standards equivalent to 37.8 mpg for passenger cars and 28.8 mpg for light trucks 
resulting in an estimated combined average of 34.1 mpg. Together, these standards will cut GHG 
emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime 
of the vehicles sold under the program. The rules will simultaneously reduce GHG emissions, 
improve energy security, increase fuel savings, and provide clarity and predictability for 
manufacturers (EPA and NHTSA 2010). 

In August 2012, the EPA and NHTSA approved a second round of GHG and CAFE standards 
for model years 2017 and beyond (EPA and NHTSA 2012). These standards will reduce motor 
vehicle GHG emissions to 163 grams of CO2 per mile, which is equivalent to 54.5 mpg if this 
level were achieved solely through improvements in fuel efficiency, for cars and light-duty 
trucks by model year 2025. A portion of these improvements, however, will likely be made 
through improvements in air-conditioning leakage and through use of alternative refrigerants, 
which would not contribute to fuel economy. The first phase of the CAFE standards (for model 
years 2017 to 2021) are projected to require, on an average industry fleet-wide basis, a range 
from 40.3 to 41.0 mpg in model year 2021. The second phase of the CAFE program (for model 
years 2022 to 2025) is projected to require, on an average industry fleet-wide basis, a range from 
48.7 to 49.7 mpg in model year 2025. The second phase of standards has not been finalized due 
to the statutory requirement that NHTSA set average fuel economy standards not more than five 
model years at a time. The regulations also include targeted incentives to encourage early 
adoption and introduction into the marketplace of advanced technologies to dramatically 
improve vehicle performance, including the following (EPA and NHTSA 2012): 

 Incentives for electric vehicles, plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, and fuel cell vehicles 

 Incentives for hybrid technologies for large pickups and for other technologies that 
achieve high fuel economy levels on large pickups 
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 Incentives for natural gas vehicles 

 Credits for technologies with potential to achieve real-world GHG reductions and fuel 
economy improvements that are not captured by the standards’ test procedures 

State  

California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 2, and Part 9 

The 2016 California Building Standards Code was published July 1, 2016, with an effective date 
of January 1, 2017. Part 2 of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) refers to the 
California Building Code, which contains regulations and general construction building 
standards of state agencies, including administrative, fire, and life safety, and field inspection 
provisions. Part 2 was updated in 2017 to reflect changes in the base document from the Uniform 
Building Code to the International Building Code. Part 9 refers to the California Fire Code, 
which contains fire-safety-related building standards referenced in other parts of Title 24. This 
code is preassembled with the 2000 Uniform Fire Code of the Western Fire Chiefs Association. 
This code was revised in January 2017 with a change in the base model/consensus code from the 
Uniform Fire Code series to the International Fire Code.  

California Fire Code 

The California Fire Code and Office of the State Fire Marshal provides regulations and guidance 
for local agencies in the development and enforcement of fire safety standards. The California 
Fire Code also establishes minimum requirements that would provide a reasonable degree of 
safety from fire, panic, and explosion (24 CCR 9). 

Senate Bill 50 School Financing and Mitigation Requirements 

Currently, school financing and developer mitigation obligations are governed by SB 50 
(Government Code Section 65995 et seq.), which was passed in 1998 and has been amended 
several times since then. SB 50 was enacted to provide comprehensive school facility finance 
and mitigation reform, which assists in providing school facilities to serve students generated by 
new development projects. SB 50 allows school districts to collect school facilities fees from 
developers of new residential and commercial/industrial building space.  

SB 50 substantially revamped prior statutory and regulatory methods of providing state monies 
for school construction by eliminating the apportionment of state funds method used by the State 
Allocation Board (SAB) under the old system originally enacted as part of the Leroy F. Greene 
State School Building LeasePurchase- Law of 1976 and replacing it with the Leroy F. Greene 
School Facilities Act of 1998. SB 50, among other things, established a new state program by 
which the SAB provides state per-pupil grant funding for new school facilities construction and 
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reconstruction, as well as modernization of existing facilities. An important objective of SB 50 
was to provide, on a one-time basis, a baseline analysis of unhoused students and existing 
capacity in a local school district’s school facilities to determine eligibility for new state school 
construction funding. In addition to providing 50% of the state funding and construction costs, 
which include construction cost containment mechanisms through limitations on the state per-
pupil grant amounts (grant amounts are adjusted annually by the SAB to reflect construction cost 
changes), the state also provides funding for 50% of the site acquisition and site development 
costs for a school site.  

SB 50 specifically provides that it is the exclusive method for financing school facilities, and 
provides the methods for mitigating environmental effects related to the adequacy of school 
facilities. Nevertheless, school districts and developers may enter into separate mitigation 
agreements to provide enhanced mitigation measures beyond the requirements of SB 50.  

SB 50 establishes three levels of developer fees that can be imposed upon new development that are 
deemed to be “full and complete facilities mitigation.” First is the state statutory fee, often referred to 
as the “Level 1 Fee,” authorized by Government Code Section 65995 and originally enacted as part 
of the 1986 School Facilities Act. At the time it was passed, SB 50 allowed school districts to impose 
a fee in the amount of $1.93 per square foot of assessable space of new development. Currently, as 
authorized by SB 50, the Level 1 Fee is $3.48 per square foot of assessable space for residential 
development, and $0.56 per square foot of chargeable covered or enclosed commercial/industrial 
space, as last adjusted by the SAB in February 2016 (AALRR 2016).  

In addition to the Level 1 Fee, a school district may adopt an alternative or Level 2 Fee pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65995.5. A school district is authorized to impose a Level 2 Fee if it has 
applied to the SAB for state funding and has conducted and adopted a School Facilities Needs 
Analysis and satisfies two of four requirements enumerated in Government Code Section 
65995(b)(3).2 As provided by SB 50, the Level 2 Fee is designed to provide approximately 50% of 
the cost of constructing new schools, and to supply the district with its 50% match requirement of 
funding equivalent to that which the state is providing. (In calculating the amount of the Level 2 Fee, 
monies derived from surplus sites, local bond issues, and commercial/industrial developer fees may 
be considered and subtracted from the calculated amount of the Level 2 Fee pursuant to the statute.) 

                                                 
2 The four requirements in Government Code Section 65995(b)(3) are (1) a “substantial enrollment” of elementary 

school pupils in a multi-track year-round enrollment schedule, as further specified in that section; (2) the school 
district has placed on the ballot during the prior 4 years a general obligation bond issue to finance school facilities and 
the measure received at least 50% plus one of the votes cast; (3) the district has issued debt or incurred obligations for 
capital outlay in an amount equal to 15% of its local bonding capacity if landowner-initiated Mello-Roos Community 
Facilities Districts approved after November 4, 1998, are excluded, and 30% of the local bonding capacity if 
landowner-initiated Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts approved both before and after November 4, 1998, 
are included; and (4) at least 20% of teaching stations are relocatable classrooms. 
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If, in the future, the SAB is no longer apportioning state school construction funds because such 
funds are unavailable and no additional state bonds have been approved, a local school district 
may, pursuant to Government Code Section 65995.7, adopt a supplemental or Level 3 Fee, 
which is basically 100% of the cost of constructing new school facilities by adding to the Level 3 
Fee the amount of funds that would otherwise have been provided by the state. 

Comprehensive School Safety Plan 

It is the intent of the Comprehensive School Safety Plan that all California public schools that 
offer kindergarten and/or grades 1 through 12 are inclusive and are operated by school districts, 
and develop a comprehensive school safety plan that addresses the safety concerns identified 
through a systematic planning process. The schools must work in cooperation with local law 
enforcement agencies, community leaders, parents, pupils, teachers, administrators, and other 
persons who may be interested in the prevention of campus crime and violence (California 
Education Code, Title 1, Section 32280). 

Quimby Act 

Cities and counties have been authorized since the passage of the 1975 Quimby Act (California 
Government Code, Section 66477) to pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, 
donate conservation easements, or pay fees for park improvements. Revenues generated through 
the Quimby Act cannot be used for the operation and maintenance of park facilities. The goal of 
the Quimby Act is to require developers to help mitigate the impacts of property improvements. 
The act gives authority for passage of land dedication ordinances only to cities and counties. 
Special districts must work with cities and/or counties to receive parkland dedication and/or in-
lieu fees. The fees must be paid and land conveyed directly to the local public agencies that 
provide park and recreation services communitywide.  

State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Act of 1999  

Assembly Bill (AB) 75 was passed in 1999, and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste 
Management Act (Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999, Strom-Martin) took effect on January 1, 2000. 
The State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Act mandated that state agencies 
develop and implement an integrated waste management plan. The act also mandated that 
community service districts providing solid waste services report disposal and diversion 
information to the city, county, or regional agency in which the community service district is 
located. Provisions of the act require all state agencies and large state facilities to divert at least 
50% of solid waste from landfills after 2004, and that each state agency and large facility submit 
an annual report to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
summarizing its yearly progress in implementing waste diversion programs. 
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Assembly Bill 939 

Enacted by AB 939 and signed into law in 1990, the California Integrated Waste Management 
Authority established an integrated system of solid waste management whereby each city and county 
is required to develop and implement plans consistent with the mandated diversion rates of 25% by 
1995 and 50% by 2000. Under the California Integrated Waste Management Authority, the County 
of San Diego must prepare a countywide siting element describing areas to be developed as disposal 
or waste management facilities (California Public Resources Code, Section 41700).  

Assembly Bill 341 

Starting July 1, 2012, pursuant to Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011 (AB 341, Chesbro), businesses 
and public entities, including schools and school districts, that generate 4 cubic yards or more of 
waste per week, and multi-family units that generate 5 cubic yards or more, are required to 
recycle if they are not already doing so. The purpose of this law is to reduce GHG emissions by 
diverting commercial solid waste to recycling efforts and to expand opportunities for additional 
recycling services and recycling manufacturing facilities in California. 

State Water Resources Control Board  

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) preserves, enhances, and restores the 
quality of California’s water resources and ensures the proper allocation and efficient use for the 
benefit of present and future generations. Wastewater generators must obtain a permit to 
discharge their wastewater. Pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act and California’s Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the SWRCB regulates wastewater discharges to surface 
waters through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Some 
wastewater discharges are exempt from federal NPDES requirements, but California law may 
still apply. Under California law, the SWRCB requires waste discharge requirements for some 
discharges in addition to those subject to NPDES permits. Permits contain specific requirements 
that limit the pollutants in discharges. They also require dischargers to monitor their wastewater 
to ensure that it meets all requirements. Wastewater dischargers must maintain their treatment 
facilities, and treatment plant operators must be certified. The SWRCB routinely inspects 
treatment facilities and strictly enforce permit requirements.  

California Senate Bills 221 and 610 

SB 221 (codified at California Government Code, Section 66473.7) and SB 610 (codified at 
California Water Code, Section 10910 et seq.) address the provision of water. Both bills place 
requirements on individual projects and require cities and counties to consider water supplies and 
demands for a proposed project.  
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California Water Code, Section 10910, requires that cities and counties include a water supply 
assessment in the environmental impact reports for projects that are specified in California Water 
Code Section 10912. These include residential projects of more than 500 units, shopping centers 
of more than 500,000 square feet, and industrial facilities with more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor area. California Government Code Section 66473.7 requires that cities verify that there is a 
sufficient water supply as a condition of approval for residential subdivisions of 500 or more 
dwelling units. A water supply assessment pursuant to Water Code Section 10910 is not required 
for the proposed project since it does not include a residential component of more than 500 units. 

California Senate Bill X7-7 

SB X7-7 was enacted in November 2009 to require all water suppliers to decrease water use. The 
legislation sets an overall goal of reducing per-capita urban water use by 20% by December 31, 
2020 (California Water Code, Section 10608.20). To reach this goal, SB X7-7 requires each 
urban retail water supplier to report progress in meeting water use targets (California Water 
Code, Section 10608.40). The law also requires wholesale water suppliers to support their retail 
member agencies’ efforts to comply with SB X7-7 through a combination of regionally and 
locally administered active and passive water conservation measures, programs, and policies, as 
well as the use of recycled water.  

California Water Code 

California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (1969), which became Division 7, Water 
Quality, of the California Water Code, establishes the responsibilities and authorities of the nine 
RWQCBs and the SWRCB. It directs each regional board to formulate and adopt a Water 
Quality Control Plan—known as a Basin Plan—for all areas within the region. The water quality 
objectives used for this analysis are primarily those set forth in the adopted Water Quality 
Control Plan for the San Diego Basin. The Basin Plan defines existing and potential beneficial 
uses and water quality objectives for coastal waters, groundwater, surface waters, imported 
surface waters, and reclaimed waters in the San Diego Basin (RWQCB 2011).  

Urban Water Management Plans 

UWMPs are prepared by California’s urban water suppliers to support their long-term resource 
planning and ensure adequate water suppliers are available to meet existing and future water 
demands. Urban water purveyors are required to prepare and update UWMPs every 5 years. The 
UWMPs address water supply, treatment, reclamation, and water conservation, and contain a 
Water Shortage Contingency Plan. Local UWMPs are supplemental to the Regional UWMP 
prepared by the MWD. MWD’s current UWMP was adopted in 2016 (MWD 2016). 
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Recycled Water Policy Resolution No. 2009-0011 

The purpose of the SWRCB Recycled Water Policy is to increase the use of recycled water from 
municipal wastewater sources that meets the definition in California Water Code, Section 
13050(n), in a manner that implements state and federal water quality laws. When used in 
compliance with the policy, Title 22, and all applicable state and federal water quality laws, the 
SWRCB finds that recycled water is safe for the approved uses, and strongly supports recycled 
water as a safe alternative to potable water for such approved uses (SWRCB 2009).  

California Public Utilities Commission 

The CPUC sets forth rules that relate to the design, installation, and management of California’s 
public utilities, including electric, natural gas, water, and telecommunications. CPUC Decisions 
No. 77187 and No. 78500 state that utilities must be underground if the developable lots are less 
than 3 acres in size. CPUC Decision No. 81620 states that lots more than 3 acres (large-lot 
subdivisions) are not required to underground utilities. A formal waiver from the CPUC is 
required for an exemption from complying with these decisions. CPUC Decision No. 95-08-038 
governs the planning and construction of new transmission facilities, distribution facilities, and 
substations. The decision requires permits for the construction of certain power line facilities or 
substations if the voltages would exceed 50 kilovolts or if the substation would require the 
acquisition of land or an increase in voltage rating more than 50 kilovolts. Distribution lines and 
substations with voltages less than 50 kilovolts do not need to comply with the decision; 
however, the utility must obtain any applicable local permits required for the construction and 
operation of these projects. 

Title 20 and Title 24, California Code of Regulations 

New buildings constructed in California must comply with the standards contained in Title 20, 
Public Utilities and Energy, and Title 24, Building Standards Code, of the California Code of 
Regulations. Title 20 contains standards ranging from power plant procedures and siting to 
energy efficiency standards for appliances to ensure that reliable energy sources are provided and 
diversified through energy efficiency and renewable energy resources. Title 24 contains energy 
efficiency standards for residential and nonresidential buildings based on a state mandate to 
reduce California’s energy demand. Specifically, Title 24 addresses a number of energy 
efficiency measures that impact energy used for lighting, water heating, heating, and air 
conditioning, including the energy impact of the building envelope such as windows, doors, 
skylights, wall/floor/ceiling assemblies, attics, and roofs. 

The CEC adopted the 2005 changes to the Building and Energy Efficiency Standards to address 
the state’s energy crisis, reduce energy bills, increase energy delivery system reliability, and 
contribute to an improved economic condition for the state. The standards are updated 
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periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency 
technologies and methods. The current standards went into effect on July 1, 2014.  

Warren-Alquist State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Act 

The Warren-Alquist Act dictates that the CEC regulate energy resources by encouraging and 
coordinating research into energy supply-and-demand problems to reduce the rate of growth of 
energy consumption (California Public Resources Code, Section 25000 et seq.). 

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F 

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines contains energy conservation measures that promote the 
efficient use of energy. To ensure that energy impacts are considered in project decisions, CEQA 
requires that environment impact reports include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of 
proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. The analysis for the proposed project considers the 
expected energy use of the project, and measures to reduce energy consumption at both a project 
and program level. 

The goal outlined in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines is to conserve energy through the wise 
and efficient use of energy. The means of achieving this goal include the following: 

 Decreasing the overall per-capita energy consumption 

 Decreasing reliance on natural gas and oil 

 Increasing reliance on renewable energy sources 

California’s Flex Your Power Campaign 

The state’s intent to reduce energy consumption is also reflected in the “Flex Your Power” 
campaign. Flex Your Power aims to bring Californians together to maximize energy 
conservation and efficiency. The goal is to get local governments and elected officials to 
implement innovative energy conservation and efficiency measures in facilities. Flex Your 
Power distributes information packets with the latest initiatives (from targeted rebate programs to 
community assistance planning) and an initial local area workplan to educate the community on 
how to get their local government involved and encourage their local government to take 
advantage of these programs.  

Flex Your Power collaborates with local businesses and community groups to get local business 
leaders and building owners to sign an Energy Conservation Declaration Action, thereby 
committing to follow measures that will help achieve an overall reduction in energy use 
compared to the same period the previous summer. Some of the activities outlined in the 
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declaration include setting building temperatures no cooler than 78°F from May to October, 
reducing lighting levels by 25%, closing blinds and shades where windows contribute to indoor 
temperature increases, and turning off and unplugging all appliances in commercial and 
residential buildings when they are not in use. Businesses can also benchmark buildings using 
the Energy Star rating system, which calculates energy use in a building or a group of buildings, 
providing a tool with which to measure the impact of energy efficiency improvements. This can 
provide a way to compare energy use in buildings of similar size, shape, location, and operating 
characteristics. The results (a number on a scale of 1 to 100) determine which buildings will 
benefit most from energy efficiency upgrades. By increasing energy efficiency in buildings, local 
governments can save energy immediately (Energy Star 2018).  

California Energy Commission 

The CEC is the state’s primary energy policy and planning agency. Responsibilities of the CEC 
include forecasting future energy needs and keeping historical energy data, licensing thermal power 
plants 50 megawatts or larger, promoting energy efficiency, supporting renewable energy by 
providing market support, and planning for and directing state response to energy emergencies. 

SB 1389 requires the CEC to conduct “assessments and forecasts of all aspects of energy 
industry supply, production, transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices.” The 
CEC reports the results of these assessments and forecasts every 2 years to the California 
governor, the legislature, and the public in the Integrated Energy Policy Report. The most recent 
report is the 2015 Integrated Energy Policy Report (CEC 2015b).  

AB 32 Global Warming Solutions Act 

The passage of AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, requires California 
to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, a reduction of approximately 15% below 
emissions expected under a business-as-usual scenario. Pursuant to AB 32, the California Air 
Resources Board must adopt regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and 
cost-effective GHG emissions reductions. The full implementation of AB 32 would help mitigate 
risks associated with climate change while improving energy efficiency, expending the use of 
renewable energy resources and “cleaner” transportation, and reducing waste.  

Executive Order B-37-16 

Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr.’s Executive Order B-37-16 establishes a new water use 
efficiency framework for California. The order bolstered the state’s drought resilience and 
preparedness by establishing longer-term water conservation measures that include establishing 
permanent monthly water use reporting and new urban water use targets, reducing system leaks 
and eliminating clearly wasteful practices, strengthening urban drought contingency plans, and 
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improving agricultural water management and drought plans (Department of Water Resources 
2016). Wasteful water use practices are prohibited under state and local rules (SDCWA 2016). 

Executive Order B-30-15  

On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown issued an executive order to establish a California GHG 
emissions reduction target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. The executive order addresses the 
need for climate adaptation, and directs state government to incorporate climate change impacts 
into the state’s Five-Year Infrastructure Plan, to update the safeguarding California Plan, to 
factor climate change into state agencies’ planning and investment decisions, and to implement 
measures under existing agency and departmental authority to reduce GHG emissions. California 
is on track to meet or exceed the current target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020, as established in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). 
California’s new emissions reduction target of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 will make it 
possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing emissions 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. This 
is in line with the scientifically established levels needed in the U.S. to limit global warming to 
below 2°C, the warming threshold at which scientists say there will likely be major climate 
disruptions such as super droughts and rising sea levels (State of California 2015). 

Local 

City of Solana Beach General Plan 

Safety Element 

The Safety Element of the Solana Beach General Plan identifies existing conditions and issues 
involving potential hazards and public safety considerations affecting land development in 
Solana Beach. This element also sets forth goals, objectives, and policies to provide for public 
health, safety, and welfare (City of Solana Beach 2014b). These goals, objectives, and policies 
are discussed in Table 3.9-1 of Section 3.9, Land Use and Planning, of this DEIR, as well as 
outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2014b):  

 Goal 3.1 

o Policy 4.a: The city shall enact an ordinance which establishes criteria for land 
development in hillside areas with emphasis on fire-retardant construction materials, 
access for fire-fighting personnel and equipment, removal of combustible vegetation, 
and minimizing the overall exposure to risks associated with wildfires and adjacent 
structure fires. 

o Policy 4.b: The city shall enact an ordinance which establishes structural design 
standards to ensure adequate fire safety. 
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o Policy 4.c: The city shall ensure that development is phased properly in relation to 
the city’s ability to provide an adequate level of fire protection.  

o Policy 4.e: The city Fire Department shall review proposed site plans to ensure that 
adequate fire safety measures are provided. 

 Goal 3.2 

o Policy 1.b: The city shall enact an ordinance which specifies site design standards for 
ensuring adequate emergency access. 

o Policy 1.c: The city shall require new developments and improvements to employ 
defensible space concepts into site design and building specifications (e.g., 
appropriate setbacks, adequate lighting of walkways and parking lots, and the use of 
burglary-resistant hardware and fixtures in buildings). 

o Policy 1.d: The city shall encourage the use of state-of-the-art design concepts and 
technological improvements for the prevention of crime.  

Open Space and Conservation Element 

The Open Space and Conservation Element of the Solana Beach General Plan is mandated by 
state law to promote the protection, maintenance, and use of natural resources. These resources 
may include those that are economically productive or have intrinsic ecological or 
historical/archaeological value. A key purpose of this element is to guide City decision-making 
to prevent the wasteful exploitation, destruction, and neglect of natural resources (City of Solana 
Beach 2014b). This element also sets forth goals, objectives, and policies discussed in Table 3.9-
1 of Section 3.9 of this DEIR, as well as outlined below (City of Solana Beach 2014b): 

 Goal 3.1 

o Policy 2.a: The city shall require all new developments to incorporate water 
conservation measures into project design to the greatest extent possible. Such 
measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of plumbing fixtures which 
reduce water usage (in accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative 
Code) and xeriscape landscaping which maximizes the use of drought-tolerant plant 
species and drip irrigation systems. 

o Policy 2.b: The city shall support projects involving water reclamation (such as the 
San Elijo treatment plant) by using reclaimed water for irrigation of public 
landscaped areas to the greatest feasible extent. Further, the city shall encourage the 
use of such water in privately owned areas. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall participate in the county’s efforts to recycle waste products 
such as glass, broken concrete, asphalt, etc. for use as construction materials. 
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o Policy 7.a: The city shall require new developments to incorporate energy 
conservation measures and promote alternative energy systems. 

 Goal 3.3 

o Policy 3.b: The city shall require developers of residential land to dedicate land or 
fees for parks to ensure the continued provision of at least 3 acres of park land for 
every 1,000 residents. 

Economic Development Element 

The Economic Development Element is provided as an optional element of the City’s General 
Plan. Its purpose is to set forth general guidelines for the development and maintenance of a 
sound economic base in the community, recognizing that the achievement of a sound economic 
base depends on related policies and objectives identified in the various elements of the City’s 
General Plan. Economic Development policies applicable to the proposed project are outlined 
below (City of Solana Beach 2014b): 

 Goal 3.3 

o Policy 2.b: The City shall establish a development monitoring program to track 
development activities as they relate to the need for expanded public services and facilities. 

o Policy 2.c: The City shall continue a developer fee structure for providing 
development services. 

Solana Beach Municipal Code 

SBMC Section 17.72.020 establishes public facilities fees associated with all City services for 
new development: 

A. A public facilities fee is hereby established to pay for improvements related to new 
development within the city and are not otherwise financed by any fee, charge or tax on 
development, or are not installed by a developer as a condition of a building permit, land 
use permit (pursuant to SBMC Chapter 17.68), or subdivision or zoning approval. 

B. The amount of the fee shall be set by city council resolution. 

C. As a condition of project approval the applicant shall be required to pay the public 
facilities fee. The fee shall be paid before issuance of building permits for the project 
(Ordinance 185 Section 2). 

The City’s public facilities fee applies to all City services. In addition, SBMC Chapter 3.20 
establishes a fire services mitigation fee. This applies to any new or additional building or structure 
requiring a building permit or other permit for development, or any land use change that creates a fire 



 3.14 – PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, SERVICE SYSTEMS, AND ENERGY 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.14-26 

protection or prevention impact that may be mitigated by the provision of new or different fire 
facilities and equipment. The City Council, or other final decision-making authority, may impose a 
mitigation fee as a condition of issuance or approval of other permits for development. The 
mitigation fee will be in an amount reasonably necessary to mitigate the impact on fire facilities or 
equipment created or contributed to by the development (SBMC Chapter 3.20). 

In addition, the City passed Resolution 2015-127, Climate Action Commission, in 2015 to 
further demonstrate the City’s commitment to sustainability energy use reduction and commit to 
the preparation of a Climate Action Plan. 

City of Solana Beach Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Ordinance 

SBMC Chapter 14.24, Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Ordinance, states that “[t]he purpose 
of this chapter is to provide for the maximum beneficial public use of the city’s wastewater 
system through adequate regulation of sewer construction, sewer use, and industrial wastewater 
discharge, to provide for equitable distribution of the city’s costs, and to provide procedures for 
complying with wastewater discharge requirements placed upon the city by SEJPA and other 
regulatory bodies” (SBMC Ordinance 338 Section 1). 

Regional Energy Strategy 

SANDAG’s 2009 Regional Energy Strategy establishes goals for the San Diego region to be 
more energy efficient, increases use of renewable energy sources, and enhances the region’s 
energy infrastructure so that it is able to meet growing energy demands. The Regional Energy 
Strategy focuses on opportunities that SANDAG and its member agencies can take advantage of 
to address energy issues through their authorities in land use planning, transportation planning 
and funding, and the building entitlement process. Although the Regional Energy Strategy does 
not make recommendations for specific energy projects (e.g., power plants or transmission 
projects), it does assess regional need for energy resources and infrastructure. The Regional 
Energy Strategy does not replace the long-term electricity plan that SDG&E develops for the 
CPUC, but it can inform their decision-making (SANDAG 2009). 

3.14.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.) and will be used to determine the significance of potential public services impacts. 
Impacts to public services, utilities, and energy would be significant if the proposed project would: 
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Public Services 

A. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

iii. Schools 

iv. Parks 

v. Libraries 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 

B. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed. 

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs. 

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
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Energy Resources 

Based on Appendix F, Energy Conservation, of the State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure energy 
implications are considered in project decisions, CEQA requires that environmental impact 
reports include a discussion of the potential impacts of proposed projects, with particular 
emphasis on avoiding or reducing wasteful, unnecessary, or inefficient use of energy resources. 
Accordingly, this section assesses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
project on energy resources. Environmental effects may include the project’s energy 
requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel type during construction and 
operation; the effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies; the effects of the 
project on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy; the degree to 
which the project complies with existing energy standards; the effects of the project on energy 
resources; and the project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use 
of efficient transportation alternatives, if applicable. The discussion of energy resources impacts 
addresses the following topics: 

A. Would the project result in wasteful, unnecessary or inefficient energy use by amount or 
fuel type? 

B. Would the project use substantial amounts of local and regional energy supplies or create 
requirements for additional capacity? 

C. Would the project impose additional demands on peak and base period demands for 
electricity and other forms of energy? 

D. Would the project comply with existing energy standards? 

E. Would the project have an adverse effect on energy resources? 

F. Would the project result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy  
for transportation? 
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3.14.4 Impacts Analysis 

Public Services 

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services? 

i. Fire Protection 

The proposed project would involve redeveloping the project site into a revitalized 260-
unit apartment complex to replace the existing 194-unit apartment complex and four 
multi-family units currently on the project site. There are eight fire stations available to 
serve the project within a 6-mile radius, including the Solana Beach Fire Department 
station, located less than 1 mile north of the project site on Lomas Santa Fe Drive; the 
Del Mar Fire Department station; and six Encinitas Fire Department stations, as outlined 
in Table 3.14-1, above. The City’s target response indicated in the General Plan is an 
average of 8.4 minutes. The project would be built in conformance with all applicable 
Fire Code policies pursuant to the City’s General Plan, and the proximity of the project 
site to all eight fire stations would ensure adequate on-site fire protection. However, the 
demand for fire and emergency services may increase as a result of the proposed project’s 
addition of 62 apartment units, or approximately 147 residents.  

As stated in Section 3.13.1.1, from October 2015 to October 2016, the average Solana 
Beach Department response time was 4:27 minutes, and the average response time to the 
Solana Highlands apartment complex was 4:31 minutes (Pupping 2014). The response 
times to the project site would remain the same as those afforded to the existing 
development on site, which is within the City’s average response time of 4 minutes and 
31 seconds(City of Solana Beach 2014b). The proposed project applicant would be 
required to pay a development impact fee, which includes funding of additional resources 
for fire services, to off-set any potential impacts to response times as a result of project 
development. As such, redevelopment of the project site would not necessitate the 
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities to serve the project. 
Therefore, impacts related to fire protection services would be less than significant. 

ii. Police Protection 

The San Diego County Sheriff’s Department, which is under contract with the City, 
would serve the proposed project. The nearest station to the project site is the North 
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Coastal Sheriff’s Station, located at 175 North El Camino Real, Encinitas. Per SBMC 
Section 17.72.020, new projects are required to pay associated fees for improvements 
related to new development within the City; this fee would be paid before issuance of 
building permits for the project. The Sheriff’s Department typically responds to growth 
by assigning additional deputies to areas in direct proportion to its increase in population. 
The need for augmented law enforcement services resulting from increased population 
would typically be met by increasing the number of deputies available to the City. 
Currently, there are 7.09 patrol officers, 2.31 traffic officers, 1 motor officer, 2.2 special 
purpose deputies, 0.5 Community Service Officer, 1.03 sergeants, and 1 detective staffing 
the Solana Beach Police Department (Maryon, pers. comm. 2016).3 The Solana Beach 
Police Department staff, along with the North Coastal Sheriff’s Station’s current 
command staff of 107 sworn officers and 14 non-sworn staff, would be sufficient to serve 
the project. The increase of 147 residents as a result of the proposed project would add to 
the amount of calls for service, but is not expected to adversely impact law enforcement 
services (Maryon 2016), and the proposed project would not result in a reduction in 
response times or a need for expansion of facilities. Therefore, the project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on police protection. 

iii. Schools 

Potential impacts to schools serving the project site would be related to the number of 
students generated by the project. Solana Beach School District and San Dieguito 
Union High School District estimate the number of students generated from projects 
by taking the net gain in dwelling units and multiplying that number by a 0.2 factor 
for elementary schools and a 0.19 factor for middle and high schools (number is based 
on history of similar residential developments), and then dividing that number by the 
number of grades in the districts. 

All seven elementary schools in the Solana Beach School District are less than 7 miles 
away from the project site. The closest public schools are Skyline at 1.1 miles north, 
Solana Vista at 2.1 miles northeast, and Solana Highlands at 3.6 miles southeast of the 
project site. Skyline is the only elementary school over capacity in the Solana Beach 
School District (see Table 3.14-2). As seen in Table 3.14-2, Solana Vista, Solana 
Highlands, Solana Santa Fe, Carmel Creek, Solana Pacific, and Solana Ranch are all 
under capacity. Based on the Solana Beach School District’s student generation equation, 
the proposed project would produce approximately 1.9 additional students per grade 
(kindergarten through 6th grade), for a total of approximately 13 additional students . If 

                                                 
3  Staffing numbers are a reflection of full-time equivalent service. 



 3.14 – PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, SERVICE SYSTEMS, AND ENERGY 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 3.14-31 

the closest elementary school is not able to accommodate all of the additional students, 
the six other elementary schools within the Solana Beach School District would be able 
to adequately accommodate the 13 additional students without exceeding the district’s 
capacity or requiring new or expanded facilities.  

From the San Dieguito Union High School District’s established attendance boundaries, 
Earl Warren Middle School and Torrey Pines High School would be the schools serving 
the proposed project. Based on the San Dieguito Union High School District’s student 
generation equation, the proposed project would approximately produce an additional 
two students per grades 7–12. Both Earl Warren Middle School and Torrey Pines High 
School are under capacity and would be able to accommodate the 12 additional students 
with no alterations to the existing facilities. 

With the net addition of approximately 147 residents/62 units to the current development, 
the anticipated number of students generated by the proposed project would be 12 middle 
and high school students and 13 elementary school students. As outlined above in Section 
3.13.2, the proposed project would be subject to SB 50 school financing and mitigation 
requirements to offset any indirect impacts to students generated by new residents with 
school-age children who relocate to the school districts. Additionally, the proposed 
project would be required to pay all applicable school impact fees as set forth by the 
Solana Beach and San Dieguito School Districts. Because of the existing availability 
within the serving school districts, including schools that are currently under capacity, as 
well as the project applicant’s requirement to pay all associated school impact fees, the 
project would not require the construction of new school facilities, and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

iv. Parks  

The proposed project is estimated to add approximately 147 residents to the existing site 
population. This would potentially result in a slight increase in the use of surrounding 
public parks such as La Colonia Park, which is 0.18 mile northeast, and Fletcher Cove 
Beach Park, which is 0.82 mile northwest of the project site. Nine other recreational 
facilities are within a 2-mile radius of the project site and could potentially be used. As 
described in Section 3.14, Recreation, of this DEIR, the project proposes to construct 
65,065 square feet of usable open space on site, including recreational facilities that would 
include a new private clubhouse facility, and recreational amenities such as multiple dining 
retreats, barbecues, fire pits, seating areas, a dog park, an outdoor lobby, a lounge, a 
recreation center, a pool and spa, and a bocce ball court. The project would provide on-site 
recreational amenities and open space for use by residents of the proposed project. 
Therefore, residents would make use of on-site facilities for amenities that might otherwise 
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be served by surrounding or nearby parks. For amenities provided by public parks and 
beaches that are not served by on-site facilities, such as water sports, hiking, special events, 
or other specialty uses, residents would make use of available public facilities. Under the 
City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, Goal 3.3, To Meet the Needs 
of the Entire Community by Providing an Adequate Level of Parks and Recreational 
Opportunities, Objective 1.0 establishes an objective to provide a minimum of 3 acres of 
public park and recreational facilities for every 1,000 residents (City of Solana Beach 
2014b). The project increase of approximately 147 residents, when added to the City’s 
existing population of 12,867 people, would total 13,020 people served by approximately 
103 acres of public parks. The ratio of residents to public park space would be 
approximately 5 acres per 1,000 residents, continuing to exceed the 3 acres per 1,000 
residents. Impacts related to adequacy of recreation amenities as a result of the proposed 
project were evaluated in Section 3.14 of this DEIR. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would not necessitate the construction of new park facilities or expansion 
of existing park facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.  

v. Libraries 

The project site is located within the County of San Diego public library system service 
area. Local branches are part of the County of San Diego library system, which allows 
residents to use any branch or the main library. The closest library branch to the project 
site is the Solana Beach Branch Library, located at Earl Warren Middle School, 157 
Stevens Avenue, approximately 0.73 mile north of the project site. As outlined in Section 
3.13.1.5, above, the library branch has hours of operation during school hours and non-
school hours. According to circulation statistics, the branch’s busiest times are Tuesdays 
4–5 p.m., and Mondays at 10 a.m. (County of San Diego 2016). Amenities at this branch 
include WiFi, books, Ebooks, movies, music, events, programs, and online resources. For 
the 2014/2015 fiscal year, the Solana Beach Branch Library had 214,544 branch visits; 
1,162 programs for kids, teens, and adults; circulation of 321,258 books, including 
Ebooks; and 43,630 visitors who used the provided Internet. According to circulation 
statistics, during the 2014/2015 fiscal year, total branch usage was composed of 151,376 
adults and 147,510 juveniles (County of San Diego 2016).  

The library could experience a slight increase in use due to the anticipated increase of 
approximately 147 residents (as calculated in Section 3.11, Population and Housing, of this 
DEIR). However, due to the existing residential nature of the project site, a significant 
increase in use is not anticipated. In addition, local branches are part of the entire County of 
San Diego library system, and residents are able to use the library most convenient to them, 
such as one near their work or school. There are three other library branches within 5 miles 
of the project site: the Del Mar Branch located approximately 1.9 miles south, the Cardiff-
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by-the-Sea Branch located approximately 2.8 miles northwest, and the Encinitas Branch 
located approximately 4.5 miles north. Due to the slight increase in residents and the 
available and accessible library branches surrounding the project site, the proposed project 
would not require the expansion of existing facilities or construction of new facilities. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

The proposed project is served by the SEWRF, which has a service area of approximately 19 
square miles, including the City of Solana Beach and portions of the Cities of Encinitas and 
Rancho Santa Fe. The population served is approximately 32,000, and the plant rated 
capacity is 5.25 million gallons per day (mgd) (SEJPA 2016).  

The SEJPA closely monitors the coastal environment through sampling; observations; and 
testing of ocean flora, fauna, sediment, and water. The SEWRF treats wastewater in 
accordance with the state’s Title 22 requirements and the provisions of Waste Discharge 
Order No. R9-2007-0018 (Order 93-23, Waste Discharge Requirements for Vallecitos Water 
District, Meadowlark Water Reclamation Plant, San Diego County) issued by the RWQCB. 

The SEJPA owns and operates the SEWRF, which consists of wastewater treatment and 
water reclamation. The wastewater facilities include the 5.25 mgd treatment facility, nine 
wastewater lift stations, and the 25.5 mgd San Elijo Ocean Outfall. The San Elijo Ocean 
Outfall consists of 30-inch- and 48-inch-diameter reinforced concrete pipes that extend 1.5 
miles into the ocean. Approximately 1,200 to 1,300 acre-feet of recycled water is produced 
and bought annually, which equals more than 400 million gallons per year. Three recycled 
water reservoirs, one underground and two aboveground, with storage capacities ranging 
from 750,000 to 1,000,000 gallons, provide operational storage for the water reclamation 
program (SEJPA 2016). 

Although the amount of wastewater may increase due to the increase in residential units 
and number of potential residents, the project proposes sustainable measures through the 
use of low-water-use appliances, Energy Star appliances, and recycled water for landscape 
irrigation, which would reduce the per-person contribution. As part of the proposed project, 
the existing sewer easements would be abandoned and vacated from the property, and new 
sewer main easements would be created and dedicated over the new public sewer mains. 
The proposed project would be served by the Santa Fe Irrigation District, and wastewater 
would be treated at the SEWRF, which has available resources to serve the anticipated 
14,735,485 gallons of wastewater annually, or 40,327 gallons per day from the proposed 
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project. Wastewater from the project site would be transmitted to the SEWRF where it 
would be treated and redistributed for recycled water use or discharged into the Pacific 
Ocean through the San Elijo Outfall. The project would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the San Diego RWQCB. Impacts would be less than significant.  

B. Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

The existing residential development on site consists of 194 apartment units and four multi-
family units, which is equivalent to 176.4 gallons per EDU of wastewater. The project 
proposes 260 multi-family units, which is equivalent to 234 gallons per EDU. The resultant 
increase in sewer discharge from the site is equivalent to 57.6 gallons per EDUs, which 
converts to 0.0624 cubic feet per second after applying a peaking factor of 3.5 and converting 
to cubic feet per second. The projected wastewater from the proposed project would, 
however, be adjusted to account for water conservation due to Title 24 requirements and low-
water-use appliances. The typical maximum proportional depth of flow (d/D)4 value for 
public sewer design is 0.5 d/D, which is the indicator that shows a sewer main is flowing at 
half full. With the additional flows generated by the proposed project, the sewer main would 
flow at 0.39 d/D (Appendix N). Therefore, the proposed additional flow from the project 
would not over-burden the existing sewer system.  

As stated above in Threshold A, the proposed project would be served by the Santa Fe 
Irrigation District, and wastewater would be treated at the SEWRF, which has a treatment 
facility capacity of 5.25 mgd. The treatment facility capacity of 5.25 mgd is allocated 
between the City of Encinitas and the City of Solana Beach, split equally. However, 
approximately 0.25 mgd is distributed to the Rancho Santa Fe Community Services 
District; thus, approximately 2.5 mgd is allocated to the City of Encinitas and 
approximately 2.5 mgd to the City of Solana Beach. The current flow per day for SEWRF 
is approximately 2.5 mgd, leaving a current remaining capacity of approximately 2.75 mgd 
(Trees, Pers. Comm. 2016). SEWRF has available resources to serve the anticipated 
14,735,485 gallons of wastewater annually, or 40,327 gallons per day from the entire 
proposed project. Treated wastewater would be either sent for additional treatment for use 
as recycled water or discharged into the ocean outfall. Therefore, the sewer main would not 
operate at or be over capacity with implementation of the proposed project. The proposed 
additional flow from the proposed project would not overburden the existing sewer system 

                                                 
4 Ratio of fluid depth to pipe diameter, which demonstrates capacity. 
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pumped to the SEWRF. The specific calculations for these generation rates are outlined in 
detail in Appendix N.  

SEWRF operates a recycled water facility, which includes 2.5 mgd of sand filtration, 1.4 
mgd of micro filtration, and 0.5 mgd of reverse osmosis, as well as 20 miles of recycled 
water distribution pipelines and three recycled water reservoirs. Approximately 1,400 to 
1,600 acre-feet of recycled water is produced annually for local use by parks, schools, 
churches, golf courses, freeway and street landscaping, businesses, and homeowner’s 
associations for landscape irrigation, and for industrial cooling tower use (SEJPA 2016). The 
proposed project would result in an increase in annual water use from the existing 
17,101,524 gallons per year to 19,385,888 gallons per year; however, irrigation use for the 
proposed project would be 100% recycled water, totaling 3,377,428 gallons of recycled 
water per year. As previously stated in Threshold A, although the amount of wastewater may 
increase due to the increase in residential units and number of potential residents, the project 
proposes sustainable measures through the use of low-water-use appliances, Energy Star 
appliances, and recycled water for landscape irrigation, which would reduce the per-person 
contribution. The proposed project would be served by the Santa Fe Irrigation District, and 
water would be treated at the SEWRF, which is permitted to discharge up to 2.48 mgd of 
tertiary treated wastewater to recycled water users (SEJPA 2016).  

The project would not result in the expansion of existing water or wastewater treatment 
facilities, nor would it result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities. The proposed project would not overburden the existing wastewater pump stations 
or the existing sanitary sewer system; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

C. Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

The proposed project design plans are to alter the on-site stormwater system to update the 
current drainage system and improve management of flows south toward the Turfwood 
condominiums. Runoff generated from the proposed development would be conveyed in a 
storm drain system that would pass through proposed low-impact-development bioretention 
and detention basins. Ultimately, flows would discharge into the existing storm drain 
system located on the eastern boundary of the site at the intersection of Nardo Avenue and 
Stevens Avenue. Preliminary sizing calculations, as shown in Appendix N, show that the 
project site would provide the required detention volume to ensure flows remain consistent 
with existing flows entering the Solana Beach municipal separate storm sewer system on 
Nardo Avenue. The proposed bioretention treatment areas would treat potential pollutants 
on site and attenuate the 100-year peak storm runoff at the existing storm drain on Nardo 
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Avenue. Storm flows would be conveyed toward the existing box culvert to the northeast of 
the project site between Valley Avenue and Stevens Avenue. Once the proposed storm 
drain system and detention basin are implemented on site, minimal flows would drain 
toward the concrete downdrain that releases storm flows onto the Turfwood property.  

As a result of the project, the stormwater discharge southerly across the Turfwood 
property would be reduced by approximately 90%. Detention/treatment basins would 
treat and attenuate runoff from the site and release it into the City’s municipal separate 
storm sewer system that conveys stormwater to the Valley Avenue box culvert system. 
Due to low-impact-development measures, runoff would not cause a rise in hydraulic 
grade levels within that storm drain system. It is anticipated that the system as designed 
will adequately intercept, contain, and convey the 100-year storm event to 
predevelopment discharge levels (Appendix N). 

All drainage improvements would be constructed on site, and impacts from construction 
associated with these improvements are integral and part-and-parcel of the construction of 
the proposed project. Impacts associated with the construction of the proposed drainage 
facilities would not cause substantial environmental effects, as the improvements would 
reduce the flows, volume, and velocity of stormwater compared to existing conditions. 
Therefore, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities would be less than significant.  

D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

The project site is supplied water by the Santa Fe Irrigation District, which receives its water 
from the SDCWA. As stated in Section 3.13.1.6, diversifying SDCWA’s supply by reducing 
imported water and increasing new supply sources, such as seawater desalination, will 
substantially enhance the reliability and drought resilience of the SDCWA’s future supplies. 
In addition, the SDCWA is committed to supporting its member agencies in complying with 
requirements of the Water Conservation Bill of 2009, and, therefore, reducing urban water 
consumption by 20% by 2020. In average precipitation years, the SDCWA has sufficient 
water to meet its customers’ needs through 2035 (City of Solana Beach 2014a). Additionally, 
based on water supply diversification programs, SDCWA projects to have 779,000 acre-feet 
available for users by 2020 (SDCWA 2014). 

As described in Section 3.13.1.6, water demand from the SDCWA has decreased due to a 
comprehensive water conservation program. Potable water use in 2010 was 740 acre-feet per 
year lower (6%) than potable water use in 2005. As explained in Section 3.13.1.6, the 
SDCWA has based future demands on population projections prepared by SANDAG using a 
gallon-per-capita per-day multiplier that relates to the SDCWA’s demand characteristics. The 
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SDCWA assumes that projected potable water demands will be incrementally increased but 
within the recent 5-year annual average of approximately 11,500 acre-feet per year by 2035. 
Recycled water demand is anticipated to increase, as additional recycled water supplies and 
distribution infrastructure are made available (City of Solana Beach 2014a).  

The proposed project’s increase of 62 units, or approximately 147 people, would result in 
an increase in annual water use from the existing 17,101,524 gallons per year to 19,385,888 
gallons per year; however, irrigation use for the proposed project would be 100% recycled 
water, totaling 3,377,428 gallons of recycled water per year. The existing site currently 
uses potable water for irrigation, and has a total irrigation use of 5,119,237 gallons per 
year. As a result of the proposed project’s 100% recycled water irrigation use, there would 
be a total reduction in potable water of 1,093,064 gallons per year compared to existing 
conditions (Appendix N). In addition, as part of conditions of approval, the proposed 
project would incorporate sustainable design features to minimize the increase in water 
demand. These features include low-water-use and Energy Star appliances, drought-tolerant 
landscaping, and reclaimed water use for irrigation. Based on Title 24 regulations; low-
water-demand appliances; substantial reduction in potable water usage; and projections 
from MWD, SDCWA, and the Santa Fe Irrigation District, there would be sufficient water 
supplies to service the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.  

E. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

As described in the analyses to Thresholds A and B, the SEWRF has determined that the 
proposed project would be served by the existing wastewater treatment system and that 
SEJPA has adequate wastewater treatment capacity for the proposed project’s estimated 
demand of 40,327 gallons per day (Thornton 2015).  

As determined in the Sewer Study Letter (Appendix N) and as previously discussed, 
development of the proposed project would not over-burden the existing sanitary sewer 
system from the connection point downstream toward the Eden Gardens pump station. The 
existing Solana Highlands development consists of 194 multi-family units, which is 
equivalent to 176.4 EDUs. The adjacent four multi-family units is equivalent to 3.6 EDUs. 
The proposed project’s 260 units would be equivalent to 234 EDUs, resulting in a sewer 
discharge increase of 54 EDUs, or approximately 0.0624 cubic feet per second. For the pipe 
segments downstream of the project site, the proportional depth of flow is less than 0.5 (the 
value of 0.5 being the indicator that the sewer main is flowing at half full) (Appendix N). 
Therefore, the proposed additional flow from the project would not over-burden the existing 
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sewer system. There is adequate existing capacity to serve the projected increase in demand 
and impacts would be less than significant. 

F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

Per SBMC Chapter 6.36, the applicant of the proposed project would be required to submit a 
Waste Management Plan and pay a Waste Management Plan review fee for conformance 
with construction and demolition debris recycling prior to issuance of a building permit. The 
Waste Management Plan for the proposed project must indicate that at least 50% of all 
construction and demolition debris generated by the project will be reused or recycled 
(SBMC Chapter 6.36). To comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition Recycling 
Ordinance, grinding and crushing activities would occur on site. In addition, materials such 
as concrete, salvageable wood, and cut soils would be recycled on site, stockpiled, and then 
used again during revitalization of later phases. 

The City has agreements with EDCO for residential trash and recycling collection. As a 
result of the City’s recycling and diversion rate efforts, the City recently transitioned from 
the old residential manual separating recycling system to a new automated single-stream 
commingled recycling collection process. This increased the amount of recycling by 45%, or 
795 tons, the first year, and the amount of trash headed to the landfill decreased by 650 tons 
(City of Solana Beach 2016).  

Solid waste generated within the City is disposed of at the Sycamore Sanitary Landfill, located 
in Santee, California. The Sycamore Landfill has a maximum permitted throughput of 5,000 
tons per day and a maximum permitted capacity of 71,233,171 cubic yards. As of December 
31, 2014, the Sycamore Landfill had a remaining capacity of 39,608,998 cubic yards 
(CalRecycle 2016a). The Otay Landfill located in Chula Vista also serves the region, with a 
maximum permitted throughput of 5,830 tons per day, a maximum permitted capacity of 
61,154,000 cubic yards, and a remaining capacity of 24,514,904 cubic yards as of March 31, 
2012 (CalRecycle 2016b). 

According to CalRecycle’s waste generation rate of 0.87 tons per multi-family dwelling unit 
per year (Carr pers. comm., 2016), the existing 194-unit site produces approximately 168.78 
tons of solid waste per year, which breaks down to approximately 924 pounds per day, 
assuming the adjacent four multi-family units are included in the existing waste number. With 
the addition of 62 units for a total of 260 units, the proposed project would generate 
approximately 226.2 tons of solid waste per year, which breaks down to approximately 1,238 
pounds per day. In comparison to existing conditions, there would be an additional 57.42 tons 
per year or 314 pounds per day as a result of the proposed project. These generation rates are a 
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state average from CalRecycle’s 2014 Waste Characterization Study (CalRecycle 2015), and, 
therefore, represent a conservative number. The Sycamore Sanitary Landfill, Otay Landfill, 
and Carlsbad Recycling Center would have sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal and recycling needs through 2031, as described in Section 
3.13.1.7, above. In addition, the project would incorporate waste recycling areas into the 
design, and all City recycling requirements would be met and/or exceeded. Therefore, since the 
serving landfills are determined to have sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed 
project, and the project would comply with all applicable City waste and recycling regulations 
and diversion efforts, impacts would be less than significant.  

G. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

The City adopted a Construction and Demolition Recycling Ordinance (SBMC Chapter 
6.36) that requires all demolition permits and construction projects with a $100,000 
valuation to recycle at least 50% of debris generated by the project. The applicant is 
responsible for submitting a waste management plan prior to receiving a demolition or 
building permit, and will not receive final project approval until the applicant proves that 
at least 50% of the debris was recycled.  

Additionally, as stated within Threshold F, above, as a result of the City’s recycling and 
diversion rate efforts, the City recently transitioned from the old manually separated 
recycling collection to a new automated single-stream commingled recycling collection 
process. This increased the amount of recycling by 45%, or 795 tons, the first year, and the 
amount of trash headed to the landfill decreased by 650 tons (City of Solana Beach 2016). 
The proposed project would incorporate waste recycling areas into project design, and the 
project site would be included in the recycling collection process.  

Furthermore, the project would comply with the City’s requirement of providing recycling 
storage areas sufficient to contain all recyclable materials produced on the project site. 
Recycling bins would be provided on site throughout the property, as well as next to printers 
and mail stations in the rental office. At move-in, residents would be supplied with reusable 
tote bags and reusable water bottles to help reduce waste. At the leasing office, eco-friendly 
cups made from recycled plant material would be used for water and coffee.  

The project contractor would be required to execute the City Construction and Demolition 
Recycling Ordinance, which would ensure that the proposed project would comply with all 
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact. 
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Energy Conservation  

H.  Would the project result in wasteful, unnecessary or inefficient energy use by amount or 
fuel type? 

Construction 

Construction energy would result from electrical equiment and gasoline- or diesel-driven 
machinery, from which usage would be minimal eletrcial use relative to the project’s overall 
electrical consumption, and gasoline/diesel would be used only to the degeree necessary to 
operate machinery. Energy would not be used in an inefficient way, as no superfluous trips, 
activities, or machinery operation would be associated with construction because 
unnecessary energy consumption would result in unnecessary expense. 

Operation 

The two main energy types during project operation would be electricity and natural gas, 
which are described below; both would be provided by SDG&E. 

Electricity 

Implementation of the proposed project would slightly increase the demand for electricity 
and natural gas at the project site relative to existing uses. Electricity would be used for 
multiple purposes, including building heating and cooling, lighting, appliances, and 
electronics. Additionally, the supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water 
would indirectly result in electricity usage. Existing electricity use versus proposed 
electricity use is shown in Table 3.14-4. 

Table 3.14-4 
Annual Electricity Use 

Existing Proposed 

Residential Units Rate1 (kWh) Total (kWh) Residential Units Rate1, 2 (kWh) Total (kWh) 

194 6,888 1,363,824 260 5,855 1,522,300 

1 Source: EIA 2009. 
2 15% reduction of existing rate due to Title 24 and related sustainable design measures. 
kWh = kilowatt hour  

As seen in Table 3.14-4, the proposed project would result in an increase in total electricity 
consumption by 158,476 kWh, but a reduced unit energy consumption rate of 15% when 
compared to the existing site conditions due to California Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards (Title 24) (2013) and related sustainable design measures. However, because the 
proposed project would be subject to the more stringent 2016 Title 24 standards, and would 
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also exceed energy efficiency code requirements through project design, the project’s 
electricity demand could potentially be lower than the calculations presented above. The 
2016 Title 24 standards became effective in January 2017 and will result in a 5% decrease in 
energy usage relative to the 2013 standards (State of California 2018b). The project would be 
constructed after January 1, 2017, and would be subject to these more stringent requirements. 
In addition to the measures that are part of Title 24, the proposed project would include the 
following sustainability measures, which include energy efficiency measures, in its design: 

 Electric vehicle charging stations for residents and guests  

 Low-water-use appliances, in-home fixtures, and irrigation 

 Low VOC (volatile organic compound) paints 

 A community recycling program 

 Energy Star appliances 

 Energy-efficient LED lighting; appliance; and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) design 

 Saltwater pool with solar heating 

 Building insulation elements installed under the inspection of the Home Energy Rating 
System rating agency 

 Drought-tolerant landscaping 

 Reclaimed water use for irrigation 

 Walking paths and bicycle lockers to promote more sustainable lifestyles for residents, 
employees, and guests 

Although electricity consumption would increase due to the implementation of 62 additional 
units, the project’s energy efficiency would be increased through the updated Title 24 
requirements compared to the existing development, excluding additional efficiencies that 
may be realized through implementation of the design measures outlined above. Construction 
electricity usage related to the proposed project would be minimal relative to the project’s 
overall energy consumption. Therefore, the proposed project’s electricity consumption would 
not be considered wasteful, unnecessary or inefficient. 

Natural Gas 

Operation of the proposed project would require natural gas for various purposes, including 
building heating and cooling, service water heating, kitchen appliances, and laundry 
equipment. Existing gas use versus proposed use is shown in Table 3.14-5. 
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Table 3.14-5 
Annual Natural Gas Use 

Existing Proposed 

Residential Units Rate1 (thousand cf) Total (thousand cf) Residential Units Rate1, 2 (thousand cf) Total (thousand cf) 

194 40 7,920 260 34 8,840 

1  Source: EIA 2009. 
2  15% reduction of existing rate due to Title 24 and related sustainable design measures. 
CF = cubic feet 

As seen in Table 3.14-5, although the proposed project would result in a net increase in total 
natural gas consumption of approximately 15% on the project site, the amount of natural gas 
used per square foot is anticipated to decrease upon project implementation. As measured 
against the existing environmental condition, the proposed project would result in a reduced 
unit energy consumption rate of 15% due to Title 24 (2013) and related sustainable design 
measures. As stated under electricity demand, because the proposed project would be subject 
to the more stringent 2016 Title 24 standards, and would also exceed energy efficiency code 
requirements through project design, the project’s natural gas demand could potentially be 
lower than the calculations presented above. The 2016 Title 24 standards became effective in 
January 2017, and will result in a 28% decrease in energy usage relative to the 2013 
standards. The project would be constructed after January 1, 2017, and would be subject to 
these more stringent requirements. Furthermore, the project-specific sustainable design 
features listed above under electricity demand include energy-efficient heating and cooling 
equipment, which would minimize the project’s natural gas use. Natural gas use as a result of 
the proposed project would not be substantial compared to existing uses. 

For the reasons stated above, electricity and natural gas consumption as a result of the 
proposed project would not be inefficient, unnecessary or wasteful, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

I.  Would the project use substantial amounts of local and regional energy supplies or create 
requirements for additional capacity? 

Electricity and natural gas is supplied to the project site by SDG&E. The sources of power 
for SDG&E include 33% renewable energy sources (solar, wind, and hydroelectric).5 As 
stated in Threshold H, above, although the proposed project would result in a net increase in 
total square footage and in total electricity and natural gas consumption on the project site, 

                                                 
5 In mid-2016, the City began looking for partnering opportunities with a provider to achieve even better 

renewable-energy generation for electricity under a proposed arrangement called “community choice 
aggregation” or “community choice energy” made possible by the state Legislature under Assembly Bill 117, 
passed in 2002. 
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the amount of natural gas and electricity used per square foot is anticipated to decrease upon 
project implementation. As measured against the existing environmental condition, the 
proposed project would result in a in total increase in energy consumption of 12% and a 
reduced unit energy consumption rate of 15% due to Title 24 (2013) and related sustainable 
design measures. The 2016 Title 24 standards became effective in January 2017, and will 
result in a 28% decrease in energy usage relative to the 2013 standards. The project would be 
constructed after January 1, 2017, and would be subject to these more stringent requirements. 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the use of substantial amounts of 
local or regional energy supplies compared to existing conditions. The resultant increase in 
energy demand would not create requirements for additional capacity and would not exceed 
the available capacity of SDG&E servicing infrastructure to the site or beyond. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

J.  Would the project impose additional demands on peak and base period demands for 
electricity and other forms of energy? 

With implementation of an additional 62 units, the proposed project would result in additional 
electricity demand during peak and base periods. However, as described above, the proposed 
project would result in a reduced unit energy consumption rate of 15% compared to existing 
conditions due to Title 24 (2013) and related sustainable design measures. The 2016 Title 24 
standards became effective in January 2017, and would result in a 28% decrease in energy 
usage relative to the 2013 standards. The project would be constructed after January 1, 2017, 
and would be subject to these more stringent requirements. The proposed project would include 
energy efficient design measures such as Energy Star appliances; energy-efficient LED lighting 
and appliances; energy-efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) design; and 
solar heating for the pool. The proposed project would comply with California Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, and would incorporate project-specific sustainability measures, 
which include energy-efficient design measures. The times of use of electricity and natural gas 
with development of the proposed project would remain as they are under existing conditions, 
because the type of use would be unchanged. Therefore, additional energy demands during 
peak and base periods would not be substantial, and impacts would be less than significant. 

K.  Would the project comply with existing energy standards? 

The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with, at a minimum, Title 24, 
which establishes energy efficiency standards for residential and non-residential buildings 
constructed in California to reduce energy demand and consumption. The City has adopted 
SBMC Section 15.22.010, Adoption of the California Energy Code, Part 6, Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations, and SBMC Section 15.33.010, Adoption of the California 
Green Building Standards Code, Part 11, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 
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Additionally, the proposed project would go beyond the requirements of the California 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards with implementation of sustainability measures that 
include energy-efficient design measures, outlined within Threshold H, above. The project 
would comply with and exceed the existing energy standards and regulations, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

L.  Would the project have an adverse effect on energy resources? 

Please refer to the analysis for Thresholds H, I, J, and K. Implementation of the proposed 
project would provide for an upgraded residential development that includes sustainable 
design measures and incorporates best practices for water conservation, green construction 
methods, and energy efficiency. Furthermore, the project would not require new or expanded 
energy generation or infrastructure facilities. The proposed project would not have an 
adverse effect on energy resources, and impacts would be less than significant. 

M.  Would the project result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy  
for transportation? 

Transportation energy use is related to the following factors: the efficiency of automobiles, 
trucks, off-road equipment, and other transportation modes; the choice of employee travel 
mode (automobile, carpool, or public transit); and miles traveled for each mode. Energy 
would also be consumed with construction equipment and routine operation activities 
associated with the proposed project. 

Implementation of the proposed project would provide for a revitalized residential 
development that improves efficiency of local circulation by optimizing internal circulation, 
reducing site driveways, relocating the primary entrance closer to main transportation 
arterials, and providing off-site traffic-calming measures on South Nardo Avenue.  

During construction for the proposed project, daily trip generation would include worker trips, 
vendor trips, and hauling trips. At the highest overlap of construction activities, daily 
construction-related traffic would include 128 daily worker trips, 24 daily vendor trips, and 244 
daily hauling trips for a total of 396 daily trips. As described in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
completed for the proposed project (Appendix M), since each apartment unit currently 
generates approximately eight trips per day, the 396 construction trips would be equivalent to 
50 apartment units. Compared to the existing 198 residential units, each of the phases would 
remove more than 50 apartment units, and, therefore, construction trips would not exceed the 
current trips generated by the residential uses on site. All construction vehicles would be 
parked on site and would not interfere with existing on-street parking. Trips generated as a 
result of project construction would only be as necessary, and all hauling of materials would be 
taken to the nearest and appropriate disposal facility. Energy would not be used in an 
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inefficient way, as no superfluous trips, activities, or machinery operation would be associated 
with construction, since unnecessary energy consumption would result in unnecessary expense. 
Construction of the proposed project would be temporary, and construction transportation is 
not considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. 

During operation, energy for transportation would be used in much the same way as under 
existing conditions, as residents commute to places of work and take trips for sundries, 
leisure, and other purposes. The availability of transit options (adjacent bus stops and nearby 
local and regional rail service) and the suitability of infrastructure accommodations for 
alternative transportation options (cycling and walking), would also persist and would help to 
reduce the reliance on use of energy for transportation. The proposed project would include 
pre-wired electric-vehicle charging stations within private garages, in addition to electric 
vehicle charging stations provided at selected surface parking spots for use by guests and 
residents, and bicycle lockers provided on site. 

For the reasons stated above, energy use related to construction- and operation-related trips 
would not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary, and impacts would be less than significant.  

3.14.5 Mitigation Measures 

All impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

3.14.6 Significance After Mitigation 
No significant impacts to public services and facilities would result from the project. Therefore, 
mitigation would not be required. 
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3.15 RECREATION 

This section provides an overview of the existing recreational uses and amenities within the 
proposed Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) site and vicinity, 
identifies the regulatory framework, and evaluates potential impacts to recreation that would 
result from implementation of the proposed project.  

3.15.1 Existing Conditions 

3.15.1.1 Bikeways 

The Solana Beach Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy (2015) identifies the City of 
Solana Beach’s (City) existing bicycle network. The network’s Class I facility consists of the Coastal 
Rail Trail multi-use path, traversing Solana Beach from north to south along Highway 101. A Class 
III bike lane runs parallel to the Coastal Rail Trail in the northbound direction. Bike lanes cross the 
community from east to west along Lomas Santa Fe Drive from Highway 101 to Highland Drive, 
with an additional Class II segment on Valley Avenue from Stevens Avenue to Via de la Valle. Class 
II facilities are located east of Interstate 5 along San Andres Drive and Highland Drive. Southbound 
Highway 101 throughout Solana Beach is categorized as a Class III. Additionally, South Cedros 
Avenue and Santa Helena were recently designated as Class III facilities. Though the current bicycle 
network traverses the major roads in Solana Beach and adequately serves businesses along Highway 
101, it lacks connectivity through the residential neighborhoods. 

3.15.1.2 Parks and Pedestrian Corridors 

As stated in Section 3.13, Public Services, Utilities, and Service Systems, of this DEIR, the City 
offers 103 acres of recreational facilities for residents and visitors, including public parks, beach 
areas, and open space. These facilities serve both local and regional needs, as do other facilities 
adjacent to Solana Beach, including San Elijo Lagoon to the north; San Dieguito County Park to 
the east; and the Del Mar Racetrack, Del Mar Shores (dog beach), and San Dieguito Lagoon to 
the south. The San Elijo Lagoon County Park Ecological Reserve is an approximately 1,000-acre 
nature reserve on the northern border of the City. The lagoon is a coastal wetland with significant 
biological and ecological resources. The City’s San Elijo Lagoon access points provide public 
coastal access and recreation opportunities in the City, with five public San Elijo Lagoon 
trailheads (San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy 2015). 

The City’s Parks and Recreation Department operates and maintains two recreational facilities and 
two community centers: La Colonia Park, Fletcher Cove Park, La Colonia Community Center, and 
Fletcher Cove Community Center. In addition, the City has 1.7 miles of public beach areas 
including, Fletcher Cove and Tide Beach Park. These beaches provide a wide variety of 
recreational activities for residents and visitors. 
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Table 3.15-1 provides a list of park facilities within the vicinity of the proposed project, as well 
as permitted uses and approximate distances from the project site for each facility. 

Table 3.15-1 
Existing Local; Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Park Facility (Location) 

Approximate 
Distance from 

Project Site  Uses Permitted  

La Colonia Park (Solana Beach) 0.18 mile Playground equipment, picnic facilities, barbeque grills, sports field, 
community center, restrooms, and Solana Heritage Museum. 

Del Mar Racetrack (San Diego/Del 
Mar) 

0.60 mile Home to a variety of shows, races, expos, and events. 

North Bluff Preserve (Solana Beach) 0.60 mile Pedestrian trails with ocean views. 

North Seascape Surf Park (Solana 
Beach) 

0.72 mile Public beach access stairway. 

Dog Beach (Del Mar) 0.80 mile Public beach access and off-leash dog season, September–June. 

Fletcher Cove Beach Park (Solana 
Beach) 

0.82 mile Fletcher Cove Community Center, public showers, restrooms, 
picnic tables, playground, turf area, basketball court, and beach 
access. 

San Dieguito Lagoon 1.00 mile 65 miles of trail open year round; leashed dogs are permitted. The 
Lagoon Boardwalk can be accessed on foot from Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard or the trail head at the south end of San Andres Drive. 

Tide Beach Park (Solana Beach) 1.24 miles Public stairways provide beach access. 

San Dieguito County Park (Solana 
Beach/County of San Diego) 

1.65 miles 125-acre park in Del Mar, home to Miracle baseball field, 
playgrounds, exercise stations, basketball court, pavilions, wedding 
gazebo, picnic areas, park and nature trails, and restrooms. 

Powerhouse Park and Community 
Center (Del Mar) 

1.70 miles Public grass area with beach access, restrooms, showers; also 
facilitates weddings and special events. 

San Elijo Lagoon (San Diego) 1.75 miles Eight trailheads located in Solana Beach, Encinitas, and Rancho 
Santa Fe. Dogs are allowed on leash. The San Elijo Lagoon Nature 
Center is also open to the public. 

Torrey Pines State Park (San Diego) 4.00 miles Eight hiking trails, one with beach access. 

 

3.15.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal  

There are no federal regulations applicable to the proposed project. 

State 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) manages 279 beach and park 
units that protect and preserve a collection of culturally and environmentally sensitive areas. The 
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department is responsible for almost one-third of California’s scenic coastline, coastal wetlands, 
estuaries, beaches, and dune systems, in addition to wilderness areas, terrestrial reserves, and 
historical structures. It also manages nearly 1.59 million acres, with over 339 miles of coastline; 
974 miles of lake, reservoir, and river frontage; 15,000 campsites; and 4,456 miles of hiking, 
biking, and equestrian trails (State of California 2015). The legal charter of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, as required by the California Public Resources Code and 
the California Code of Regulations, among others, calls for it to “administer, protect, provide for 
recreational opportunity, and develop the State Park System; to interpret the values of the State 
Park System to the public; to operate the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Program; to 
administer the California Historical Resources Protection Program; and to administer federal and 
state grants and bonds to local agencies.” 

Quimby Act  

Cities and counties have been authorized since the passage of the 1975 Quimby Act (California 
Government Code, Section 66477) to pass ordinances requiring that developers set aside land, 
donate conservation easements, or pay fees for park improvements. Revenues generated through 
the Quimby Act cannot be used for the operation and maintenance of park facilities. The goal of 
the Quimby Act was to require developers to help mitigate the impacts of property 
improvements. The act gives authority for passage of land dedication ordinances only to cities 
and counties. Special districts must work with cities and/or counties to receive parkland 
dedication and/or in-lieu fees. The fees must be paid and land conveyed directly to the local 
public agencies that provide park and recreational services communitywide. 

Landscaping and Lighting Act  

The Landscaping and Lighting Act (California Streets and Highways Code, Section 22500 et 
seq.) enables cities, counties, and special districts to acquire land for parks, recreation, and open 
space. A local government may also use the assessments to pay for improvements and 
maintenance to these areas. In addition to local government agencies (i.e., counties and cities), 
park and recreation facilities may be provided by other public agencies, such as community 
service districts, park and recreation districts, etc. If so empowered, such an agency may acquire, 
develop, and operate recreational facilities for the general public. 

California Coastal Act 

The intent of the California Coastal Act (California Public Resources Code, Section 30000 et seq.) is 
to protect, maintain, and where feasible enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone 
environment and its resources. The California Coastal Commission regulates land and water use in 
the coastal zone, and the California Coastal Act includes specific policies that address issues 
including visual resources, land/water uses, and shoreline public access and recreation. 
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Local  

City of Solana Beach General Plan, as amended through 2014 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan has been established to 
promote the protection, maintenance, and use of natural resources. These resources may include 
those that are economically productive or have intrinsic ecological/historical/archaeological 
value. A key purpose of this element is to guide city decision-making to prevent the wasteful 
exploitation, destruction, and neglect of natural resources. Another key purpose of this element is 
to inventory existing open space land within the City and to establish a program for preserving 
and managing open space areas appropriately. Conservation and Open Space Element policies 
applicable to the proposed project are as follows (City of Solana Beach 2014): 

 Goal 3.3: To meet the needs of the entire community by providing an adequate level of 
parks and recreational opportunities. 

o Policy 3.a: The city shall adopt a park funding program based on general revenue 
funds, user fees, state and federal grants, and developer contributions of land, 
facilities, and in lieu fees. 

o Policy 3.b: The city shall require developers of residential land to dedicate land or 
fees for parks to ensure the continued provision of at least 3 acres of park land for 
every 1,000 residents. 

Local Coastal Program – Land Use Plan 

The City of Solana Beach lies entirely within the state-designated Coastal Zone. As such, the 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan (LUP) covers the entirety of the City. The purpose 
of the LCP is to locally implement the state’s goals for the Coastal Zone, which are to (City of 
Solana Beach 2013): 

A. Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the 
Coastal Zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. 

B. Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of Coastal Zone resources taking 
into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state. 

C. Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational 
opportunities in the Coastal Zone consistent with sound resources conservation principles 
and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners. 

D. Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other 
development on the coast. 
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E. Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing procedures to 
implement coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial uses, including 
educational uses, in the Coastal Zone. 

Chapter 2 of the LCP-LUP, Public Access and Recreation, contains goals and policies that are 
applicable to the proposed project. The following policies are specifically related to recreation 
(City of Solana Beach 2013): 

 Policy 2.4: The City shall [en]sure that the recreational needs resulting from any 
proposed development will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating 
the amount of development with local park acquisition at three acres per 1,000 
population, and/or development plans with the provision of on-site recreational facilities 
to serve new development. 

 Policy 2.7: New development shall be sited and designed to avoid impacts to public 
access and recreation along the shoreline and trails. If there is no feasible alternative 
that can eliminate or avoid all access impacts, then the feasible alternative that would 
result in the least significant adverse impact shall be required. Some impacts may be 
mitigated through the dedication of an access or trail easement where the project site 
encompasses an LCP mapped access or trail alignment, where the City, County, State, 
or other public agency has identified a trail used by the public, or where prescriptive 
rights exist. Mitigation measures required for impacts to public access and 
recreational opportunities shall be implemented prior to, or concurrent with 
construction of the approved development. 

 Policy 2.14: Open space easements and dedications should be utilized, where warranted, 
to facilitate the objectives of the City’s recreational and/or public access program. 

 Policy 2.24: New development shall provide off-street parking sufficient to serve the 
approved use in order to minimize impacts to public street parking available for coastal 
access and recreation. 

Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy 

The Solana Beach Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy (CATS) lays the 
foundation for bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the City of Solana Beach for the 
next 15 years. This plan focuses on enhancing the safety and comfort of existing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities and increasing connectivity to key attracting land uses such as schools, 
commercial/retail districts, and recreational resources. 

The City of Solana Beach last adopted a comprehensive bicycle master plan over 20 years ago. 
The CATS plan will provide a comprehensive update to the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, which 
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was adopted in 1993 with two subsequent addenda in 1996 and 2005. The City does not have a 
currently adopted pedestrian master plan. Since adoption of the Bicycle Master Plan, the City has 
experienced many changes: population has increased; travel demands across the roadway 
network have changed; and the Coaster commuter rail began service. Additionally, in 2012 the 
City initiated a comprehensive update to its General Plan, including the Circulation Element, 
which sets forth a future vision for mobility in Solana Beach. The CATS planning process took 
these changes into account, and reflects them through the recommendations provided. 

3.15.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 
15000 et seq.), and have been used to determine the significance of potential recreation impacts. 
Impacts to recreation would be significant if the proposed project would:  

A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or   
be accelerated. 

B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

3.15.4 Impacts Analysis 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated?  

The nearest parks to the project site include La Colonia Park, 0.18 mile northeast of the 
project site; dog beach, approximately 0.6 mile west of the project site; and Fletcher 
Cove Beach Park, 0.82 mile northwest of the project site. Additionally, as shown in 
Figure 3.15-1, Public Recreational Facilities, eleven other recreational facilities are 
within a 2-mile radius of the project site. The proposed project would replace an existing 
apartment complex and would result in an increase of approximately 147 residents. Both 
the General Plan and LUP provide policies requiring developers of residential land to 
dedicate land or fees for parks to ensure the continued provision of at least 3 acres of 
park land for every 1,000 residents. The increase of approximately 147 residents would 
require the developer to provide approximately 0.45 acre of park land to account for the 
additional residents. The proposed project includes approximately 1.49 acres (65,434 
square feet) of usable open space on site, and recreational facilities such as a pool and 
clubhouse (as shown in Figure 2-8, Open Space Plan). Due to the minimal population 
increase and on-site useable open space and recreation areas, any increase in the use of 
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existing neighborhood parks is not expected to result in substantial deterioration or 
adverse effects to the existing parks. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

B. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?  

As outlined in the response to Threshold A, the proposed project includes approximately 1.49 
acres (65,434 square feet) of usable open space on site, with recreational facilities that would 
include multiple dining retreats, barbecues, fire pits and seating areas, a dog park, outdoor 
lobby, lounge, recreation center, pool, spa, and bocce court. With these proposed recreational 
facilities, the allotted open space on site surpasses the Solana Beach Municipal Code 
requirements of 250 square feet per unit (65,000 square feet for the proposed project). The 
project includes a variety of recreation amenities on site, the physical effects due to 
construction of which are accounted for as part of the analysis of the project as a whole and 
are addressed in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 of this DEIR. The recreation facilities components 
are not drivers for any significant impacts identified associated with the proposed project 
discussed in those sections (specifically aesthetics, land use and planning, and noise). The 
proposed project would not require the expansion or construction of new recreational 
facilities off site. Impacts would be less than significant.  

3.15.5 Mitigation Measures 

The proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to recreation. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

3.15.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to recreational uses, and no 
mitigation is required.  

3.15.7 References 
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CHAPTER 4 
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Although the potential environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant 
when that project is considered independently, the combined effects of several projects may be 
potentially significant when considered collectively. Such impacts are “cumulative impacts.” 
Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides guidance for analyzing 
significant cumulative impacts in an EIR. According to this section of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
discussion of cumulative impacts “need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects 
attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness.” The discussion should also focus only on potentially significant effects 
resulting from the project’s incremental effects on a specific resource in combination with the 
potential effects of other projects. According to Section 15130(a)(1), “An EIR should not discuss 
impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.” 

Substantial cumulative impacts can result from the combined effect of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects located in proximity to the project under review. 
Therefore, it is important for a cumulative impacts analysis to be viewed over time and in 
conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments 
whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the project under review.  

4.2 METHODOLOGY 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the cumulative impact analysis may be 
conducted by either of two methods: (1) a list of past, present, and probable activities producing 
related or cumulative impacts; or (2) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general 
plan or related planning document or in a prior environmental document that has been adopted or 
certified, that describes or evaluates regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the 
cumulative impact. Plans that were reviewed for projections relevant to cumulative impacts for 
the Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) consist of the City of 
Solana Beach General Plan, and plans from neighboring jurisdictions within which projects have 
the potential to generate environmental impacts that would potentially overlap with, and thus 
cumulatively contribute to, those of the proposed project, including the City of Del Mar 
Community Plan, the City of Encinitas General Plan, and the County of San Diego General Plan.  
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4.2.1 Cumulative Projects List 

The City provided an updated cumulative projects list on September 30, 2017, which includes a 
total of 21 projects. The cumulative impacts analysis study area for the proposed project is 
defined as the City of Solana Beach (City) including the adjacent land within the City of Del 
Mar. The cumulative impacts analysis is based on a list of projects within the proposed project’s 
study area that have applications that have been submitted and may be pending or approved, are 
under construction, or have recently been completed. Table 4-1 lists the cumulative projects 
within the proposed project cumulative impacts analysis study area, and Figure 4-1 identifies the 
locations of each listed cumulative project.  

Table 4-1 
Cumulative Projects 

No. Project Title Project Description Status 

1 The Pearl Three-story building designed to 
provide 10 housing units, commercial 
office space, and 53 parking spaces. 
Residential units would range from one 
to four bedrooms. This project is 
located at 555 South Sierra Avenue. 

Approved by City Council in April 
2014. 

2 San Andres Drive Median 
Improvements 

Construction of curb medians, 
pedestrian ramps, asphalt concrete 
overlays, traffic striping and markings, 
and traffic signage along San Andres 
Drive. 

Project Completed 

3 Ocean Ranch Estates Subdivision and construction of eight 
additional single-family homes as well 
as purchasing one off-site affordable 
dwelling unit Located at 51-538 S. 
Nardo Avenue. 

Project Planning, CEQA document 
in process. 

4 330. S. Cedros Mixed Use Construction of a new 26,408 sq. ft. 
two-story, mixed-use project with eight 
(8) dwelling units, five (5) office 
spaces, four (4) retail suites, and one 
(1) restaurant. 

Project approved in December 
2016.  

5 Del Mar  Resort Proposed resort, hotel and villas on 
16.6 acres located at 929 and 101 
Border Avenue (Del Mar) 

Project Planning. Citizen 
Participation Program initiated in 
May 2017. 

6 Stevens Ave. CATS Project Complete Streets Improvements on 
Stevens Avenue. 

Project Completed. 

7 Lomas Santa Fe Corridor 
Study 

Corridor Study Phase 1 of Planning Process. 

8 Feather Acres 7- lot 
residential subdivision 

Seven lot subdivision to be graded. 
Lots developed individually. Located at 
980 Avocado Place. 

Final Map Approved. Grading 
Complete. First Home approved 
and two lots under review for 
development. 
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Table 4-1 
Cumulative Projects 

No. Project Title Project Description Status 

9 Skyline Elementary School 
Reconstruction 

Reconstruction of School Campus Construction underway. 

10 Earl Warren Middle School 
Reconstruction 

Reconstruction of School Campus Construction completed. 

11 Harbaugh Trails Public Open 
Space and Trails Project. 

Open space and public trails 
improvements, public viewing platform. 
Located at Highway 101 at the north 
end of the City and adjacent to the San 
Elijo Lagoon. 

Site designation from Commercial 
to Open Space is complete, City 
permitting underway. 

12 Santa Fe Christian School 
Master Plan Update 

K–12th grade campus wide 
improvements plan. 172,336 sq ft. 
buildings 266 parking spaces. 9,000 
cubic yards of cut and 6,000 cubic 
yards of fill. 

Phase 1A under construction.  

13 1-5 North Coast Corridor 27-mile long Interstate 5 improvement 
project. Includes construction of express 
lanes, interchanges, and soundwalls. 

Phase I: I-5 Express lane 
construction along median from 
Lomas Santa Fe 

14 Del Mar Surfside Race Place A 1,900 seat concert venue at Del Mar 
Fairgrounds, 2260 Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard 

Approved 

15 Watermark Project 48 condominiums at Jimmy Durante 
Boulevard/San Dieguito road. 

Planning 

16 El Camino real Bridge Road 
Widening 

Replacement of existing 2-lane bridge 
to a 4-lane bridge and widening 
existing 2-lane roadway to 4-lane 
roadway. Located at El Camino real 
from Via de la Valle to San Dieguito 
Road. 

Design Stage. Construction 
September 2018. 

17 Solana Beach NCTD Train 
Station Redevelopment 
Project  

Proposed mix of approximately 48,000 
sq ft. of restaurant, retail and office; 
32,000 sq ft. boutique hotel with 
approximately 45 rooms; 28,000–
30,000 sq. ft. multi-family residential, 
30 units; 1250 underground parking 
spaces; plaza green space. Located at 
101–441 N. Cedros Avenue. 

Project Planning. Conceptual plan 
has been presented to the City 
Council. Pre-application review 
completed. 

18 Via de la Valle Underground 
Utilities District for Utilities 

Streetlight and undergrounding utility 
improvements. 

Design Stage. Construction 
September 2018 

19 Roadway and Sidewalk 
Improvements 

Construction of improved sidewalk, 
bicycle, vehicular, and drainage 
infrastructure on Camino Del Mar, 
Jimmy Durante Blvd., and Via de la 
Valle. 

Camino Del Mar-Carmel Valley Road 
in progress. 

20 Del Mar City Hall/Town Hall 
Project 

Construction of new City Hall/Town 
Hall project,  in the City of Del Mar at 
1050 Camino Del Mar 

Construction started September 2016, 
completion expected June 2018 
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Table 4-1 
Cumulative Projects 

No. Project Title Project Description Status 

21 Del Mar Village Specific Plan Public improvements to streetscape 
and incorporation of strategies to 
protect community resources/village 
atmosphere. City of Del Mar 

Program EIR certified, Planning and 
Construction  

Note: Cumulative projects list current as of September 2017.  
MND = mitigated negative declaration; sf = square foot; I-5 = Interstate 5; IS = Initial Study; NCTD = North County Transit District. 

4.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This analysis evaluates the potential for the cumulative projects in combination to result in a 
cumulatively impact and the potential for the proposed project to contribute considerably to that 
cumulative impact on the environment. For issues in which project impacts were determined to be 
less than significant during the preliminary environmental review process, significance thresholds 
consisting of the questions posed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for each respective issue 
were provided. For each resource area, an introductory statement is included that describes the 
threshold that was used to determine if a significant cumulative impact in that resource area would 
occur. The discussion presented below includes an analysis of the potential for the identified 
cumulative projects to result in a cumulative impact, followed by a determination of whether the 
project’s contribution to any cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. 

4.3.1 Aesthetics 

Scenic Vistas 

A cumulative impact would result if the cumulative projects collectively resulted in a substantial 
degradation of the quality or obstruction of the views afforded within a scenic vista. Due to the 
location of the cumulative projects, it is unlikely that the proposed project would be visible along 
with any given cumulative project from any specific scenic viewpoint. Therefore, a potential 
significant cumulative impact to scenic vistas would not result. The proposed project is not 
within the scenic corridors and would not obstruct, interrupt, or detract from any Pacific Ocean 
views. The project is located within a developed neighborhood and built-out area and would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Therefore, the proposed project’s incremental 
effect on scenic vistas would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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Visual Character and Quality 

A cumulative impact would result if the cumulative projects collectively resulted in a substantial 
degradation of visual character and quality of the area compared to existing conditions. 
Cumulative projects that are nearby that have potential to result in changes in visual character of 
this area of the City include the Ocean Ranch Estates, Earl Warren Middle School, and 636 
Valley Avenue LLC projects. Each project would result in residential, commercial, and 
institutional land uses similar to the existing urban setting. Additionally, each cumulative project 
in proximity to the proposed project would comply with the City’s development requirements, 
which would ensure that bulk, scale, height, and setbacks are compatible with the surrounding 
community. Therefore, a potential significant cumulative impact to visual character and quality 
would not result. The proposed project would represent a low to moderate visual change from 
surrounding areas when compared to existing conditions. The project would change to an overall 
more built-out look than what currently exists, given the proposed changes to the existing 
topography of the site, increase in heights in some areas of the site, increase in the number of 
units on site, and removal of mature landscaping including trees. However, the type and scale of 
visible structure throughout the site would not be substantially degraded, and the proposed 
landscaping throughout the project would result in an increase in usable open space on site. 
Overall the proposed project would ultimately revitalize an apartment complex that would 
enhance visual cohesiveness of the surrounding community through improved architectural 
design using a variety of design styles (e.g., Bungalow, Lifestyle, and Valley View 
neighborhoods), as well as new landscaping along the perimeter of the site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

Light and Glare 

A cumulative impact would result if the cumulative projects collectively resulted in a substantial 
increase in light or glare that resulted in safety concerns or substantially altered daytime or 
nighttime views. Each of cumulative projects would comply with the City’s, or relevant 
jurisdiction’s, code (e.g., Del Mar, City of San Diego, or San Diego County) for light pollution 
control (such as the City of Solana Beach Municipal Code or Title 24 standards). In compliance 
with all applicable light pollution control regulations, the cumulative projects in combination 
with each other would not result in a significant cumulative impact. Lighting for the proposed 
project would be provided throughout the site. Fixtures would be attached to building facades 
and within the parking structures and installed along the pedestrian walkways, the 
pool/spa/lounge area, and open space areas. Lighting features would consist of energy-efficient 
lighting that would be fully shielded and directed downward to minimize the potential for light 
spill onto surrounding properties. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 
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4.3.2 Air Quality 

Air quality concerns are both local and regional, and the standards and thresholds used and 
evaluated in Section 3.2 of this EIR are also used as the basis of evaluating the proposed 
project’s cumulative impact. 

When analyzing potential cumulative impacts from the proposed project, the analysis must 
specifically evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which 
the basin is designated as nonattainment for the California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The basin has been 
designated as a federal nonattainment area for ozone (O3) and a state nonattainment area for 
O3, particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and particulate 
matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). The extent to which all reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative projects and the proposed project would result in significant cumulative 
impacts depends on their proximity and construction time schedules. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
associated with construction generally result in localized effects. Construction would be 
temporary in nature and limited to the project’s construction phase, which is anticipated to be 
approximately 40 months, beginning in late 2017/early 2018. Although it is anticipated that 
construction of the proposed project would occur concurrently with other development 
projects, analysis of cumulative emissions of volatile organic compounds, carbon monoxide 
(CO), and sulfur oxides (SOx) in terms of construction emission concentrations of these 
pollutants would be speculative due to variability in project construction schedules and mobile 
source trip routes. However, background concentrations of these pollutants are low relative to 
the CAAQS and NAAQS in the proposed project area such that cumulative contributions to the 
local ambient air quality would not be considerable. Regarding PM10, PM2.5, and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx), cumulative emissions of these pollutants would be temporary; would be 
primarily localized to the project site, particularly during site preparation and grading 
activities; and would not be emitted over long distances. Each of the cumulative projects are 
required to comply with San Diego Air Pollution Control District rules regulating air quality. 
Once construction is completed, construction-related emissions would cease. Nonattainment 
status for the criteria pollutants listed above is the result of cumulative emissions from all 
sources of these air pollutants and their precursors within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB).  

The SDAB’s Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), based on growth projections derived from 
the allowed general plan densities, are updated every 3 years by the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD) and lay out the programs for attaining the CAAQS and NAAQS for 
O3 precursors. It is assumed that a project that conforms to the City General Plan, and does not 
have emissions exceeding the screening-level thresholds, will not create a cumulatively 
considerable net increase to O3 since the emissions were accounted for in the RAQS. The project 
is consistent with and accounted for in the growth projected in the City’s General Plan, and 
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emissions of all criteria pollutants would be below significance thresholds. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to criteria 
pollutants O3, PM10, and PM2.5, and as such would also not contribute considerably to the 
violation of any standards, conflict with implementation plans, or expose receptors to 
substantial increases in emissions.  

The existing structures have 39 wood-burning fireplaces which generate substantial emissions 
that would be eliminated with the proposed project, which includes no fireplaces. Additionally, 
the existing structures are associated in the modelling with slightly older vehicles on the road. 
As a result, the operational emissions generated by the proposed project would result in a net 
decrease in all criteria pollutant emissions and would not cause a significant impact. As such, 
the operation of the proposed project would not contribute to a net increase in criteria 
pollutants for which the project area is in nonattainment status, be in violation of any 
standards, conflict with implementation plans, or expose receptors to substantial increases in 
emissions. As stated previously, the proposed project would not result in significant regional 
growth or in unplanned growth that is not already accounted for within the RAQS. The 
proposed project is consistent with the existing use and zoning designation for the site; thus, at a 
regional level, it would be consistent with the underlying growth forecasts in the State 
Implementation Plan and RAQS. As a result, the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to regional O3 concentrations. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

As odors dissipate rapidly over short distances, the odors generated by the proposed project 
during construction or operation would not combine with those from any of the listed 
cumulative projects to generate a cumulative impact. Therefore, no cumulative impacts would 
result associated with odor.  

4.3.3 Biological Resources 

Special-Status Species, Riparian Habitat, Sensitive Natural Communities, and 
Jurisdictional Wetlands 

Cumulative impacts consider the potential regional effects of a project and how a project may 
affect an ecosystem or one of its members beyond the project limits and on a regional scale. 
Several of the cumulative projects, such as the Watermark Project would have similar impacts 
to biological resources as the proposed project. Therefore, there is a potential for the cumulative 
projects to result in a significant cumulative impact. The project site is fully developed and in an 
urban setting. Pursuant to the City’s Local Coastal Program Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Map, non-native vegetation, disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus 
sp.) woodlands are located within 0.5 mile of the project site. There are no species identified as 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species; sensitive vegetation communities; or federally 
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protected wetland on the project site. The proposed project would result in the redevelopment of 
a fully developed site that does not have any sensitive biological habitat or communities. The site 
does, however, include several mature trees protected under the City’s Land Use Plan (LUP) and 
for which mitigation for loss is required at a ratio of 1:1 on the project site. With implementation 
of the project-level mitigation— replacing removed mature trees—the proposed project would 
not contribute considerably to a potential cumulatively significant impact.  

Wildlife Corridors and Movement 

A cumulative impact to habitat linkages or wildlife movement corridors would occur if the 
reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects resulted in constraining or blocking known habitat 
linkages or result in a cumulative barrier to wildlife movement. The coastal cities of northern San 
Diego County are nearly built out and highly urbanized. Wildlife movement is limited to 
significant open areas such as coastal lagoons and upstream river valleys, including the San 
Dieguito Lagoon. Each of the cumulative projects identified are within or adjacent to existing 
developed areas and avoid development in the areas potentially used for wildlife movement, 
specifically the San Dieguito Lagoon and the San Elijo Lagoon. Therefore, a potentially significant 
cumulative impact to wildlife corridors and movement would not result. The project site is fully 
developed. The project site is not located within a wildlife corridor or within the migratory 
passageway for any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact.  

Local Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

A cumulative impact to regional planning efforts related to the protection of biological resources 
would occur if the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects conflict with one or more local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The City is almost entirely built out with 
only a few vacant parcels and pockets of native and/or naturalized vegetation remaining. All 
cumulative projects would be subject to review for compliance with all applicable local and 
regional biological plans, policies, and ordinances, including the County Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (the nearest area subject to the plan is located east of the City). Therefore, a 
potential significant cumulative impact to local plans, policies, and ordinances to protect biological 
resources would not result. The project site is fully developed and in an urban setting. Pursuant to 
the City’s Local Coastal Program Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Map, non-native vegetation, 
disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, and eucalyptus woodlands are located within 0.5 mile of the 
project site. There are five California sycamore (Platanus racemosa) trees on site that were planted 
as part of the existing project landscape and would be removed as part of the project. Removal of 
these trees is a significant impact. Per the City’s native tree protection polices in the LUP, 
mitigation is required to replace these trees on site at a 1:1 (BIO-2) ratio. With the implementation 
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of the project level mitigation—replacing removed mature tees—the proposed project would not 
contribute considerably to a potential cumulatively significant impact.  

4.3.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are attributed to an increase in the Earth’s average surface 
temperature, the net effect of which is commonly referred to as “global climate change.” Global 
climate change, by definition, is cumulative as it is the result of combined worldwide 
contributions of GHGs to the atmosphere over many years. Impacts associated with the project 
discussed in Section 3.4 of this DEIR also serve as the project’s cumulative impact analysis. 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to estimate cumulative GHG 
emissions from various project components, such as construction, vehicular trips, area sources, 
electricity, water supply, and solid waste (see Appendix F). The estimated potential net change in 
combined GHG emissions would be 323 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2E) per 
year. This estimate is conservative as it does not include reductions from state and federal 
regulatory programs to reduce GHG emissions (such as the Renewable Energy Portfolio 
Standard for energy), which are implemented to reduce nationwide and statewide cumulative 
GHG emissions. Emission estimates do, however, reflect efficiencies from Pavley standards and 
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard related to mobile emissions. Emissions from the project would be 
below the City of San Diego’s 900 MT CO2E screening threshold, which is used as a proxy since 
the City of Solana Beach has not established screening thresholds. Additionally, the project 
would implement sustainability design features, which would be required as conditions of 
approval and would further reduce the minimal emissions generated by the proposed project. 
Sustainability design features would include measures to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
traveled and use combustion engine transportation energy consumption, water consumption, and 
solid waste generation, including: 

 Electric vehicle (EV) charging stations at selected surface parking spaces for residents 
and guests  

 Pre-wire all garages for EV charging stations 

 Photovoltaic solar panels  

 Low water use appliances, in-home fixtures, and irrigation 

 Energy Star appliances 

 Energy-efficient LED lighting, appliance, and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) design 

 Saltwater pool with solar heating 
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 Building insulation elements installed under the inspection of the Home Energy Rating 
System (HERS) rating agency 

 Drought-tolerant landscaping 

 Reclaimed water use for irrigation 

 Walking paths and bicycle lockers to promote more sustainable lifestyles for residents, 
employees, and guests.  

The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to global GHG 
emissions and would not conflict with the goals of Assembly Bill 32. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.5 Cultural Resources 

Historical and Archaeological Resources 

A cumulative impact, in terms of cultural resources, refers to the collective potential effect upon 
cultural resources due to modern or recent historical land use, such as residential development, and 
natural processes, such as erosion, that result from human activity. The cumulative projects listed 
in Table 4-1 have the potential to result in discovery of unknown or subsurface archaeological 
resources of unknown significance, similar to the proposed project. Cumulative projects located 
within fully developed areas would likely have a low chance of accidental discoveries of unknown 
archaeological resources due to previous grading and development likely removing, preserving, or 
destroying archaeological resources that previously existed within the sites. However, cumulative 
projects that are in proximity to areas such as lagoons may have a greater potential to affect both 
known and unknown archaeological resources due to their cultural sensitivity associated with their 
locations. Additionally, the occurrence of known and unknown historical resources that may be 
affected by the cumulative projects is not known. Therefore, while there is an extent to which the 
cumulative projects in culturally sensitive areas may mitigate for impacts to archaeological and 
historical resources, there is potential for a significant cumulative impact. The cultural resources 
investigation of the project site indicates that no historical or archaeological resources were 
identified within the project site in the records search or during the pedestrian field survey. The 
potential for intact, unknown, subsurface, prehistoric archaeological materials to be present in the 
project site is considered low. Regardless, the project would incorporate mitigation measures to 
minimize the potential effects related to inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources. With 
implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-3, the proposed project would not 
contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact.  
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Human Remains 

Similar to archaeological resources, cumulative impacts to human remains would result from an 
aggregate of disturbance and loss of Native American remains. Projects located in the cumulative 
projects area would have the potential to result in an impact associated with human remains from 
grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing activities. Each of the cumulative projects would 
be required to comply with California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, and Section 
15064.5(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines should any unknown human remains be discovered 
during construction. Each of the cumulative projects would be required to comply with 
applicable laws for the proper handling of human remains, and a potential significant cumulative 
impact would therefore not occur. The proposed project is also subject to regulations addressing 
discovery of human remains. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably 
to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.6 Geology and Soils 

Potential cumulative impacts on geology and soils would result from projects that combine to 
create geologic hazards, including unstable geologic conditions, or contribute substantially to 
erosion. The majority of impacts from geologic hazards, such as rupture of a fault line, 
liquefaction, landslides, expansive soils, and unstable soils, are site specific and are therefore 
generally mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Each cumulative project would be required to 
adhere to required building engineering design per the most recent California Building Code in 
order to ensure the safety of building occupants and avoid a cumulative geologic hazard. 
Additionally, as needed, projects would incorporate individual mitigation or geotechnical 
requirements for site-specific geologic hazards present on each individual cumulative project 
site. Therefore, a potential cumulative impact related to site-specific geologic hazards such as 
landslides, liquefaction, soil stability characteristics, seismic hazards, and erosion would not 
occur. The proposed project site is currently developed with a multi-family apartment complex 
and three single-family homes, and the proposed project would be required to adhere to 
California Building Code requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous Materials 

Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result from projects that 
collectively increase exposure to hazards and hazardous materials. Hazardous soils, underground 
storage tanks, and other existing sources of hazardous materials are generally site specific and 
addressed on a project-by-project basis. None of the identified cumulative projects would be 
expected to increase exposure or the chance of the release of hazardous materials, as each 
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proposed land use (residential and general commercial) does not typically handle large quantities 
of potentially hazardous materials that would more typically be associated with industrial or 
manufacturing projects. Further, all of the cumulative projects would be required to comply with 
federal, state, and local standards regarding the handling, use, transport, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, which are intended to minimize risk to public health and the environment. 
In addition to these standards, the cumulative projects would be required to minimize erosion 
and any pollution discharges through compliance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) through implementation of project-specific best management practices and 
stormwater pollution prevention practices (or equivalent, per project). Due to compliance with 
applicable hazardous materials regulations and site-specific analysis of existing hazardous 
materials within each cumulative project site, a potential cumulative impact would not occur. 
During daily and long-term operations, the proposed project would not handle or produce 
hazardous materials beyond consumer products such as cleaning supplies and landscape-related 
materials. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment determined that there are no existing 
hazardous materials on the site that would be released as a result of the ground disturbance for 
revitalization. Demolition phase removal of asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paints 
would be managed through compliance with mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2. In addition 
the proposed project would also be required to comply with federal, state, and local standards 
regarding the handling, use, transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials. These 
standards are intended to minimize risk to public health and the environment, and RWQCB 
requirements are in place to minimize discharge to stormwater. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

Airport Hazards 

A cumulative impact to airport hazards would result if cumulative projects are located in an area 
that would conflict with an airport land use plan, or if they are within 2 miles of a public airport 
or private airstrip. None of the cumulative projects are located within an airport land use plan or 
within 2 miles of a public airport or private airstrip. Therefore, a potential significant cumulative 
impact to airport hazards would not result. The proposed project is not located within an airport 
land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or private airstrip as well. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

Emergency Response 

A cumulative impact to emergency response times, access, or routes would result if cumulative 
projects obstructed evacuation plans or reduced the delivery of adequate emergency services. 
Cumulative projects in the nearby area would have the potential to impair existing emergency 
response times and evacuation plans due to an increase in population associated with cumulative 
projects if unaccounted for in emergency plans. In addition, an increase in population that 
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emergency response teams are unable to service adequately in the event of a disaster, and 
evacuation route impairment if multiple development projects concurrently block multiple 
evacuation or access roads could also occur. However, the cumulative projects would be required 
to comply with applicable emergency response and evacuation policies such as the Federal 
Response Plan, the California Emergency Services Act, and local fire codes, all of which would 
minimize adverse effects to emergency response times, routes, and access. Therefore, a potential 
significant cumulative impact to emergency response would not result. The proposed project would 
revitalize an existing multi-family apartment complex that would result in an increase in 
population at the site. The population increase would represent approximately 0.02% of the 
projected population growth for the City, and therefore would be well within the planned 
population growth estimates. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
applicable emergency response and evacuation policies, such as the Federal Response Plan, the 
California Emergency Services Act, and local fire codes. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact.  

Wildfire Hazards 

A significant cumulative impact to wildfire hazards would result if the cumulative projects 
substantially increased the risks of wildfire through the introduction of new significant ignition 
sources in high fire hazard severity areas or a substantial increase in properties and people in areas of 
high wildfire risk. According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA (Local Responsibility Area) Map, the majority of the 
cumulative study area is not located within or adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 
Any project that may be located near wildlands would comply with local fire codes to minimize 
hazards related to wildfires. Therefore, a potential significant cumulative impact to wildfire would 
not result. The proposed project site is located in an urbanized area largely comprised of residential 
and institutional development. The project site is not adjacent to wildlands or residences intermixed 
with wildlands or in a mapped high fire severity hazard area. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Hydrology, Drainage, and Water Quality 

Cumulative water quality impacts can result from projects that combine to either pollute or 
increase the turbidity of water. In the absence of regulatory controls, the primary potential 
cumulative effect would be to alter the natural hydrology of the region through increases in the 
area covered by impervious surfaces and to increase the potential for the release of non-point-
source pollutants (i.e., motor fuels, trash, and sediment). Cumulative hydrology impacts also 
result from projects that collectively alter the course of surface water flow or increase flood 
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hazards in a particular area, either through diverting floodways or constructing structures 
within the floodways. Each of the cumulative projects would be required to comply with 
RWQCB standards for water discharge during construction and operation phases. Compliance 
with these standards would minimize the potential for erosion and stormwater pollution 
impacts. Each cumulative project would employ site design features, treatment control, and 
source control best management practices, as necessary, to control for erosion, drainage, and 
stormwater pollution. For projects that would be located on vacant land, proposed surface 
conditions would mimic existing patterns to the extent feasible, and adherence to a RWQCB 
Regional Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit would be required to minimize 
adverse effects to hydrology and water quality. As such, a potential cumulative impact to 
erosion and water quality would not occur. The proposed project would revitalize an existing 
developed apartment complex and would be required to adhere to the latest RWQCB 
standards, which are more stringent compared to those in place at the time of the original 
development of the site. In addition, stormwater flows are expected to decrease with 
implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

Groundwater Resources 

A cumulative impact to groundwater resources would result from cumulative projects drawing 
from a common groundwater source such that, in combination, the resources were depleted to 
unsustainable levels. Assessment for groundwater resources would occur on a project-by-project 
basis due to site-specific conditions. Each of the cumulative projects in the area would have water 
supplied by existing water supplies and distribution pipelines from the Santa Fe Irrigation District, 
San Diego County Water Authority, and the San Elijo Joint Powers Authority (for recycled water). 
Due to expected non-reliance on groundwater resources, cumulative projects would not result in 
the substantial depletion of known groundwater resources. The project site is currently fully 
developed and does not contain groundwater sources. Upon development of the proposed 
project, groundwater recharge on the project site would be promoted through the incorporation of 
landscape areas. Because the proposed project would incorporate impervious landscaped areas to 
promote infiltration, no groundwater would be used. No substantial groundwater sources are 
known to exist on site. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to a 
potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.9 Land Use and Planning 

Conflicts with Plans, Policies, and Ordinances 

Significant cumulative land use impacts would result from projects that contribute to 
development that is inconsistent with applicable land use plans or policies or are incompatible 
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with existing or planned uses. All cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 would be subject to 
similar plan consistency criteria as the proposed project, which would ensure compliance with 
existing applicable land use plans with jurisdiction over the project area. Any cumulative 
projects that propose amendments to the general plan or zoning ordinance, or require a specific 
plan, would be required to show that proposed uses would be consistent with applicable policies. 
Therefore, the discretionary review process and long-term land use planning at the City would 
ensure that all development projects within the City’s jurisdiction show consistency with the 
General Plan and all other applicable plans for the area including the Local Coastal Program. 
Cumulative projects that exist outside the City’s jurisdiction, would be required to show 
consistency with relevant and applicable planning documents that govern each respective 
jurisdiction. Therefore, potentially significant cumulative conflicts with land use plans, policies, 
and ordinances are not anticipated. The proposed project includes some waivers to development 
standards consistent with state law regarding the provision of affordable housing. The proposed 
project does not require a general plan or zoning code amendment, and would be consistent with 
both land use plans and policies. The proposed project would, however, conflict with LUP 
policies protecting mature native trees, because removal of five identified trees on the site would 
result from implementation of the proposed project. The LUP policies require that the project 
(and any project removing mature native trees) mitigate the loss by replacing removed trees at a 
ratio of 1:1 on site (BIO-2). With implementation of the 1:1 mitigation, the proposed project 
would not contribute considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. As such, the 
proposed project would not contribute considerably to a cumulative land use or planning impact. 

Physical Division of an Established Community 

A cumulative impact would occur if the development of cumulative projects resulted in the 
division of an established community. Projects that would result in physical division of an 
established community would include large infrastructure projects such as new freeways, dams, 
or other linear or large developments that completely impede existing movement between two 
areas. None of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 would be expected to result in physical 
division of an established community. The proposed project would revitalize an existing 
apartment development and would not result in a change of use within the community or a 
division of an established community. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute 
considerably to a potential significant cumulative impact. 

4.3.10 Noise 

Noise levels tend to diminish quickly with distance from a source; therefore, the geographic 
scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to noise would be limited to projects 
within approximately 0.25 mile of the proposed project site and access routes. At distances 
greater than 0.25 mile, construction noise would be briefly audible and steady construction 
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noise from the proposed project would generally dissipate into background noise levels. The 
temporal scope for cumulative impacts associated with noise would include the construction 
and operation phases of the proposed project. The baseline for assessing cumulative noise 
impacts includes the noise sources associated with other projects within 0.25 mile of the 
proposed project that could be constructed and/or operated at the same time as the proposed 
project. Based on the foregoing criteria, there are no cumulative projects that would generate 
noise that would be additive to noise generated by the proposed project.  

The construction of the proposed project would cause a temporary increase in noise that would 
potentially result in a significant noise impact from the construction activity; however, 
mitigation measures (NOI-1 through NOI-7) have been identified to reduce the impacts to 
below a level of significance. No cumulative projects are located within 0.25 mile from the 
proposed project site. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution of noise from construction 
activities would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Increased traffic associated with the increase in residential units would result in an increase in 
traffic noise levels of 1 decibel or less, which is not a significant increase and would not 
contribute considerably to a cumulative increase in traffic or associated traffic noise levels. 
Other operational characteristics of the proposed project are consistent with existing operations 
and would not result in substantial increases in noise, with the potential exception of additional 
HVAC units. The operation of the proposed project would result in a potentially significant 
impact to noise due to the operation of HVAC units, which would be mitigated with 
implementation of mitigation measure NOI-8. No cumulative projects are located within a 0.25 
mile vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution of noise 
from long-term operations would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.3.11 Population and Housing 

Growth 

Of the cumulative projects, the residential projects may contribute directly to population growth 
in the area, as they includes a residential component. Cumulative projects such as the Solana 
Beach NCTD Train Station Redevelopment Project and the Del Mar Resort include commercial 
land uses that may also result in growth from attracting visitors, employees and tenants. Any 
population growth associated with the cumulative projects, to the extent they are consistent with 
the underlying LUP, would not be growth inducing but would be developed in accordance with 
anticipated and planned population growth. In Solana Beach growth is not anticipated to be 
substantial because the City is almost completely built out—any new development would be 
infill or recycling or redevelopment of existing developed land. The number of new residential 
units in Solana Beach by 2050 is projected to increase by 556; therefore, the cumulative projects 
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(including the proposed project) total of 170  units is within the expected growth of the City. The 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has projected that multi-family housing 
units within the City would grow by 20%, and the population would grow by 19% between 2008 
and 2050. Redevelopment and infill projects, such as the proposed projects, Solana Beach NCTD 
Train Station Redevelopment Project, and other residential projects, would aid the nearly built-
out City to provide adequate housing to accommodate projected population growth. Therefore, a 
potential cumulative impact related to population and housing would not occur. The proposed 
project would involve the redevelopment of Solana Highlands, which includes updating the 
existing 194-unit project site and four multi-family units with the development of 260 new 
apartments, which is an increase of 62 units to replace the existing residential units on the 
project site. The proposed project would result in a maximum introduction of 147 new 
residents to the area; this number represents less than 0.02% of the projected population for the 
City. The City’s population in 2008 was 13,447 and declined to 12,867 in 2010 (City 2014). 
SANDAG projected that the City would increase in population to 14,134 by 2020, which 
would be an increase of 657 residents above the 2008 population and 1,267 above the 2010 
population. By the Horizon Year of SANDAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan (2050) the 
City’s population would increase from 2008 by 2,522 residents to 15,969 (or an increase of 
3,102 residents above the 2010 population). The City is projected to increase the number of 
units from 6,509 in 2008 to 6,646 in 2020, to 6,893 by 2030, and 7,065 by 2050, which 
represents residential unit increases of 137 units, 384 units, and 556 respectively. The 
combined residential units increase from the proposed project and the cumulative projects 
would be 170 units, including the additional 62 units proposed as part of the Solana Highlands 
revitalization project (proposed project). This is within the number of additional residential 
units projected for the City in the Reginal Comprehensive Plan by 2050 (556 units). This is 
also consistent with the projected increase in population resulting in an approximate increase in 
population of 401.2, assuming an average of 2.36 residents per unit. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a cumulatively significant impact.  

Displacement of People or Housing 

A cumulative impact would result if the cumulative projects resulted in the displacement of a 
substantial number of housing or people such that the construction of replacement housing would 
be required elsewhere. The cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 would not result in the 
substantial displacement of a large number of people or housing because the residential 
developments involve revitalization of existing or the provision of new and additional housing. 
No replacement housing would be required elsewhere as a result of the cumulative projects 
because they would result in a net housing increase in the City and surrounding area, allowing 
for the accommodation of additional people and not involving the displacement of people. 
Therefore, a significant cumulative impact to displacement of housing or people would not 
occur. The proposed project would permanently displace three single-family housing units and 
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its residents, as well as have the potential to displace (both temporarily and permanently) current 
residents of Solana Highlands. However, the proposed project includes construction of 62 
additional units and would not necessitate the construction of housing elsewhere. Existing 
residents that may be displaced would have opportunities in the study area to relocate into the 
new project once completed or other nearby apartment complexes and condominium rentals 
available. In addition, the applicant manages other apartment complexes within the San Diego 
region that may accommodate interested residents.  

4.3.12 Traffic and Circulation 

Roadway Segment and Intersection Operations 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix M of this EIR) modelled the scenarios for Near Term 
(2017) and Horizon Year (2035) traffic operations under baseline (without the project) and with 
the proposed project scenarios using the SANDAG series 12 traffic model, not the cumulative 
projects listed in Table 4-1. Due to the limited number of projects identified by Solana Beach 
and the surrounding cities, near term cumulative conditions volumes were forecast using an 
ambient growth rate in lieu of determining the individual trips for each cumulative project. This 
growth rate accounted for the cumulative projects identified by the City as well as general 
changes to traffic patterns that occur over time and traffic associated other planned regional 
projects outside the study area that may have some impact on the local neighborhoods as trips 
distribute through and around the Solana Beach community. At the time the Traffic Analysis 
Memorandum (Appendix N) was prepared for the updated proposed project, it was deemed the 
project’s anticipated year opening would be 2020. The Traffic Analysis Memorandum 
(Appendix N) follows the same logic as the Draft Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix M) in that 
the cumulative projects identified are both primarily outside the study area and are low volume 
generators, the forecast 2020 opening year volumes were calculated using the 0.5% per year 
annual growth rate compounded annually and reflect volumes associated with cumulative 
projects as well as other regional changes in traffic patterns.  

All intersections and roadway segments would operate at a Level of Service (LOS) D or above, 
with or without the proposed project. The intersection of Via de la Valle and East Solana Circle 
would operate at an LOS E during the Horizon Year 2035 scenario without the project. This 
intersection would operate at an LOS D during Horizon Year 2035 scenario with the addition of 
the proposed project. The proposed project traffic represents a decrease in delay at this intersection 
because of automatic adjustments to signal timing with the modest volume increase.  

The Traffic Impact Analysis also looked at special conditions, specifically the traffic conditions 
during the fair and race seasons at the nearby Del Mar Racetrack, under near-term (2017) and 
Horizon Year (2035) modelled scenarios. Under each modelled scenario (2017 and 2035) the with 
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and without project conditions traffic LOS at all intersections and roadway segments that operate at 
LOS D or better would be the same. For those intersections or roadway segment that operate at 
LOS E or F during the special conditions, these LOS and delay durations would be the same with 
or without the proposed project under both scenarios (2017 and 2035) or experience a negligible 
(0.01 second) increased delay under the with-project scenario.  

The Traffic Analysis Memorandum determined that the proposed project is not forecast to result in 
a significant impact at project opening year 2020. Therefore, the proposed project would not result 
in a considerable contribution to a potential significant cumulative impact.  

Traffic Hazards Due to a Design Feature 

In order to ensure pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the project area and the compatibility of the 
project with the surrounding residential community, the project design includes several traffic 
calming measures which are intended to reduce average vehicle speeds. These measures include 
reducing traffic speeds along South Nardo Avenue from East Solana Circle to the Stevens/Valley 
Avenue intersection; providing increased on-site parking and safety improvements along South 
Nardo Avenue reducing and/or making street parking safer along South Nardo Avenue, adjacent 
to the project site and along Fresca Street to Fresca Court; improving pedestrian safety along 
South Nardo Avenue from East Solana Circle to Fresca Street with raised pedestrian crossings or 
stop signs; and improving safe access for drivers exiting from or turning left onto the Turfwood 
condominiums driveway on Valley Avenue. The cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 would 
also be required to ensure safe and efficient design for pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle access 
and circulation is integrated into their projects as well. Therefore, the proposed project would 
improve traffic safety and would not contribute considerably to a potential cumulative impact.  

4.3.13 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Similar to the cumulative analysis under Section 4.3.5 above, a cumulative impact, in terms of 
Tribal cultural resources, refers to the collective potential effect upon tribal cultural resources due 
to modern or recent historical land use, such as residential development, and natural processes, 
such as erosion, that result from human activity. The cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 have 
the potential to result in discovery of unknown or subsurface archaeological resources of unknown 
significance, similar to the proposed project. Cumulative projects located within fully developed 
areas would likely have a low chance of accidental discoveries of unknown Tribal cultural 
resources due to previous grading and development likely removing or destroying archaeological 
resources that previously existed within the sites.  

Each of the cumulative projects would be required to comply with AB 52 consultation process. In 
addition, all projects would be required to comply with California Public Resources Code, Section 
5097.98, and Section 15064.5(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines should any unknown human remains 



 4 – CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 4-22 

be discovered during construction. The proposed project and each of the cumulative projects would 
be required to comply with applicable laws for the proper handling of human remains. 

The cultural resources investigation of the project site indicates that no historical or archaeological 
resources were identified within the project site. The potential for intact, unknown, subsurface, 
prehistoric archaeological materials, which may include Tribal cultural resources, to be present in 
the project site is considered low. Regardless, the project would incorporate mitigation measures to 
minimize the potential effects related to inadvertent discovery of previously unrecorded Tribal 
cultural resources. With implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 through CUL-3, and 
completion of AB 52 consultation, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to a 
potential significant cumulative impact.  

4.3.14 Public Services and Utilities 

Public Services 

Cumulative impacts on public services including fire and police protection, parks, and schools 
would result when projects collectively increase demand on services such that additional facilities 
or services must be constructed or provided. Each of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 
would likely result in an incremental increase in the demand for fire protection, police protection, 
parks, schools (for cumulative projects that have a residential component), and other public 
services. Because the City is nearly built out, the proposed project and all cumulative projects are 
located in areas currently served by fire and police protection providers with adequate response 
times as noted in Section 3.13 of this DEIR. Additionally, each cumulative project, including the 
proposed project, would be required to pay a public facilities fee that is intended to offset the 
impact of new development on public services providers and facilities. Therefore, the project’s 
contribution is less than cumulatively considerable because the project is required to fund its fair 
share of a mitigation measure or established fee program designed to alleviate the cumulative 
impact. As such, a potential cumulative impact to fire and police protection would not occur. The 
proposed project would also result in an incremental increase in demand for public services due to 
the increase of population in the City. Therefore, the project’s contribution is less than 
cumulatively considerable because the project is required to fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or established fee program designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.  

The proposed project and several of the proposed cumulative projects, such as the Solana Beach 
NCTD Train Station Redevelopment Project, Ocean Ranch Estates, and the Watermark project, 
would introduce new students to the Solana Beach School District and the San Dieguito Union 
High School District. The residential projects together would result in the addition of 170 new 
residential units to the area. As many of the elementary, middle, and high schools located in each 
district serving the project area are operating under capacity, and because the cumulative projects 
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would result in a small increase in residential units (335 units with the potential for school-aged 
children), substantial adverse effects to schools are not anticipated to occur. The proposed 
project would include an increase in population as a result of the additional 62 units, and include 
an incremental increase in potential student enrollment at nearby schools (13 additional 
students). While the closest schools to the project area are at, or over, capacity, the districts 
operating those schools have under-capacity schools that can be used to accommodate additional 
students. The school districts serving the project area have capacity to accommodate the modest 
increase in enrollment potentially associated with the proposed project and the cumulative 
projects. Additionally, as required by state law, each development project that would result in the 
addition of new students (e.g., residential projects) will pay school fees to adequately offset 
impacts. Therefore, project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable because the 
project is required to fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or established fee program 
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact   

Utilities 

As with public services, cumulative impacts to utilities and services systems would result when 
projects combine to increase demand for utilities and service systems such that additional facilities 
must be provided or expanded. The cumulative projects would result in an increase in water 
demand, wastewater generation, and solid waste generation. Each of the cumulative projects would 
be within service areas for the Santa Fe Irrigation District for water, the San Elijo Joint Powers 
Authority for wastewater, EDCO Waste and Recycling Services for solid waste, and San Diego 
Gas & Electric for energy (natural gas and electricity). All cumulative projects would be required 
to pay a public facilities fee to finance improvements to public facilities in order to adequately 
serve the population. The cumulative increase in demand for public utilities for water, wastewater, 
and solid waste for each cumulative impact would not require new or expanded facilities due to the 
available capacities discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, Utilities, Service Systems, and 
Energy, of this DEIR, the fact that the cumulative developments represent a modest increase in 
development, and the fact that each new development is required to be compliant with the latest 
Title 24 building requirements that include substantially more efficient fittings for water and 
energy reducing wastewater and solid waste than the existing developments. Therefore, a potential 
significant cumulative impact to utilities is not anticipated to result. The proposed project includes 
a number of sustainable measures and compliance with current building regulations compared to 
those in effect at the time of the original development, including Title 24, would result in a 
reduction in per-capita use of utilities such that the additional units and potential residents would 
not result in a substantial increase in demand for utilities. In addition, water demand on site is 
anticipated to decrease since reclaimed water will be used for all exterior landscaping on site and 
new appliances and fixtures provided in the new units (including dishwashers, washing machines, 
toilets, and showerheads) will use newer water-efficient equipment. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a cumulatively significant impact.  
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Energy 

Cumulative impacts to energy would result when projects combine to increase inefficient 
consumption or increased demand for energy, adversely affecting energy resources. The 
cumulative projects would result in an increase in energy consumption and demand. However, 
since the cumulative developments represent a modest increase in development, and since each 
new development is required to be compliant with the latest Title 24 building requirements that 
include substantially more efficient fittings for energy, there would not be a cumulatively 
significant increase in inefficient use of energy; in fact, the converse would result. The increased 
efficiency would also reduce the degree to which the increased demand from cumulative project 
would impact energy sources. Therefore, a potential significant cumulative impact to energy is not 
anticipated. The proposed project would demonstrably not increase demand for energy, and 
includes compliance with Title 24 requirements as well as considerations that go beyond that in the 
sustainable design measures, improving on efficiency in using energy. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not contribute considerably to a cumulatively significant impact.  

4.3.15 Recreation 

Potential cumulative impacts to recreation would result when projects collectively increase 
demand for park and recreation facilities. Increases in demand for parks would result from 
projects that would introduce a new resident population to the City. Other residential projects 
would result in a net increase of 170 residential units and would contribute to an incremental 
increase in demand for parks and recreation facilities. The City offers 103 acres of recreational 
facilities for residents and visitors, including public parks, public beaches, and open space areas. 
These facilities serve both local and regional needs, as do other facilities adjacent to Solana 
Beach, including San Elijo Lagoon to the north; San Dieguito County Park to the east; and the 
Del Mar Racetrack, Del Mar Shores, and San Dieguito Lagoon to the south. Additionally, each 
residential cumulative project would be required to be developed in compliance with City’s 
Municipal Code requirements for the provision of 250 square feet of usable open space per unit 
(City of Solana Beach 2014, Chapter 17.20). Therefore, a potential significant cumulative impact 
to recreational facilities is not anticipated to occur. Extensive parks, recreation facilities, and 
open space exist within the City and in adjacent areas. In addition, the proposed project includes 
recreation and open space facilities exceeding the required provision of usable open space for 
residential development. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to a 
potential cumulatively significant impact.  
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4.4 REFERENCES 

City of Solana Beach. 2014. Solana Beach Municipal Code, Chapter 17.20: Residential Zones 
(ER), (LR), (LMR), (MR), (MHR), (HR). http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/ 
SolanaBeach/html/SolanaBeach17/SolanaBeach1720.html. 
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CHAPTER 5 
MANDATORY CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines mandates that potential growth-inducing effects of 
the Solana Highlands Revitalization Project (project or proposed project) be discussed. This 
CEQA Guidelines state the growth-inducing analysis is intended to address the potential for 
the project to “foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Furthermore, the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G Checklist (Population and Housing) also mandates that a CEQA 
document address the project’s likelihood to induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure) (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), and whether the project will 
displace a substantial number of people or existing housing. 

A project may be distinguished as either facilitating/accommodating planned growth or inducing 
unplanned growth. Facilitating growth is related to the establishment of direct employment, 
population, or housing growth that would occur within a project site. Inducing growth is related to 
lowering or removing barriers to growth or by creating an amenity or facility that attracts new 
population/economic activity. For purposes of this DEIR analysis, a significant growth-inducing 
impact would occur if the project, and all associated infrastructure improvements, removes 
obstacles to growth directly or indirectly such that the induced growth would significantly burden 
existing community services, the environment or cause a demand for general plan amendments. 
This section contains a discussion of the growth-inducing factors related to the proposed project 
and as defined under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d). A project is defined as growth 
inducing when it directly or indirectly: 

1. Fosters population growth. 

2. Fosters economic growth. 

3. Includes the construction of additional housing in the surrounding environment. 

4. Removes obstacles to population growth. 

5. Taxes existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that 
could cause significant environmental effects. 

6. Encourages or facilitates other activities that could significantly affect the environment, 
either individually or cumulatively. 

It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment. 
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Population 

The City of Solana Beach (City) has the second smallest population (12,867) of all jurisdictions 
within the San Diego region. The City experienced most of its population growth before 
incorporation between 1970 and 1980, when the population grew from 5,023 to 13,047 residents. 
Since 1980, the population has remained fairly constant, declining slightly between 1980 and 1990, 
and again between 2000 and 2010 (City of Solana Beach 2014). 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional agency responsible for 
preparing population, housing, and employment projections for the San Diego region. In February 
2010, SANDAG adopted the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, which represents SANDAG’s 
estimate of population, housing, land use, and economic growth to the end of the TransNet 
program in 2048. 

According to SANDAG, in 2016, the City’s total population was estimated to be 13,494 
(SANDAG 2015). By 2020, the City’s population is anticipated to increase by 4%, or 14,034. By 
2030, the City’s population is projected to increase to 14,924 and to 15,924 by 2050. Citywide, the 
total housing units to accommodate the population growth are also projected to increase. In 2010, 
total housing units were estimated at approximately 6,521 units (SANDAG 2014). This is 
anticipated to increase to approximately 7,041 units by 2050. 

Between 2008 and 2020, it is anticipated that the population of the San Diego region will have 
grown by approximately 13%, a gain of 403,448 residents. During this time period, Solana Beach 
is expected to grow by approximately 5%, a gain of 687 residents. Between 2020 and 2050, the 
region’s population is expected to increase by 24%, while the population in Solana Beach is 
expected to increase by 13%. Lower growth rates in Solana Beach are attributed to the limited 
vacant land availability and the general built-out condition of the City. 

The proposed project would directly contribute to population growth in the City. The proposed 
project would add 62 new apartment units to the existing 194 unit apartment complex and four 
multi-family units, for a total of 260 units. The proposed project would directly contribute to 
expected population growth in the area through the development of these dwelling units, which 
include a variety of one-bedroom and two-bedroom multi-family units, as well as studio, one-
bedroom, and two-bedroom affordable senior housing units.  

As described in Section 3.11, Population and Housing, the construction and revitalization of 
existing facilities would have the potential to attract more people and increase the population 
in the area because of the additional 62 apartment units. However, the construction and 
revitalization of Solana Highlands is intended to update the existing site and accommodate 
affordable housing, as well as to accommodate anticipated population growth as per the 2013 
Housing Element, not necessarily to induce growth. Per the California Department of Fair 
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Employment and Housing’s “two per bedroom plus one guideline,” a one-bedroom unit can 
house three people and a two bedroom units can house five people (California Department of 
Fair Employment and Housing 2010). Therefore, an additional 62 units would result in a 
population increase of approximately 147 people. Using the worst-case scenario (all 62 units 
being two-bedroom units), an increase of 147 people would only be 1% of the forecasted 
population in the City in 2020. The addition of 147 people to the City would not exceed local 
population projections and is not considered a substantial increase.  

The proposed project involves residential development and does not include any land use type that 
would directly foster economic growth such as commercial centers, industrial facilities, or other 
forms of employment centers. However, the introduction of a new population to the area would 
likely contribute to the employment base and local economy, including areas beyond the City. New 
housing may attract additional nearby commercial uses, supporting additional economic growth.  

Improvements to the circulation network as part of the proposed project would help alleviate 
existing infrastructure deficiencies and accommodate planned growth. Additionally, the 
proposed project includes drainage improvements and connections to existing utility lines 
such as water and sewer systems. The on-site improvements and connections would serve 
only the proposed project; no other current or future projects would be able to connect to 
these improvements. Circulation network improvements would not extend roads to other 
areas where access was limited or impeded. 

As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, Utilities, Service Systems, and Energy, the proposed 
project would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services and facilities. The 
project site is located in an urbanized, built-out area of the City where all major public services and 
facilities currently provide services to the area; no new major public service or utility infrastructure 
would be required to accommodate the proposed project. Furthermore, with the implementation of 
the sustainability design features, which would be required as conditions of approval of the project, 
the proposed project would lower water and energy demands per unit than existing (though 
increase total electricity demand) and would not result in a substantial overall increase in demand 
for any services. 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires the evaluation of:  

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the 
project [that] may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources 
makes removal or non-use thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, 
secondary impacts (such as a highway improvement which provides access to a 
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. 
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Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure 
that such current consumption is justified.  

Implementation of the proposed project would result in irreversible environmental changes. 
Approval of the proposed project would result in the redevelopment of urban uses including 62 
additional residential dwelling units, associated recreational facilities, and circulation system 
improvements at the project site. Construction and operation of the proposed project would 
require the irretrievable commitment of resources that include but are not limited to soils, 
gravel, concrete, and asphalt; lumber and other related forest products; petrochemical 
construction materials; steel, copper, and other metals; water; fuels; and energy. Because the 
proposed project would result in an increase in population in the City consistent with regional 
growth projections, it would result in an incremental increase in the consumption of resources 
such as water, fuels, and electricity during long-term operation and occupancy. As such, the 
proposed project would add to the existing long-term use of fossil fuels and other 
nonrenewable resources, even with the proposed implementation of energy-efficient design 
features and recycled water for landscaping.  

5.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to address significant impacts, 
including those that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance. The potential 
significant impacts of the proposed project are listed in Table [x] at the conclusion of the 
Executive Summary and in sections 3.1 through 3.15 of this DEIR.  Implementation of the 
project-specific mitigation measures identified in the Executive Summary of this DEIR 
would reduce all significant impacts to below a level of significance. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in any significant environmental impacts which cannot be avoided if 
the proposed project is implemented. 

5.4 REFERENCES 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, as amended. 

California Department of Fair Employment and Housing. 2010. “California’s Department of Fair 
Employment and Housing.” Accessed December 30, 2014. http://www.dfeh.ca.gov/ 
Default.htm. 
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City of Solana Beach. 2014. “Housing Element, 2013–2020.” In City of Solana Beach General Plan. 
November 19, 2014. Accessed December 30, 2014. http://www.ci.solana-beach.ca.us/ 
vertical/sites/%7B840804C2-F869-4904-9AE3-720581350CE7%7D/uploads/ 
Chapter_3_Resources_and_Opportunities(1).pdf. 

SANDAG (San Diego Association of Governments). 2014. “Data Warehouse: Solana Beach.” 
Accessed January 15, 2015. http://datawarehouse.sandag.org/Forecast/Housing/ 
2050-2040-2030-2020-2008/5/17.   
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CHAPTER 6 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section 15126.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed 
project or to the proposed project location that would feasibly attain most of the project’s 
objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts. An EIR 
should evaluate the environmental impacts of the alternatives compared to the proposed project. 

6.1 SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Potentially significant impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and 
hazardous materials, noise, and tribal cultural resources were identified, for which mitigation 
measures have been included to reduce potential project impacts to less than significant.  

6.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Following are the proposed project’s objectives: 

 Revitalize, modernize, and update the existing project site, which includes the 194-unit 
Solana Highlands apartment complex and four multi-family units, with the development 
of 260 new apartments to replace the existing units, parking, a separate leasing 
facility/club house building, recreational amenities, a system of internal and 
interconnected paths, and landscaping throughout the site. 

 Maximize contribution to the City’s share of the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) regional housing needs allocation goals of 150 affordable housing units by 
providing 32 new affordable senior units in the City via California’s density bonus law 
and the City’s density bonus ordinance.  

 Provide for new residential development in the City that is environmentally sustainable 
and incorporates best practices for energy efficiency, water conservation, use of recycled 
water for landscaping, and green construction methods. 

 Enhance community character and provide for a revitalized residential development that 
has fewer impacts on local circulation by providing off-site traffic-calming measures on 
South Nardo Avenue, reducing the number of site driveways, relocating the primary 
entrance closer to main transportation arterials, optimizing internal circulation and 
increasing on-site parking availability for residents.  

 Use beach-sand-quality materials targeted for off-site export for beach nourishment as 
part of the City’s Sand Compatibility and Opportunistic Use Program. 
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 Provide new landscaping and increased building setbacks along South Nardo Avenue to 
enhance the streetscape.  

 Use architecture and design elements to ensure high-quality, modern design and 
aesthetics by providing a variety of unit types within differing, but unified neighborhoods 
on the project site, and providing appropriate transitions between new construction and 
the surrounding community. 

6.3  FACTORS IN SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The following discussion covers a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that focuses on avoiding 
or substantially lessening potentially significant effects of the proposed project, even if these 
alternatives would not attain all of the proposed project’s objectives or would be more costly.  

The discussion focuses on alternatives to the proposed project that are capable of meeting most of 
the proposed project’s objectives, as identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft EIR 
(DEIR) and also listed above. According to the CEQA Guidelines, many factors may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives, such as environmental impacts; site 
suitability as it pertains to various land use designations; economic viability; and availability of 
infrastructure, regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries. According to CEQA Section 
15126.6(f), the alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the 
ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
Project. Also according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), discussion of each alternative 
should be sufficient “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.” Therefore, the significant effects of each alternative are discussed in less detail than those 
of the proposed project, but in enough detail to provide decision makers with perspective and a 
reasonable choice among alternatives to the proposed project. 

Additionally, a No Project Alternative is required to be included in the range of alternatives. An 
EIR need not consider an alternative with effects that cannot be reasonably identified, one with 
implementation that would be remote or speculative, or one that would not achieve most of the 
basic proposed project objectives. Finally, an Environmentally Superior Alternative must be 
identified, and if it is the No Project Alternative, another Environmentally Superior Alternative 
must also be identified.  

Numerous alternatives were identified during initial design and review of the proposed 
project. In addition, the proposed project and range of alternatives were modified to respond 
to concerns about potential impacts to private views identified in response to the City's View 
Assessment Process and the October 2015 recommendation of the View Assessment 
Commission to the City Council. 
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The proposed project’s purpose, objectives, and potentially significant environmental 
impacts and community concerns were considered in developing alternatives. Alternatives 
were developed to achieve most of the basic objectives of the proposed project while 
reducing one or more of its significant adverse environmental impacts. Alternatives were 
also developed based on potential feasibility. These alternatives were screened against the 
factors identified in Table 6-1, Alternative Screening Summary. 

Table 6-1 
Alternatives Screening Summary 

Alternative  
(Number and Name) 

Does it meet most 
of the project 
objectives? 

Is it 
feasible

? 

Does it avoid, substantially 
lessen or have the same level of 

environmental impacts of the 
proposed project? 

Is the 
alternative 

speculative1? 

Carry 
forward for 
analysis in 

EIR? 

1. Alternative Site 
Location 

No No Uncertain Yes No 

2. Reduced Density 
Alternative  

No No Yes Yes No 

3. Existing 
Topography 
Alternative A 

No Yes No No No 

4. Existing 
Topography 
Alternative B 

No Yes No No No 

5. Lowered Pad 
Height Alternative  

No No No Yes No 

6. Originally 
Proposed Reduced 
Export Alternative  

Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

7. Single Phase 
Construction 
Alternative 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

8. No Project 
Alternative 

No Yes Yes No Yes 

1 Per CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(3), an EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 
implementation is remote and speculative. 

6.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

The following alternatives were considered but rejected from further consideration in this EIR 
because they were determined to be infeasible, as described below: 

 Alternative 1 – Alternative Site Location 

 Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Alternative 

 Alternative 3 – Existing Topography Alternative A 
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 Alternative 4 – Existing Topography Alternative B 

 Alternative 5 – Lowered Pad Height Alternative 

Alternative 1 – Alternative Site Location  

An alternative site location was rejected, since the project applicant has ownership of the 
proposed site and there are very limited opportunities for purchasing either existing similar 
developments or 13+ acres of infill lands within the City.  

Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines addresses alternative locations for a project. The 
project site was selected in accordance with the first objective. Although alternative sites would 
avoid the removal of trees on the proposed project site, other mature trees may be need to be 
removed if another site was chosen. The proposed project applicant does not own nor have the 
ability to easily acquire other sites within the City that meet this objective, because the City is 
almost entirely built out and there are no other comparably sized and zoned lands in the City 
where the proposed project could be readily located. The Alternative Site Location alternative 
may not accomplish the project object of providing appropriate transitions between new 
construction and the surround community to the same extent the proposed project. Similarly, the 
Alternative Site Location alternative would likely produce less potential beach sand to export to 
Fletcher Cove, as other sites would likely not require the same extent of grading. In addition, 
alternative sites would not avoid significant impacts because existing development revitalization 
or development of infill parcels of sufficient size to provide a substantial contribution to the 
City’s affordable housing units goal of 150 would be within existing neighborhoods and would 
expose those communities to similar effects to views, biological resources, construction noise, 
the possibility for discovery of unknown cultural resources, and other impacts typical of large 
infill projects. Further investigation of properties and redevelopment potential would be required, 
as would extensive negotiations related to possible real estate transactions, which would take a 
protracted period of time with uncertain results. Therefore, an off-site or alternate project 
location was dismissed from further evaluation because a suitable site was not identified within 
the City that would fulfill most of the project objectives; would eliminate, avoid, or substantially 
lessen an environmental effect; and would be feasible, as it could not be implemented by the 
project applicant in a reasonable period of time and site locations would be speculative. 

Alternative 2 – Reduced Density Alternative  

Reducing the proposed density was considered in response to community concerns associated with 
the number of units proposed to be developed on site. A developer, however, may acquire the right to 
develop at a specific density under California law (Government Code Section 65915) and the City’s 
Municipal Code (Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 17.20.050(D)) in exchange for an 
agreement to construct affordable housing units on site. The applicant has agreed to construct 32 
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affordable units as a part of the project. As a result, the applicant has a right to develop up to 263 
units on site, beyond the 260 units it has proposed, under state law and the SBMC. Because the City 
may not legally require a reduced number of units the applicant is permitted to construct below the 
260 units proposed, a reduced density alternative is not a feasible alternative. Furthermore, this 
alternative would not meet most of the project objectives and would be speculative. 

Alternative 3 – Existing Topography Alternative A 

A modified site design was considered that uses the approximate existing site topography throughout 
the majority of the site, retaining its downward slope from north to south. Like the proposed project, 
Existing Topography Alternative A would provide 260 units; increase on-site parking to serve 
residents and reduce the need for on-street parking; and decrease impacts on local circulation by 
reducing the number of site driveways, optimizing internal circulation, and providing a leasing office 
off the primary access drive closer to the main transportation arterials (Figure 6-1).  

This alternative would avoid the removal of many existing on-site trees, since the majority of the 
existing grade of the site would be retained, reducing biological and land use impacts. Although 
less site grading would be required with this alternative, retaining the existing site topography 
provides for less developable area because existing steep grades throughout the interior of the 
site constrain building placement. The proposed project generally lowers and flattens the interior 
of the site compare to the existing grade. However, because less grading would occur, this 
alternative would generate less potential beach sand export for the City’s beaches. Less buildable 
area would require building more efficiently with a greater number of larger, taller, higher-
density buildings, and would preclude providing a variety of building sizes and distinctive 
architectural styles, as with the proposed project. The site plan for Alternative 3 – Existing 
Topography Alternative A consists primarily of three-story buildings with uniform architectural 
styles at the project edges, including the northern portion of the site along South Nardo Avenue, 
as opposed to the proposed project’s mix of two- and three-story buildings within distinct 
“neighborhoods” intended to reflect the character and scale of the surrounding community, and 
would provide more appropriate transitions of building heights. As a result, this alternative may 
be considered out of character with the neighborhood of single-family homes to the north 
compared to the proposed project, which emphasizes more of a design and architectural 
transition into a multi-family zone. This alternative also fails to meet important project 
objectives, and would potentially increase rather than avoid or reduce aesthetic and land use 
impacts, although it would potentially reduce short term air quality, GHG emissions, traffic, and 
noise impacts because less site grading would occur. 
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Alternative 4 – Existing Topography Alternative B 

Another site design was considered that uses the existing site topography throughout the majority 
of the site, retaining its downward slope from north to south and retaining a similar site layout to 
the existing project, although increasing its overall density. The proposed project generally 
lowers and flattens the interior of the site compare to the existing grade. –The Existing 
Topography Alternative B would provide 260 units and increase on-site parking to serve 
residents and reduce the need for on-street parking; however, it would not decrease impacts on 
local circulation by reducing the site driveways to two, as with the proposed project, or optimize 
internal circulation (Figure 6-2). To increase density while retaining the approximate driveway 
locations and building placement of the existing project, building efficiency would be maximized 
with a greater number of larger, three-story buildings compared to the proposed project which 
would provide more appropriate transitions of building heights. This alternative would avoid the 
removal of many existing on-site trees, since the majority of the existing grade of the site would 
be retained, reducing biological and land use impacts. Although less site grading would be 
required with this alternative, the eastern portion of the site would have a separate entrance and 
would be isolated from the remainder of the project site and recreation facilities to accommodate 
the steep existing grade running north to south on the eastern portion of the site. The leasing and 
recreation facilities would be located in the southwest portion of the site rather than the eastern 
portion of the site closer to main transportation arterials. The site plan for Existing Topography 
Alternative B consists of some two-story, but primarily three-story buildings spread throughout 
the site. The need for more larger, three-story buildings precludes incorporating “neighborhoods” 
with a variety of building sizes and distinctive architectural styles, as with the proposed project. 
As a result, this alternative may not blend in with the character and scale of the surrounding 
neighborhood with single-family homes to the north transitioning into a multi-family zone to the 
south. This alternative would potentially increase rather than avoid or reduce impacts to 
aesthetics and land use planning, although it would potentially reduce short-term air quality, 
GHG emissions, traffic, and noise impacts as less grading would be required for this alternative. 

  



FIGURE 6-1 

Existing Topography Alternative A - Alternative 3
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2016

Z:
\P

ro
jec

ts\
j86

07
01

\M
AP

DO
C\

DO
CU

M
EN

T\
Fi

gu
re

3_
Si

te
Pl

an



 6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 6-8 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



FIGURE 6-2 

Existing Topography Alternative B - Alternative 4
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2016
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Alternative 5 – Lowered Pad Height Alternative 

In response to some members of the community, a project alternative was considered that would 
provide for a uniform 10-foot decrease in building pad elevations across the site, a relocated 
secondary driveway on South Nardo Avenue, and the addition of an open space area on South 
Nardo Avenue. The Lowered Pad Height Alternative would provide four fewer units (256 units) 
and would require a mix of four larger-scale buildings and three bungalow-style buildings along 
South Nardo Avenue rather than all bungalow-style buildings, because the large drop in building 
pad heights would significantly reduce the buildable area of the site due to the additional slopes 
and retaining walls being required (Figure 6-3). The units along South Nardo Avenue would also 
be further below the level of the street and surrounded by taller retaining walls, creating a 
somewhat less aesthetically enhanced street presence and a less-attractive living experience for 
residents, and a starker and more abrupt transition to adjacent residences. The view from South 
Nardo Avenue of the bungalow units would be primarily rooftops and chimneys, which does not 
as closely conform with the community character of the surrounding neighborhood with single-
family homes to the north. In addition, there would be a loss of 12 parking spaces due to steep 
internal drives, and the parking would not be well-distributed throughout the site, creating an 
imbalance with fewer parking spaces near the South Nardo Avenue curve, which would result in 
residences and guests using South Nardo Avenue for parking for convenience purposes and 
potentially more on-street parking utilization. The additional parking in the center of the site 
would also create a shopping-center-like experience rather than the desired small residential 
community and parkway experience of the proposed project. This alternative would require 
237,000 cubic yards of soil to be exported from the site, resulting in 33,800 truck trips to and 
from the site compared to 154,000 cubic yards of export and 22,000 truck trips for the proposed 
project. As a result of the increase in construction activities, this alternative would result in 
approximately 50% greater impacts to aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
and noise associated with construction. Additionally, it would not fulfill the project objective for 
parking or unit count, precluding affordable units, it would not be feasible. 

This alternative was rejected from further consideration, as it fails to meet project objectives as 
outlined above. In addition, under California law, a developer may acquire the right to develop at a 
specific density (Government Code Section 65915) and the City’s Municipal Code (SBMC Section 
17.20.050(D)) in return for an agreement to construct affordable units on site. The applicant has 
agreed to construct 32 affordable units as a part of the project. As a result, the applicant has a right 
to develop up to 263 units on site, three more than the 260 units it has proposed. Because the City 
may not legally require  a reduced number of units the applicant is permitted to construct below the 
260 units proposed, the Lowered Pad Height Alternative is not feasible. 
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FIGURE 6-3 

Lowered Pad Height Alternative - Alternative 5
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Pasco Laret Suiter & Associates 2016
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6.5 ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED AND ANALYZED 

The following alternatives are considered to be feasible and have been evaluated in this EIR in 
comparison to the proposed project: 

 Alternative 6 – Originally Proposed Project (Reduced Export)  

 Alternative 7 – Single Phase Construction 

 Alternative 8 – No Project Alternative 

Each of these alternatives carried forward for analysis in this EIR would avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed project. 
The potentially significant impacts of the proposed project that are substantially lessened by an 
alternative may occur in the form of reduced severity of the impacts but would not necessarily 
change the level of significance (i.e., no impact, less than significant, potentially significant).  

Table 6-2 provides a summary of the proposed project’s impacts compared to those of each of 
the three alternatives analyzed. 

Table 6-2 
Summary of the proposed project’s impacts compared to Alternatives 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project 

Impact 

Originally Proposed 
Project (Reduced 

Export) Alternative 

Single Phase 
Construction 
Alternative 

No Project 
Alternative 

Aesthetics LTS ▲LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Air Quality PSM ▼ PSM ▲ PSM  ▼ NI 

Biological Resources PSM ▬ PSM ▬ PSM ▼ NI 

Greenhouse Gases LTS ▼LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Cultural Resources PSM ▬ PSM ▬ PSM ▼ NI 

Geology and Soils LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

PSM ▬ PSM ▬ PSM ▼ NI 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Land Use and Planning LTS LTS LTS ▼ NI 

Noise PSM ▼ PSM ▼ PSM  ▼ NI 

Population and Housing LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Traffic and Circulation LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Tribal Cultural Resources PSM ▬ PSM ▬ PSM ▼ NI 

Public Services, Utilities 
and Service Systems, 
and Energy 

LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

Recreation LTS ▬ LTS ▬ LTS ▼ NI 

PSM = Potentially Significant Mitigable; LTS = Less than Significant; NI = No Impact ▼ = Reduced severity of impact compared to the 
proposed project (does not necessarily result in change to significance determination) 
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▲ = Increased severity of impact compared to the proposed project (does not necessarily result in change to significance determination) 
▬ = Severity and significance determination the same as for the proposed project 
* = Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

6.5.1 Alternative 6 – Originally Proposed Project (Reduced Export)  

The project was originally proposed, as submitted to the City in 2015 (and reviewed by the VAC in 
October 2015), to include less on-site grading and substantially reduced export, only 19,500 cubic 
yards of cut material for export compared to the proposed projects’ 154,000 cubic yards. As a result 
the originally purposed project is also a reduced export alternative retained as an alternative herein as 
it would result in reduced severity of short-term or temporary construction related impacts associated 
with the removal of less soil (air quality, GHG, traffic and noise impacts). 

The Original Proposed Project (Reduced Export) Alternative reduces cut while maintaining the 
same number of units (260) and component of affordable housing units (32) proposed, though 
not affordable senior units. In doing so this alternative would result in increased building heights 
relative to both the proposed project and existing street levels. Building pad elevations would 
generally be between 2 feet and 10 feet higher than the proposed project with the exception of 
the pads for buildings 5 and 10, which are decreased by approximately 12 feet. To keep the 
overall density of this alternative the same as the proposed project, an additional structure would 
be added, specifically building 3, in the northwest portion of the project site and building 24 is 
moved from the southeast portion of the project site to the southwest (see Figure 6-4). The 
affordable housing units under this alternative would not be senior units, and would be 
interspersed throughout the development. The primary access driveway would be the same, 
while the secondary access off Nardo Avenue would be approximately 70 feet west of that in the 
proposed project site plan. Compared to the proposed project the third driveway would be 
provided as access only for the existing off-site private residences that neighbor the property 
(compared to providing access for those residences as well as the senior living units in the 
proposed project). All other aspects of the proposed project would be retained with this 
alternative, including development density, access, parking, landscaping, and design, so this 
alternative meets most of the project’s objectives. The Original Proposed Project (Reduced 
Export) Alternative would reduce the severity of impacts associated with air quality and noise 
during construction, by reducing the amount of cut and export associated with the project. 

  



 FIGURE 6-4 

Original Proposed Project (Reduced Cut) Alternative
Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR

SOURCE: Stephen Dalton Architects 2014
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Aesthetics  

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated scenic vista or scenic corridor. 
Visual simulations for this alternative were prepared by the applicant (included in Appendix 
C) and are discussed and evaluated under Threshold C, below. These evaluations carefully 
consider the effects of this alternative on available views. The project site is itself built out 
and within a built-out area. The severity of the impact would increase with increased heights 
above existing grade associated with this alternative, though not such that the level of 
significance would change. The impacts and level of significance from this alternative would 
be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated state scenic highway. As a result, 
the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and  
its surroundings? 

As with the proposed project, construction of this alternative would occur in three phases. 
Under this alternative, building heights relative to existing street levels would increase and 
building pad elevations would generally be between 2 feet and 10 feet higher than the proposed 
project, with the exception of the pads for buildings 5 and 10, which are decreased by 
approximately 12 feet compared to the proposed project. Visual simulations for this alternative 
were prepared and used as the basis for this evaluation by the applicant (included in Appendix 
C). This evaluation considers the effects of this alternative on available public views. The 
project site is itself built-out and within a built-out area. Although this alternative would 
increase building heights relative to existing grade, increasing the severity of impacts from 
public views, the level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant.  

D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

Lighting for this alternative would be essentially the same as with the proposed project, 
affixed to building facades within the parking structures, and along the pedestrian walkways, 
the pool/spa/lounge area, and open space areas. Increased lighting resulting from the 
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increased density would be countered by the use of energy-efficient lighting. As with the 
proposed project, illumination levels for this alternative would be required to meet standards 
for walkways, roadways, and parking areas (SBMC Section 17.60.060). The exterior lighting 
regulations of the SBMC are intended to minimize light pollution, prevent trespassing, and 
regulate development within dark sky areas. The project site is not within a designated dark 
sky area, per the City of Solana Beach Dark Sky Area Overlay Map. 

Solar panels may be included in this alternative, and although they have the potential to impact 
glare during sunlight hours, solar panels are in general designed to absorb not reflect light, and 
as such, typically generate glare only at acute angles. Solar panels would be located on 
southerly facing rooftops, which would minimize the potential for glare to nearby views and 
would not result in glare that would be experienced from any roads. As a result, the severity of 
impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

Air Quality 

A.  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as with the proposed project because the 
development of 260 units on the project site is consistent with regional growth forecasts used 
to develop the applicable air quality plan, as discussed in the analysis in Section 3.2 of this 
DEIR. As a result, the severity of impacts and level of significance from this alternative 
would be comparable to the proposed project: less than significant. 

B.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

Construction  

Under this alternative, impacts would be decreased compared to the proposed project as a 
result of the reduced cut and material export, fractionally offset by the increased number of 
buildings and associated construction activities. The decrease would be substantial, reducing 
the severity of the impacts as the total number of haul truck trips would be reduced from 244 
trips to 24 trips per day (a reduction of 220 trips per day). The export period would be 
shortened in duration compared to the proposed project. However, though reduced in severity 
the level of significance would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 



 6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 6-21 

Operation 

Under this alternative impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it would 
develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. The replacement of 
affordable senior units with more general affordable units does not materially affect the 
operational emissions. Because the number of units, number of residents, and the associated 
emissions from energy use, transportation, and other emitting activities would be the same as the 
proposed project, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

C.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air  
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Construction 

Under this alternative, impacts would be decreased compared to the proposed project as a 
result of the reduced cut and material export, fractionally offset by the increase number of 
buildings and associated construction activities. However, though reduced in severity the 
level of significance would be comparable to the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it would 
develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. The replacement of 
affordable senior units with more general affordable units does not materially affect the 
operational emissions. Because the number of units, number of residents, and the associated 
emissions from energy use, transportation, and other uses would be the same as the proposed 
project, the severity of impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same 
as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Construction 

Under this alternative, impacts would be decreased compared to the proposed project as a 
result of the reduced cut and material export, fractionally offset by the increase number of 
buildings and associated construction activities. However, though reduced in severity the 
level of significance would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant and 
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mitigation measure AQ-1 (see Section 3.2) would be required to reduce the impacts to below 
the level of significance. 

Operation 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it would 
develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. The replacement of 
affordable senior units with more general affordable units does not materially affect the 
operational emissions. Because the project site, number of proposed units, number of residents, 
and the associated emissions from energy use, transportation, and other emitting factors would 
be the same as the proposed project, the severity of impacts and level of significance from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Construction 

Under this alternative, odor impacts would be the same as the proposed project, as the 
proximity of construction activities to sensitive receptors would be the same. The level of 
significance would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

Under this alternative, odor impacts would the same as the proposed project because the total 
number of units would be the same (260) and, thus, people and associated odors from vehicles 
and other sources would be the same. As a result, the severity of impacts and level of significance 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Biological Resources 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

This alternative would disturb the entire project site to a similar degree as the proposed 
project and would include similar landscaping. Consistent with the City’s Land Use Plan 
(LUP) Policy 3.32, this alternative would be required to conduct nesting bird surveys prior to 
ground-disturbing activities, as would the proposed project. As such, the impacts and level of 
significance from this alternative would be the same compared to the proposed project, 
potentially significant, and mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 (see Section 3.3) would 
be required to reduce the impacts to below the level of significance. 
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B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

This alternative would disturb the entire project site to a similar degree as the proposed 
project and would include similar landscaping. The project site is a fully developed urban 
apartment complex with only landscaping vegetation; no riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities exist on site. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this 
alternative would be the same compared to the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

This alternative would disturb the entire project site to a similar degree as the proposed 
project and would include similar landscaping. The project site is a fully developed urban 
apartment complex with only landscaping vegetation; no wetlands exist on site. As such, the 
impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: no impact. 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

This alternative would disturb the entire project site to a similar degree as the proposed 
project and would include similar landscaping. Although existing trees may be used by 
migrating birds, this alternative, like the proposed project, would include the replacement of 
native trees on a 1:1 basis as part of mitigation for existing trees. The impacts and level of 
significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: potentially 
significant, and mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 (see Section 3.3) would be required 
to reduce the impacts to below the level of significance. 

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

This alternative would disturb the entire project site to a similar degree as the proposed project 
and would include similar landscaping. Where the removal of trees cannot be avoided by any 
feasible project alternative, replacement trees must be provided. This alternative, like the 
proposed project, would include removal of existing trees and replacement of trees as part of the 
landscaping plan. While a tree preservation plan was prepared to identify candidate existing 
mature native trees to attempt to preserve, it would not avoid removal of the existing native trees; 
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because of site design constraints, on-site perseveration is not feasible in order to achieve the 
allowed development of 260 units. The impacts and level of significance from this alternative 
would be the same compared to the proposed project: potentially significant. Mitigation in the 
form of a Tree Protection Plan for replacement of removed native trees at a ratio of 1:1 is 
required to reduce impacts to below the level of significance and provide consistency with LUP 
Policy 3.53 for this alternative, the same as required of the proposed project.  

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

This alternative would develop the same project site to a similar degree as the proposed 
project. Therefore, this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not conflict with the 
provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plan 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. The impacts and level of 
significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

Greenhouse Gases 

A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Under this alternative, construction and operation of the project would be similar though 
reduced compared to the proposed project, as the design changes proposed under this 
alternative would reduce the cut and export of material during construction activities. 
Therefore, the emissions from this alternative would be reduced compared to those of the 
proposed project, which would be below the County of San Diego’s 900 metric tons (MT) of 
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) screening threshold, which the City has determined is 
applicable. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the 
same compared to the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The emissions from this alternative would be reduced compared to those of the proposed 
project, which would be below the County of San Diego’s 900 MT CO2E screening 
threshold, which the City has determined is applicable. Similar to the proposed project, this 
alternative would comply with all applicable regulations adopted in furtherance of the 
Scoping Plan to the extent required by law, This alternative would also not conflict with 
EO S-3-05’s or EO B-30-15’s GHG reduction goals for California, the City’s CAP, and 
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan. This alternative would implement sustainable 
project features, as provided in the proposed project description, would be incorporated into 
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this alternative. Therefore, this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the 
same compared to the proposed project: less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Under this alternative, the project site and extent of disturbance would be the same as the 
proposed project though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. No historical 
resources are located within the project site. Therefore, impacts to historical resources under this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact.  

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?  

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to archaeological resources on the project site 
would be the same as the proposed project, because the area and extent of disturbance would 
be the same though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. However, in 
the unexpected event that grading and excavating activities during construction unearth intact 
archaeological materials, a potential impact could result. Given the poor ground surface 
visibility during the pedestrian survey and the proximity of SDI-10238, archaeological 
monitoring is recommended during any ground disturbance that extends beyond previously 
disturbed depths. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources under this alternative would 
be similar to that of the proposed project: potentially significant. The same mitigation 
measure, CUL-1, as required for the proposed project would be required for this alternative. 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique  
geologic feature? 

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to cultural resources on the project site would be 
the same as the proposed project because the area and extent of disturbance would be the 
same though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. Therefore, impacts to 
paleontological resources under this alternative would be similar to that of the proposed 
project: potentially significant. The same mitigation measure, CUL-2, as required for the 
proposed project would be required for this alternative. 
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D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to cultural resources on the project site would be 
the same as the proposed project because the area and extent of disturbance would be the 
same though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. Therefore, impacts to 
human remains under this alternative would be the similar to that of the proposed project: 
potentially significant. The same mitigation measure, CUL-3, as required for the proposed 
project would be required for this alternative. 

Geology and Soils 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault. Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42; (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; 
(iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (iv) landslides? 

Under this alternative, the project site and extent of disturbance would be the same as the 
proposed project though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. No 
substantial seismic risk resources are located within the project site or would affect the site, 
although it is within Southern California, which is a seismically active region. No special 
seismic design considerations are required, other than those recommended in the 
geotechnical investigation, consistent with the City’s Building Code (SBMC Title 15), which 
would apply to this alternative the same as prescribed for the proposed project. Therefore, 
impacts associated with seismic risks under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant.  

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

The demolition and construction phases of this alternative would be similar to the 
proposed project and would involve reduced amounts of grading, excavating, and 
exporting soil from the project site. Grading would involve a substantially reduced 
amount of soil export compared to the proposed project (19,500 cubic yards for this 
alternative compared to the 154,000 cubic yards for the proposed project). Soil erosion 
and loss of topsoil could occur through the transport of these materials through runoff, 
wind transport, and vehicle movement.  

The applicant would be required to implement best management practices (BMPs) for 
sediment control and erosion during and after construction activities in accordance with the 
City’s Building Code (SBMC Chapter 15.40), including compliance with the Jurisdictional 
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Runoff Management Program (JRMP). In addition, to the extent feasible, the export material 
that is suitable would be used for beach nourishment under the City’s Sand Compatibility and 
Opportunistic Use Program. Compliance with the geotechnical investigation 
recommendations, City Building Code regulations, and associated BMPs, as further 
described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for soil erosion and the loss of 
topsoil during and after construction would be required of this alternative, the same as the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts associated with soil erosion or loss under this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

No soil or geologic conditions were encountered during the geotechnical investigation that 
would preclude the development of the property under this alternative. This alternative would 
develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, and would be located 
on the same geologic and soil units as the proposed project though the depth of disturbance 
would be reduced in some areas. As with the proposed project, this alternative would be 
constructed adhering to the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation and 
requirements under the California Building Code, as required by the City’s Building Code 
(Title 15). Therefore, impacts associated with geologic unit or soil instability under this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and would be located on the same geologic and soil units as the proposed project. As 
indicated by the geotechnical investigation for the project site, the previously placed fill 
possesses a “very low” (expansion index of 20 or less) to “low” (expansion index of 50 or 
less) expansion potential, and the old terrace deposits are identified as possessing low 
expansion potential. Therefore, impacts associated with expansive soil under this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

As with the proposed project, this alternative would connect to the existing sewer system and 
would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
Therefore, impacts associated with soil suitability for septic tanks under this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Construction 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and construction would include demolition of all existing structures, just as with the proposed 
project. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation or disposal of hazardous materials 
during construction under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: 
potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 are 
required for this alternative, as they would be for the proposed project, and would reduce 
impacts to below the level of significance.  

Operation 

Under this alternative, the increase in the number of dwelling units on site and, therefore, the 
increase use of commercially available potentially hazardous materials would be the same as 
the proposed project. The use of these substances is subject to federal, state, and local health 
and safety laws, which are intended to minimize health risk to the public associated with 
hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials during operation under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

Construction 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed 
project, and construction would include demolition of all existing structures, just as the 
proposed project. Construction and demolition of this alternative would adhere to all local 
standards set forth by the City, as well as state and federal health and safety requirements 
that are intended to minimize hazardous materials risk to the public, such as the California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) requirements, the Hazardous 
Waste Control Act, the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program, and 
the California Health and Safety Code (as described in Section 3.7.1). Even so, because of 
the identification of the potential for asbestos within the existing structures to be 
demolished, mitigation measure HAZ-1 for asbestos disposal is included to address 
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potential impacts associated with demolition. In addition, the potential for lead-based paint 
or other hazardous materials removal to occur during the demolition triggered a need to 
include HAZ-2 to ensure that potential hazardous materials are handled in compliance with 
local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal and disposal of such 
materials. Therefore, impacts associated with the reasonable foreseeable accidental release 
of hazardous materials during construction would be the same as the proposed project : 
potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 are 
required for this alternative, as they are for the proposed project, and would reduce impacts 
to below the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and construction would include demolition of all existing structures, just as the proposed 
project. Operation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, would adhere to all local 
standards set forth by the City, as well as state and federal health and safety requirements that 
are intended to minimize hazardous materials risk to the public such as Cal/OSHA 
requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control Act, the CalARP program, and the California 
Health and Safety Code (as described in Section 3.7.1). Therefore, impacts associated with 
the reasonable foreseeable accidental release of hazardous materials during operation would 
be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Construction 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and construction would include demolition of all existing structures, just as the proposed 
project. Although construction and demolition of this alternative would adhere to all local, state 
and federal standards, because of the identification of the potential for asbestos, lead-based 
paint, or other hazardous materials within the existing structures to be demolished, mitigation 
measures HAZ-1 for asbestos disposal and HAZ-2 are recommended to ensure that any 
necessary removal and disposal of potential hazardous materials are handled in compliance 
with local, state, and federal regulations. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous 
emissions or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school during construction 
would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation 
measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 are required for this alternative, as they are for the proposed 
project, and would reduce impacts to below the level of significance.  



 6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 6-30 

Operation 

During operation of this alternative, hazardous materials would be limited to private use of 
commercially available cleaning products, landscaping chemicals and fertilizers, and various 
other commercially available substances, just as would occur under the proposed project and 
consistent with existing conditions. Although the number of dwelling units and use of 
commercially available potentially hazardous materials would increase, the use of these 
substances is subject to federal, state, and local health and safety laws that are intended to 
minimize health risk to the public associated with hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts 
associated with hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a 
school during operation would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would is create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

Construction 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and construction would include demolition of all existing structures, just as the proposed 
project. The project site was not found on any list of hazardous materials sites other than 
HAZNET. Because the site is included on the HAZNET listing identifying potential 
asbestos-containing waste, and demolition of the existing buildings may involve removal of 
asbestos, under this alternative, as with the proposed project, impacts associated with being 
located on a hazardous materials site would be the same as the proposed project during 
construction: potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measure HAZ-1 is required 
for this alternative, as it is for the proposed project, and would reduce impacts to below the 
level of significance.  

Operation 

As discussed above under construction, the project site is included on the HAZNET listing 
because of prior removal of asbestos waste, the potential for which still persists in the 
existing structures. Because the existing structures trigger the listing, and these would be 
removed during the construction phase, that listing would be resolved. Operation of this 
alternative, as with the proposed project, would not occur on a site for which the listing 
would persist. Therefore, impacts associated with being located on a hazardous materials site 
would be the same as the proposed project during operation: less than significant 
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E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed 
project. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 
miles of a public airport. Therefore, impacts associated with being located within an 
airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport would 
be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, impacts 
associated with being located within the vicinity of a private airstrip would be the same as the 
proposed project: no impact. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The resultant residential development within the project site would be similar to that of the 
existing development. Operation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not 
impede any roadways that would serve as evacuation routes during an emergency. Although 
demolition and construction would result in increased truck activity on adjacent roadways, 
particularly along South Nardo Avenue and Stevens Avenue, and result in increased truck 
and equipment activity on internal roadways, adequate vehicular and pedestrian access would 
be maintained throughout construction to ensure no interference with a potential emergency 
evacuation. The phasing of this alternative would be the same as the proposed project, which 
would include demolition and construction such that tenants can remain in apartments not 
directly affected in any given phase, and that access is provided to those tenants and 
emergency vehicles. This alternative, as with the proposed project, would not substantially 
affect fire and police services’ ability to respond (see Public Services, Utilities, and Services 
Systems responses, below). Therefore, impacts associated with emergency response and 
evacuation would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including, where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is located in an urbanized area largely composed of residential and 
institutional development, and is not adjacent to wildlands, nor are residences intermixed 
with wildlands. Further, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection’s (CAL FIRE) Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA (Local 
Responsibility Area) map, the project site is not located within or adjacent to a Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Therefore, impacts associated with wildland fires would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is an existing residential apartment complex with installed drainage facilities 
that direct flows off site. This alternative would demolish all existing structures and re-grade 
and develop the site, including installation of improved drainages. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would implement BMPs in accordance with the City’s Building Code 
(SBMC Title 15) and JRMP, and that conform to the City’s BMP Manual. Adherence to the 
requirements of the JRMP would ensure that appropriate controls are identified and installed 
during construction such that the development does not violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements. Implementation of current BMP requirements would result in 
an improvement to water quality on site and off site compared to existing conditions because 
of the more stringent requirements for development in place today. Therefore, impacts would 
be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

As with the proposed project, water needs for this alternative would be supplied by existing 
water supplies and distribution pipelines from the Santa Fe Irrigation District, San Diego 
County Water Authority, and San Elijo Joint Powers Authority. Groundwater would not be 
drawn from the site for construction or operational usage. Groundwater recharge on the 
project site would be achieved through the incorporation of landscape areas that would 
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promote infiltration and percolation. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is an existing residential apartment complex with installed drainage facilities 
that direct flows off site. Implementation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, 
would include installation of improved drainage facilities compared to existing to meet 
current code requirements (SBMC Title 15) that would avoid surface flows carrying siltation 
or causing erosion off site. Runoff would continue to be directed to the off-site storm drain 
system. In addition, during construction, the construction general permit requires a storm 
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) be prepared that would require BMPs that would 
avoid surface flows carrying siltation or causing erosion off site. Implementation of current 
BMP requirements would result in an improvement to the control of drainage compared to 
existing conditions because of the more stringent requirements for development in place 
today. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is an existing residential apartment complex with installed drainage facilities 
that direct flows off site. Implementation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, 
would include installation of improved drainage facilities compared to existing conditions to 
meet current code requirements (SBMC Title 15) that would reduce surface flow rates and 
amounts, reducing the likelihood of flooding on site or off site. Runoff would continue to be 
directed to the off-site storm drain system. In addition, during construction, the construction 
general permit requires a SWPPP be prepared that would require BMPs that would reduce 
surface flow rates and amounts, reducing the likelihood of flooding on or off site. 
Implementation of current BMP requirements would result in an improvement to the control 
of drainage compared to existing conditions because of the more stringent requirements for 
development in place today, and would avoid alterations that would cause flooding. 
Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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E. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is an existing residential apartment complex with installed drainage facilities 
that direct flows off site. Implementation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, 
would include installation of improved drainage facilities compared to existing conditions to 
meet current code requirements (SBMC Title 15) that would require BMPs that would better 
control drainage and would not result in increased stormwater or pollutants. Runoff would 
continue to be directed to the off-site storm drain system. In addition, during construction, the 
construction general permit requires a SWPPP be prepared that would require BMPs that 
would better control drainage and would avoid increased stormwater or pollutants. 
Implementation of current BMP requirements would result in an improvement to the control of 
drainage compared to existing conditions because of the more stringent requirements for 
development in place today, and would avoid exceeding the capacity of the existing stormwater 
drainage system and additional sources of pollutants. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

F. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

G. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect  
flood flows? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving  
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or as a result of 
sea level rise? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is elevated and not in an area at risk of flooding as a result of the failure of a 
dam or levee, or as a result of sea-level rise. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 
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I. Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project 
though the depth of disturbance would be reduced in some areas. The project site is situated 
at elevations ranging from approximately 40 to 150 feet above mean sea level (amsl), so risks 
associated with inundation hazards due to a seiche or tsunami is very low. The project site is 
not located on or near a coastal bluff top, nor located near a large body of water or 
downslope from an unstable hillside that would result in mudflow. Therefore, impacts would 
be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Land Use and Planning 

A. Physically divide an established community? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
This alternative, as with the proposed project, would involve development of an apartment 
complex where an existing apartment complex exists, with easily accessed public facilities 
and services. Access to surrounding public amenities would remain the same, and 
redevelopment of the existing complex would not block or impede access to such locations. 
There are no existing linkages through the project site, and none are proposed under this 
alternative, as with the proposed project. Access to single-family homes proposed to remain 
that are adjacent to the southeast corner of the project site would be improved with the 
proposed dedicated driveway under this alternative, the same as under the proposed project. 
Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
land use plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

This alternative was subject to the City’s view assessment process (SBMC Chapter 17.63) for 
view impairment as it was previously contemplated as the preferred project in 2015. Impacts 
to private views were identified during the View Assessment Committee (VAC) view 
assessment process which to a recommendation of denial by the VAC. The VAC has not 
evaluated the proposed project, which will be subject to review, and so no comparable VAC 
process or recommendation is available for the proposed project at this time. This project is 
subject to the VAC view assessment process, consistent with the SBMC Chapter 17.63, and 
any VAC recommendation would be considered by the City Council.  

As this alternative would otherwise redevelop the project site in much the same way as the 
proposed project, it would also be consistent with all other applicable land use plans, 
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policies, and regulations, with the exception of LUP Policy 3.52. This alternative, as with the 
proposed project, would remove existing native trees, in conflict with City’s LUP Policy 
3.52. Conflicts with LUP Policy 3.52 can be mitigated to below the level of significance 
through implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 (see Section 3.3) which requires 
replacement on a 1:1 ratio of any native trees on site.  

This alternative would result in impacts to private views as noted in the recommendation for 
denial by the VAC which would have to be resolved either through the SDP process or by the 
City Council. However, because the VAC recommendation represents the completion of the 
SDP compliance process per SBMC 17.63, this alternative is in compliance with the VAC 
process in the SBMC. While the severity of the impact would be increased with this 
alternative as compared to the proposed project, it would not result in a change in the level of 
impact compared to the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community  
conservation plan? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project, 
and the site is not in an area covered by an adopted applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed 
project: no impact.  

Noise 

A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of  
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve reduced construction, equipment, intensity, and phasing as the 
proposed project and at the same site. Nevertheless, noise levels and impacts from this alternative 
would be the same during construction as the proposed project: potentially significant. 
Mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-7 would result in reducing noise levels to below the 
standards established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and thereby below the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would involve the same uses and number of units as the proposed project, 
and at the same site. As with the proposed project, noise levels from on-site operational 
activities such as HVAC noise under this alternative would result in noise levels above the 
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established standards of the City’s Noise Ordinance. The noise levels and impacts from this 
alternative would be the same during operation as the proposed project: potentially 
significant. Mitigation measure NOI-8 would reduce noise levels to below the standards 
established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and thereby below the level of significance. 

B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve the similar, though reduced, construction, equipment, intensity, 
and phasing as the proposed project, and at the same site. Just as with the proposed project, 
under this alternative, construction activities and equipment would occur no closer than 40 feet 
to sensitive receptors and would not involve pile driving, which is typically the construction 
activity that generates the most groundborne vibration and/or noise. Consequently, 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels and impacts from this alternative would be 
the same during construction as the proposed project: less than significant.  

Operation 

This alternative would involve the same uses and number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. Consequently, groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels and impacts from this alternative would be the same during operation as the 
proposed project: less than significant.  

C. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and number of units as the proposed project, 
and at the same site. As with the proposed project, noise levels from on-site operational 
activities such as HVAC noise under this alternative would result in a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise. The noise levels and impacts from this alternative would be the 
same during operation as the proposed project: potentially significant. Mitigation measure 
NOI-8 would reduce noise levels to below the standards established in the City’s Noise 
Ordinance, and thereby below the level of significance. 

D. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would involve similar, though reduced, construction, equipment, intensity, 
and phasing as the proposed project, and at the same site. Consequently the temporary noise 



 6 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 6-38 

levels and impacts from this alternative would be the same during construction as the 
proposed project: potentially significant. Mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-7 would 
result in reducing temporary noise levels to below the standards established in the City’s 
Noise Ordinance and thereby below the level of significance.  

E. Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, resulting in exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would involve similar, though reduced, construction, equipment, intensity, 
and phasing as the proposed project, and at the same site. This alternative would also involve 
the same uses and number of units as the proposed project. The project site is not located 
within an airport land use plan area, and is more than 2 miles from a public airport or public 
use airport. Therefore, no impact would result from exposure of people residing or working 
within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

F. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, resulting in exposure of people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would involve similar, though reduced, construction, equipment, intensity, 
and phasing as the proposed project, and at the same site. This alternative would also involve 
the same uses and number of units as the proposed project. The project site is not located 
within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: no impact. 

Population and Housing 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by  
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and increase in number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. The number of residents would increase from existing under this 
alternative by 147, the same as under the proposed project, and is included in the projected 
population growth in the City’s 2013 Housing Element. The addition of 62 units, including 
32 affordable senior units, or 147 people to the City would not exceed local population 
projections and is not considered a substantial increase. Therefore, impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and increase in number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. The number of residents would increase from existing under this 
alternative by 147 and the number of units by 62. As with the proposed project, this 
alternative would increase the housing units at the project site over existing conditions. 
Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and increase in number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. As with the proposed project, this alternative would increase the 
number of housing units at the proposed project site over existing conditions. Although the 
four multi-family units within three standalone structures and their residents, and the current 
residents of Solana Highlands apartments would be entirely displaced (potentially both 
temporarily), this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not result in a substantial 
number of displaced residents because it would provide replacement housing consisting of 
more units than exists currently, and would be constructed in a phased manner to allow for 
units to be available during construction. For the two years of project construction, all 
existing site residents would need to secure housing elsewhere and it is not known if existing 
available replacement housing stock exists in the City or if residents would need to move to 
another City during project construction. 

The existing apartment complex and adjacent residences would be replaced with a new 
apartment complex that would include construction of 62 additional units, and construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere would not be necessary. Therefore, impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Traffic and Transportation 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes 
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve reduced haul trips by approximately 220 trips daily an almost 
90% reduction in daily haul trips, as a result of the reduced cut and export of material during 
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construction. The construction equipment, intensity, and phasing would be reduced compared 
as the proposed project. During construction, daily effective trips would be 1,360 trips per 
day (Appendix M) compared to 2,050 trips per day (Appendix N) associated with the 
proposed project. Consequently, trip generation, traffic levels, traffic patterns, and use of 
mass transit and non-motorized travel modes during construction of this alternative would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project. While the severity of construction 
traffic impacts would be reduced under this alternative the level of significance from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, similar driveway access, and the same traffic-calming improvements along South Nardo 
Avenue as the proposed project. Consequently the operational trip generation, traffic levels, 
traffic patterns, and use of mass transit and non-motorized travel modes under this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project for existing plus project, near-term, and horizon year 2035 
scenarios: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve the same construction, equipment, intensity, and phasing 
as the proposed project, and at the same site though with decreased cut and export of 
material. An almost 90% reduction in daily haul truck trips would result under this 
alternative compared to the proposed project. Consequently the trip generation and traffic 
levels would be reduced compared to the proposed project, while traffic patterns during 
construction of this alternative would be the same as the proposed project. Therefore, 
impacts from this alternative would be reduced in severity but the same level of 
significance as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, driveway access, and traffic-calming improvements along South Nardo Avenue as the 
proposed project. Consequently the operational trip generation, traffic levels, and traffic 
patterns under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, density, and maximum building heights as the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, the project site is approximately 10 miles from the nearest airport, and, consequently, 
development at this site would not change air traffic patterns. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use,  number 
of units, similar driveway access, and traffic-calming improvements along South Nardo 
Avenue as the proposed project. As with the proposed project, although the minimal 
projected increase in traffic on South Nardo Avenue could potentially affect pedestrians 
within the surrounding neighborhoods, proposed traffic-calming measures would reduce 
potential adverse effects and existing safety hazards on site and in the immediate vicinity. 
Consequently, this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not result in hazards 
due to a design feature or incompatible use. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve reduced construction, equipment, intensity, and phasing as 
the proposed project, due to the decreased cut and export of material. Consequently, the 
limited lane closures and City Engineer–required traffic control plan during construction 
of this alternative would be similar though reduced in intensity compared to the proposed 
project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

Operation 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, similar driveway access, and traffic-calming improvements along South Nardo Avenue 
as the proposed project. The existing four complex driveways would be reduced to two and 
would ensure connectivity of those driveways internally for improved emergency access. The 
third driveway of the proposed project to be used for access to senior affordable housing 
units and existing residences off site, would be used under this alternative for access only to 
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the off-site residences. The traffic-calming along South Nardo Avenue would not interfere 
with emergency access, just as with the proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, similar driveway access, and the same traffic-calming and pedestrian improvements 
along South Nardo Avenue as the proposed project. As with the proposed project, this 
alternative would result in a limited increase in units over the existing Solana Highlands 
apartments; would not conflict with public transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities; and 
would not decrease the performance or safety of these facilities. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

A.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k)? 

This alternative would have the same potential for the inadvertent discovery of Tribal cultural 
resources during ground disturbing activities. Additionally, this alternative would have the 
same disturbance and development as the proposed project, but completed in a shortened 
time period. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources under this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. The same mitigation measure as 
required for the proposed project, CUL-1 and CUL-3, would be required for this alternative. 

ii.  A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to Tribal cultural resources on the project site 
would be the same as the proposed project, because the area and extent of disturbance 
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would be the same. Based on information gathered from the Cultural Resources Study for 
the proposed project (Appendix G), the NAHC, and consultation with Native American 
Tribes who are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area, there are 
no known tribal cultural resources within the project area. However, there is still the 
potential for unknown or buried resources to be present at the project site. Therefore, 
impacts to Tribal cultural resources under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: potentially significant. The same mitigation measure as required for 
the proposed project, CUL-1 and CUL-3, would be required for this alternative. 

Public Services Utilities and Service Systems 

Public Services 

A. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number 
of units, increase in residents, and access as the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would result in an increase in units by 62 and an increase in 
residents by 147 over existing, which would not be substantial or necessitate the 
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As with the proposed 
project, response times would not be directly affected as the project site is currently 
developed and fire services currently respond to the site, but the applicant would be 
required to pay a development impact fee that includes funding of additional resources 
for fire services. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

ii. Police Protection? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number 
of units, increase in residents, and access as the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would result in an increase in units by 62 and an increase in 
residents by 147 over existing, which would not be substantial or necessitate the 
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As with the proposed 
project, although response times would not be directly affected, as the project site is 
developed and police services currently respond to the site, the applicant would be 
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required to pay a development impact fee that includes funding of additional resources 
for police services. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

iii. Schools? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, 
number of units, increase in residents, and access as the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, this alternative would generate 12 middle and high school students 
and 13 elementary school students, which would not be substantial or necessitate the 
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As with the proposed 
project, although sufficient space is available, the applicant would be required to pay 
all applicable school impact fees as set forth by the Solana Beach and San Dieguito 
School Districts and in accordance with Senate Bill 50. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

iv. Parks? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, 
number of units, increase in residents, access, and proposed recreational amenities as 
the proposed project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in an 
increase in units by 62 and an increase in residents by 147 over existing, which would 
not be substantial or necessitate the construction of new facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities. As with the proposed project, the applicant would be required to 
pay a development impact fee that includes funding of additional resources for parks. 
Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project : 
less than significant. 

v. Libraries? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number 
of units, increase in residents, and access as the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would result in an increase in units by 62 and an increase in 
residents by 147 over existing, which would not be substantial or necessitate the 
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As with the proposed 
project, the applicant would be required to pay a development impact fee that includes 
funding of additional resources for library services. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, recreational amenities, and landscaping as the proposed project. 
As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase to the amount of 
wastewater generated because of increased residents. However, this project would also 
include meeting the latest Title 24 requirements and sustainability measures, which the 
proposed project identifies. These would help to reduce per-person water use and, thus, 
wastewater generation compared to existing conditions through use of low-water-use 
appliances and recycled water for landscape irrigation. Wastewater would be transmitted to 
the San Elijo Water Reclamation Facility (SEWRF) where it would be treated and 
redistributed for recycled water use and discharged into the Pacific Ocean through the San 
Elijo Outfall; volumes would not substantially increase over existing. This alternative, as with 
the proposed project, would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Diego 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, recreational amenities, and landscaping as the proposed project. 
As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase to the amount of 
wastewater generated because of increased residents. However, this project would also 
include meeting the latest Title 24 requirements and sustainability measures, which the 
proposed project identifies. These would reduce per-person water use and wastewater 
generation compared to existing through use of low-water-use appliances and recycled water 
for landscape irrigation. Water demand from the San Elijo Joint Powers Authority (SEJPA) 
would not increase but would be reduced, and wastewater would be transmitted to the 
SEWRF for treatment at volumes not increased over existing. This alternative, as with the 
proposed project, would not require or result in construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 
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C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or  
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, increased 
number of units, recreational amenities, landscaping, and drainage improvements as the 
proposed project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in 
implementation of drainage features that meet the latest City requirements (JRMP), and would 
reduce the flow rates and volumes leaving the project site from those present under existing 
conditions. This alternative, as with the proposed project, would include on-site drainage 
facilities construction that would reduce flows and volume leaving the site, and would not 
require or result in construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities. Therefore, 
impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, recreational amenities, and landscaping as the proposed project. As 
with the proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase to the amount of 
wastewater generated because of increased residents. However, this project would also include 
meeting the latest Title 24 requirements and sustainability measures, which the proposed 
project identifies. These would reduce per-person water use compared to existing through use 
of low-water-use appliances and recycled water for landscape irrigation. Water demand from 
SEJPA would not be substantially increased, but would be reduce, over existing. This 
alternative, as with the proposed project, would not require or result in additional, new, or 
expanded water entitlements. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number 
of units, increase in residents, recreational amenities, and landscaping as the proposed 
project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase  to the 
amount of wastewater generated because of increased residents. However, this project 
would also include meeting the latest Title 24 requirements and sustainability measures, 
which the proposed project identifies. These would reduce per-person water use and, 
thus, wastewater generation compared to existing through use of low-water-use 
appliances and recycled water for landscape irrigation. Wastewater would be transmitted 
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to the SEWRF for treatment at volumes not substantially increased over existing.  This 
alternative, as with the proposed project, would not require or result in the need for 
additional capacity at the SEWRF. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, and recreational amenities as the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase to the amount of solid waste 
generated because of increased residents. The serving solid waste disposal facilities 
(Sycamore Sanitary Landfill, Otay Landfill, and Carlsbad Recycling Center) would have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate increased solid waste from this alternative, just as with 
the proposed project, and the development would comply with all applicable City waste and 
recycling regulations and diversion efforts. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, and recreational amenities as the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, this alternative would result in an increase to the amount of solid waste 
generated because of increased residents. Just as with the proposed project, the development 
would comply with all applicable City waste and recycling regulations and diversion efforts. 
In addition, the project contractor would be required to execute the City Construction and 
Demolition Recycling Ordinance, which would ensure compliance with all federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

Energy Resources 

Based on Appendix F, Energy Conservation, of the State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that 
energy implications are considered in project decisions, CEQA requires that EIRs include a 
discussion of the potential impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on 
avoiding or reducing wasteful, unnecessary, or inefficient use of energy resources. 
Accordingly, this section assesses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
project on energy resources. Environmental effects may include the project’s energy 
requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel type during construction and 
operation; the effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies; the effects of the 
project on peak- and base-period demands for electricity and other forms of energy; the 
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degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards; the effects of the project 
on energy resources; and the project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and 
its overall use of efficient transportation alternatives, if applicable. The discussion of energy 
resources impacts addresses the topics discussed below. 

H.  Result in inefficient energy use by amount or fuel type? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve construction-phasing equipment use and grading of the same 
site as the proposed project though reduced cut and export of material with an 90% reduction 
in daily construction haul trips. Therefore, construction impacts from this alternative would 
be reducedfrom those of the proposed project: less than significant.  

Operation 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, the same building standards, and with the same sustainability 
measures as the proposed project. Although electricity consumption would increase due to 
the implementation of 62 additional units, the project’s energy efficiency would be increased 
through energy efficiency stipulated in the updated Title 24 requirement compared to the 
existing development, excluding additional efficiencies that may be realized through 
implementation of sustainability design measures. An approximately 15% reduction in 
energy use per unit would result from development under this alternative, as it would from 
the proposed project, increasing efficiency over existing. The inclusion of general affordable 
housing units rather than senior affordable housing units would not materially affect the 
energy consumption profile of the project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

I. Use substantial amounts of local and regional energy supplies or create requirements for 
additional capacity? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, same building standards, and with the same sustainability measures 
as the proposed project. Although electricity consumption would increase due to the 
implementation of 62 additional units, the project’s energy efficiency would be increased 
through energy efficiency stipulated in the updated Title 24 requirement compared to the 
existing development, excluding additional efficiencies that may be realized through 
implementation of sustainability design measures. An approximately 15% reduction in energy 
use per unit would result from development under this alternative, as it would from the 
proposed project. The resultant increase in energy demand would not exceed the available 
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capacity of San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) servicing infrastructure to the site or beyond. 
The inclusion of general affordable housing units rather than senior affordable housing units 
would not materially affect the energy consumption profile of the project. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

J. Impose additional demands on peak and base period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, same building standards, and same sustainability measures as the 
proposed project. Although electricity consumption would increase due to the 62 additional 
units, the project’s energy efficiency would be increased through energy efficiency stipulated 
in the updated Title 24 requirement compared to the existing development, excluding 
additional efficiencies that may be realized through implementation of sustainability design 
measures. An approximately 15% reduction in energy use per unit would result from 
development under this alternative, as it would from the proposed project. The times of use 
of electricity and natural gas under this alternative, as with the proposed project, would 
remain as they are under existing conditions because the type of use would be unchanged. 
The inclusion of general affordable housing units rather than senior affordable housing units 
would not materially affect the energy consumption profile of the project. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

K. Comply with existing energy standards? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, same building standards, and same sustainability measures as the 
proposed project. The latest Title 24 requirements would be implemented, as would project-
specific sustainability design measures that include energy efficiency design measures. The 
inclusion of general affordable housing units rather than senior affordable housing units 
would not materially affect the energy consumption profile of the project. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

L. Have an adverse effect on energy resources? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, same building standards, and same sustainability measures as the 
proposed project. The latest Title 24 requirements would be implemented, as would project-
specific sustainability design measures that include energy efficiency design measures. 
Implementation of this alternative, as with the proposed project, would provide for an 
upgraded residential development that would include sustainable design measures and 
incorporate best practices for water conservation, green construction methods, and energy 
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efficiency. The inclusion of general affordable housing units rather than senior affordable 
housing units would not materially affect the energy consumption profile of the project. 
Furthermore, new or expanded energy generation or infrastructure facilities would not be 
necessary. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

M. Result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy for transportation? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site in a similar manner, with the same 
use, number of units, increase in residents, same building standards, and the same sustainability 
measures as the proposed project. During construction, this alternative would use substantially 
less energy for transportation than the proposed project due to the substantial reduction in the 
amount of daily and total truck trips associated with the reduced cut-and-fill and export of 
material off site. During operation, energy for transportation would be used in much the same 
way as under existing conditions, as residents would commute to places of work and take trips 
for sundries, leisure, and other purposes. The inclusion of general affordable housing units 
rather than senior affordable housing units would not materially affect the energy consumption 
profile of transportation associated with the project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Recreation 

A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur  
or be accelerated? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site, with the same use, number of 
units, increase in residents, and recreational amenities as the proposed project. Consequently, 
per the City’s General Plan park demand ratio, 0.44 acre of park would be required of the 
developer, and approximately 1.5 acres would be provided under this alternative as with the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site in the same manner, with the 
same use, number of units, increase in residents, and recreational amenities as the proposed 
project. Consequently per the City’s park demand ratio, 0.44 acre of park would be required 
of the developer, and approximately 1.5 acres would be provided under this alternative as 
with the proposed project. No new or expanded off-site recreational facilities would be 
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required as a result of this alternative. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

6.5.2 Alternative 7 – Single Phase Construction 

The Single Phase Construction Alternative – Alternative 7 would result in the same type and 
extent of development as the proposed project, but construction would be completed within a 
single phase of approximately 24 months rather than the three-phase, 39-month construction 
period of the proposed project. This alternative is intended to substantially reduce the potentially 
significant impacts of the proposed project due to construction noise and the period of exposure 
to environmental effects on air quality, noise, and traffic within the surrounding neighborhood by 
limiting the duration of the construction period. 

This alternative would require that all existing residents living on site re-locate to other housing 
for the duration of project construction. Under the proposed project, residents could have the 
option of being temporarily re-located on site to either existing apartments or the newly 
constructed apartments as phases of the project are completed. Grading cut and fill quantities and 
associated truck trips would be anticipated to be to the same as those of the proposed project. 
Because there would not be any residential trips occurring at the same time as haul truck trips or 
other construction trips, daily maximum trips would be reduced during construction under this 
alternative compared to the proposed project. Traffic circulation changes would remain 
unchanged with this alternative compared to the proposed project. This alternative also meets 
most of the project’s objectives. 

Aesthetics  

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated scenic vista or scenic corridor. 
Visual simulations for this alternative were prepared (Appendix C), and these evaluations 
carefully consider the effects of the proposed project on available views. The project site is 
itself built-out and within a built-out area. As a result, the impacts and level of significance 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated state scenic highway. As a result, 
the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 
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C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and  
its surroundings? 

Construction of this alternative would occur in one phase, compared to the three phases for 
the proposed project. Although the overall construction duration would be relatively long, 24 
months, it would be less than that of the proposed project. Under this alternative, the 
constructed project would be identical to that described for the proposed project. Therefore, 
the severity of impacts and the level of significance from this alternative would be the same 
as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

Lighting for this alternative would be the same as the proposed project, affixed to building 
facades within the parking structures, along the pedestrian walkways, in the pool/spa/lounge 
area, and in open space areas. Increased lighting resulting from the increased density would 
be countered by the use of energy-efficient lighting. As with the proposed project, 
illumination levels for this alternative would be required to meet standards for walkways, 
roadways, and parking areas (SBMC Section 17.60.060). The exterior lighting regulations of 
the SBMC are intended to minimize light pollution, prevent trespassing, and regulate 
development within dark sky areas. The project site is not within a designated dark sky area, 
per the City of Solana Beach Dark Sky Area Overlay Map. 

Solar panels may be included in this alternative, and although they have the potential to 
impact glare during sunlight hours, solar panels are designed to absorb not reflect light, 
and, as such, typically generate glare only at acute angles. Solar panels would be located 
on southerly facing rooftops, which would minimize the potential for glare to nearby 
views and would not result in glare that would be experienced from any roads.  As a 
result, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

Air Quality 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because the 
development of 260 units on the project site is consistent with regional growth forecasts used 
to develop the applicable air quality plan (RAQS), as discussed in the analysis in Section 3.2. 
As a result, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be comparable 
to the proposed project: less than significant. 
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B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation?  

Construction  

Under this alternative, impacts would be increased compared to the proposed project as a result 
of the intensification of daily construction activities, although there may be a decrease in 
mobile source emissions due to the absence of any residences on site during the construction 
period. Because the alternative would occur over a shorter duration, there would be an  increase 
in, CO, PM10, PM2.5, and NOx emissions, though not above San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District (SDAPCD) thresholds. This alternative would result in an increased severity of air 
quality impacts though the level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

Table 6-3 shows the estimated maximum daily construction emissions associated with the 
construction phases of the proposed alternative construction scenario. 

Table 6-3 
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 

Construction Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2020 4.32 90.41 33.94 0.23 15.73 4.92 

2021 48.30 112.99 68.22 0.29 88.28 23.16 

2022 1.77 13.13 15.87 0.05 2.80 1.03 

Maximum Daily 
Emissions  

48.30 112.99 68.22 0.29 88.28 23.16 

Emission Threshold 137 250 550 250 100 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = oxides of sulfur; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns. 
Emissions represent maximum of summer and winter. Summer emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the ozone 
season (May 1 to October 31), and winter emissions are representative of the conditions that may occur during the balance of the year 
(November 1 to April 30). 
Source: See Appendix D for complete results. 

As shown in Table 6-3, NOx emissions would be below the SDACPD thresholds for VOC, 
NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5. As a result, while the severity of impacts is increased, the 
level of significance from this alternative would be comparable to the proposed project: less 
than significant.  

Operation 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it 
would develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. Because 
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the development under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project, the 
impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air  
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Construction 

The thresholds for air pollutant emissions in San Diego are established on a pounds-per-
day basis. Under this alternative, air quality was evaluated because reducing the 
construction period would necessitate increasing the daily equipment on a daily basis; 
therefore, associated emissions would be increased. Based on modeling for a 24-month 
construction period, emissions-generating equipment was essentially doubled, and 
emissions levels generated under this alternative were consequently increased (Appendix 
D). This alternative would generate approximately twice the amount of criteria pollutant 
emissions as generated by the proposed project. Although the daily equipment emissions 
levels under this alternative would be substantially increased, this increase does not raise 
the result in a cumulative net increase because the maximum daily standards are not 
exceeded. As such this alternative would increase the severity of impacts though not to a 
level of significance. Therefore, criteria pollutant emissions under this alternative would 
be comparable to the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it would 
develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. Because it would be 
the same as the proposed project, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Construction 

Under this alternative, impacts would be increased compared to the proposed project as a 
result of the intensification of daily construction activities that would substantially increase 
the daily emissions, and, thus, the severity of impacts. There may be a decrease in mobile 
source emissions exposure due to the absence of any residences on site during the construction 
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period. As shown in Table 6-4, this alternative would result in comparable impacts to the 
proposed project, above the health risk threshold of one in ten million without mitigation. 

Table 6-4 
Construction Activity Health Risk Assessment Results 

Single Phase Construction 

Unmitigated 

MICR – Residential Offsite Per Million 92.20 10.0 Potentially Significant 

HIC – Offsite Not Applicable 0.054 1.0 Less than Significant 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 

MICR – Residential Offsite Per Million 9.68 10.0 Less than Significant 

HIC – Offsite Not Applicable 0.0057 1.0 Less than Significant 

 

This alternative would occur over a shorter duration, with increased construction intensity 
though reduced overall site intensity (no mixing of existing use and construction activities), as 
a result the level of significance would be comparable to the proposed project: potentially 
significant and mitigation measure AQ-1 (see Section 3.2) would be required to reduce the 
impacts to below the level of significance. 

Operation 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same as the proposed project because it would 
develop 260 units on the project site, the same as the proposed project. Because it would be 
the same as the proposed project, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Construction 

Under this alternative, odor impacts would be increased compared to the proposed project as 
a result of the intensified daily construction activities; however, the increase would not be 
substantial because the dissipation of odors over distance and the distance between emissions 
and receptors would remain the same as those described for the proposed project, although 
with the removal of on-site residents during construction. Therefore, the level of significance 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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Operation 

Under this alternative, odor impacts would the same as the proposed project because the total 
number of units would be the same (260), and, thus, people and associated odors from vehicles 
and other factors would be the same. As a result, the impacts and level of significance from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Biological Resources 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site the same as the proposed project. 
As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same 
compared to the proposed project, potentially significant, and mitigation measures BIO-1 
and BIO-2 would be required to reduce the impacts to below the level of significance. 

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site to the same degree as the proposed 
project. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site to the same degree as the proposed 
project. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site to the same degree as the proposed 
project. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site the same as the proposed project. 
As such, the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project, potentially significant, and mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would 
be required to reduce the impacts to below the level of significance. 

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

This alternative would disturb and develop the project site to the same degree as the proposed 
project. As such, the impacts and level of significance of this alternative would be the same 
as the proposed project: no impact. 

Greenhouse Gases 

A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Under this alternative, construction and operation of the project would be essentially the same as 
the proposed project, except that construction activities would be shortened but intensified. 
Therefore, emissions from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project, which 
would be below the County of San Diego’s 900 MT CO2E screening threshold, and which the 
City has determined is applicable. As such, the impacts and level of significance from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Under this alternative, construction and operation of the project would be essentially the same as 
the proposed project, except that construction activities would be shortened but intensified. The 
emissions from this alternative would be comparable to those of the proposed project, therefore, 
similar to the proposed project, this alternative would comply with all applicable regulations 
adopted in furtherance of the Scoping Plan to the extent required by law. This alternative would 
also not conflict with EO S-3-05’s or EO B-30-15’s GHG reduction goals for California, the 
City’s CAP, and SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan. This alternative would also 
implement sustainable project features, as provided in the proposed project description.. 
Therefore, this alternative, as with the proposed project, would not conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. As such, 
the impacts and level of significance from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 
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Cultural Resources 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Under this alternative, the project site and extent of disturbance would be the same as the 
proposed project. No historical resources are located within the project site. Therefore, impacts to 
historical resources under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact.  

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources 
under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. 
The same mitigation measure as required for the proposed project, CUL-1, would be 
required for this alternative. 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique  
geologic feature? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources 
under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. 
The same mitigation measure as required for the proposed project, CUL-2, would be 
required for this alternative. 

D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to cultural resources on the project site would be 
the same as the proposed project, because the area and extent of disturbance would be the 
same. Therefore, impacts to human remains under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: potentially significant. The same mitigation measure as required for the 
proposed project, CUL-3, would be required for this alternative. 

Geology and Soils 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault. Refer to 
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Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42; (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; 
(iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (iv) landslides? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with seismic risks 
under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with soil erosion or 
loss under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, just 
completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with geologic unit or soil 
instability under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with expansive soil 
under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

As with the proposed project, this alternative would connect to the existing sewer system and 
would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
Therefore, impacts associated with soil suitability for septic tanks under this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation 
or disposal of hazardous materials during construction under this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measures 
HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would be required for this alternative, as they would be for the proposed 
project, and would reduce impacts to below the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same development as the proposed project, but completed in 
a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with transportation, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials during operation under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with the reasonable 
foreseeable accidental release of hazardous materials during construction would be the same 
as the proposed project: potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measures HAZ-
1 and HAZ-2 would be required for this alternative, as they would be for the proposed 
project, and would reduce impacts to below the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same development as the proposed project, but completed in 
a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with the reasonable foreseeable 
accidental release of hazardous materials during operation would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 
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C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous 
emissions or handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school during 
construction would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. 
Incorporation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would be required for this 
alternative, as they would be for the proposed project, and would reduce impacts to below the 
level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same development as the proposed project, but completed in 
a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous emissions or handling 
of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school during operation would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would is create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with being located 
on a hazardous materials site would be the same as the proposed project during construction: 
potentially significant. Incorporation of mitigation measure HAZ-1 would be required for 
this alternative, as it would be for the proposed project, and would reduce impacts to below 
the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same development as the proposed project, but completed in a 
shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with being located on a hazardous materials 
site would be the same as the proposed project during operation: less than significant. 
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E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project. The project 
site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport. 
Therefore, impacts associated with being located within an airport land use plan area or 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport would be the same as the proposed 
project: no impact. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project. The 
project site is not located within or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, impacts 
associated with being located within the vicinity of a private airstrip would be the same as 
the proposed project: no impact. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, but 
would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with emergency 
response and evacuation would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including, where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts associated with 
wildland fires would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
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groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

As with the proposed project, groundwater would not be drawn from the site for construction 
or operational usage. Groundwater recharge on the project site would be achieved through 
the incorporation of landscape areas that would promote infiltration and percolation. 
Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, but 
would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

F. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

This alternative would develop the project site in much the same way as the proposed project. 
The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, impacts would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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G. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect  
flood flows? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project. The project 
site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving  
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or as a result of 
sea level rise? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project. The project 
site is elevated and not in an area at risk of flooding as a result of the failure of a dam or 
levee, or as a result of sea-level rise. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

I. Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project. The project 
site is situated at elevations ranging from approximately 40 to 150 feet amsl, so risks 
associated with inundation hazards due to a seiche or tsunami is very low. The project site is 
not located on or near a coastal bluff top, nor located near a large body of water or 
downslope from an unstable hillside that could result in mudflow. Therefore, impacts would 
be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Land Use and Planning 

A. Physically divide an established community? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
land use plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, but 
would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, this alternative would result in the 
same severity of impacts and level of impact as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community  
conservation plan? 

This alternative would develop the project site the same as the proposed project, and the site is 
not in an area covered by an adopted applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the proposed project: no impact.  

Noise 

A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of  
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

Construction 

This alternative would involve the same construction, equipment, and extent of disturbance 
as the proposed project. However, under this alternative, daily construction activities would 
be doubled, increasing the intensity of construction activity and increasing noise levels on a 
short-term basis while reducing the overall construction period to reduce the duration that 
sensitive receptors (residents) would be exposed to construction noise. If, in fact, the amount 
of equipment working on site at any one time doubled, and if that equipment were in the 
same general location such that any one receiver was hearing the effect of that doubling of 
sound energy, than there would be a 3 dB increase, which would not be perceived as a 
doubling of sound. Because of the way the typical human ear responds to changes in sound 
energy, a 3 dB change is just barely perceptible, in the community environment. A doubling 
of the equipment on site would result in a change in noise levels from construction that 
would be characterized as barely perceptible. Furthermore, because the equipment, although 
doubled, would be spread out across the entire site, and because a doubling of equipment 
does not equate to a doubling of noise levels, the increased noise levels would not be such 
that additional effects would occur compared to the proposed project. The approximate 
halving of the construction duration would be a substantial reduction in nuisance noise 
associated with construction. Consequently, the noise levels and impacts from this alternative 
would be similar during construction as the proposed project: potentially significant. 
Mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-7 would cumulatively result in reducing noise 
levels to below the standards established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and thereby below 
the level of significance.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, the noise levels and impacts 
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from this alternative would be the same during operation as the proposed project: potentially 
significant. Mitigation measure NOI-8 would reduce noise levels to below the standards 
established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and therefore below the level of significance. 

B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Consequently, the groundborne 
vibration, groundborne noise levels, and impacts from this alternative would be the same 
during construction as the proposed project: less than significant.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Consequently, the groundborne 
vibration, groundborne noise levels, and impacts from this alternative would be the same 
during operation as the proposed project: less than significant.  

C. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, the noise levels and impacts 
from this alternative would be the same during operation as the proposed project: potentially 
significant. Mitigation measure NOI-8 would reduce noise levels to below the standards 
established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and therefore below the level of significance. 

D. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would involve the same construction, equipment, and extent of disturbance as 
the proposed project. However, under this alternative, daily construction activities would be 
doubled, increasing the intensity of construction activity and increasing noise levels on a short-
term basis, but reducing the overall construction period and reducing the duration that sensitive 
receptors (residents) would be exposed to construction noise. Because the equipment, although 
doubled, would be spread out across the entire site, and because a doubling of equipment does 
not equate to a doubling of noise levels as received by the human ear, the increased noise levels 
would not be such that additional effects would occur compared to the proposed project. The 
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approximate halving of the construction duration would be a substantial reduction in nuisance 
noise associated with construction. Consequently, temporary noise levels would be similar, 
although the severity of impacts would be substantially reduced by halving the duration of 
impacts from this alternative during construction compared to the proposed project. The 
significance of impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: 
potentially significant. Mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-7 would result in reducing 
temporary noise levels to below the standards established in the City’s Noise Ordinance, and 
therefore below the level of significance.  

E. Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, resulting in exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, no impact would result from 
exposure of people residing or working within an airport land use plan area or within 2 
miles of a public airport. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: no impact. 

F. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, resulting in exposure of people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. The project site is not located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project: no impact. 

Population and Housing 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by  
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts would be the same as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 
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B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and increase in number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. The number of residents would increase from existing under this 
alternative by 147, and the number of units would increase by 62. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would increase the housing units at the project site over existing 
conditions. However, this alternative would not provide any on-site housing during 
construction, all existing 194 units and four multi-family units would be demolished at the 
onset, and residences would not be available until project construction is completed; this is 
distinct from the three-phased approach of the proposed project, which would allow for 
residential occupancy during construction. This displacement would be temporary during the 
24-month construction period, after which increased housing would be available on the 
project site compared to existing conditions under this alternative, as with the proposed 
project. Therefore, the severity of impacts would be increased, but the level of significance 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

This alternative would involve the same uses and increase in number of units as the proposed 
project, and at the same site. The number of residents would increase from existing under this 
alternative by 147, and the number of units would increase by 62. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would increase the housing units at the proposed project site over 
existing conditions. However, this alternative would not provide any on-site housing during 
construction, and the demolition of all existing 194 units and four multi-family units at the 
onset would result in the displacement of approximately 456 (194 x 2.36 persons per 
household) people. Replacement residences on site would not be available until project 
construction is completed, which is distinct from the three-phased approach of the proposed 
project that would allow for residential occupancy during construction. This displacement 
would be temporary during the 24-month construction period, after which increased housing 
would be available on the project site. Therefore, the severity of impacts would be increased, 
but the level of significance would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Traffic and Transportation 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes 
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
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components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. As noted under the Air Quality section 
for this Alternative, impacts would be increased compared to the proposed project as a result 
of the intensification of daily construction activities, and implementation of mitigation 
measure AQ-3 would require the use of tier 3 engines which would reduce NOx emissions to 
a less than significant level. However, specific to traffic, although the increased intensity 
(approximate doubling) of construction activity would increase worker-related trips, this 
would be offset by the elimination of on-site residential occupants during construction under 
this alternative compared to the proposed project. Consequently, the trip generation, traffic 
levels, traffic patterns, and use of mass transit and non-motorized travel modes during 
construction of this alternative would be similar to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts 
from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project for existing plus project, near-term, and horizon 
year 2035 scenarios: less than significant. 

B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Although the increased intensity 
(approximate doubling) of construction activity would increase worker-related trips, this 
would be offset by the elimination of on-site residential occupants during construction under 
this alternative compared to the proposed project. Consequently, the trip generation, traffic 
levels, and traffic patterns during construction of this alternative would be similar to the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 
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Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Although the increased intensity 
(approximate doubling) of construction activity would increase worker-related trips, this 
would be offset by the elimination of on-site residential occupants during construction 
under this alternative compared to the proposed project. Consequently, the limited lane 
closures and City Engineer–required traffic control plan during construction of this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

This alternative would involve development of the same site with the same use, number of 
units, driveway access, and traffic-calming and pedestrian improvements along South Nardo 
Avenue as the proposed project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would result in 
a limited increase in units over the existing Solana Highlands residences, but would not 
conflict with public transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities, and would not decrease the 
performance or safety of these facilities. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be 
the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

A.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

i.  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k)? 

This alternative would have the same potential for the inadvertent discovery of Tribal 
cultural resources during ground disturbing activities. Additionally, this alternative would 
have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, but completed in a 
shortened time period. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources under this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: potentially significant. The same 
mitigation measure as required for the proposed project, CUL-1 and CUL-3, would be 
required for this alternative. 

ii.  A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

Under this alternative, the potential impacts to Tribal cultural resources on the project site 
would be the same as the proposed project, because the area and extent of disturbance 
would be the same. Based on information gathered from the Cultural Resources Study for 
the proposed project (Appendix G), the NAHC, and consultation with Native American 
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Tribes who are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area, there are 
no known tribal cultural resources within the project area. However, there is still the 
potential for unknown or buried resources to be present at the project site. Therefore, 
impacts to Tribal cultural resources under this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: potentially significant. The same mitigation measure as required for 
the proposed project, CUL-1 and CUL-3, would be required for this alternative. 

Public Services Utilities and Service Systems 

Public Services 

A. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed 
project, but would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

ii. Police Protection? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed 
project, but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from 
this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

iii. Schools? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed 
project, but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from 
this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

iv. Parks? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed 
project, but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from 
this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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v. Libraries? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed 
project, but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from 
this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant  
environmental effects? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

Energy Resources 

H. Result in inefficient energy use by amount or fuel type? 

Construction 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Although the construction phase would 
be more intense, it would be shorter and would require the same levels of energy to complete 
as the proposed project. Therefore, construction impacts from this alternative would be the 
same as the proposed project: less than significant.  

Operation 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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I. Use substantial amounts of local and regional energy supplies or create requirements for 
additional capacity? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

J. Impose additional demands on peak and base period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

K. Comply with existing energy standards? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

L. Have an adverse effect on energy resources? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

M. Result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy for transportation? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Although the construction phase would 
be more intense, it would be shorter and would require the same levels of energy to complete 
as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be the same as the 
proposed project: less than significant. 
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Recreation 

A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or  
be accelerated? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

This alternative would have the same disturbance and development as the proposed project, 
but it would be completed in a shortened time period. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be the same as the proposed project: less than significant. 

6.5.3 Alternative 8 – No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the applicant would not undertake any construction, and the 
existing dwelling units and the project site would remain as they are today. The current facility would 
continue under normal operation and maintenance activities, ostensibly retrofitting improvements to 
modernize, rehabilitate, or otherwise improve the existing apartments in a manner that would not 
require discretionary permits from the City. The No Project Alternative would however, avoid the 
removal of many existing on-site trees, since the existing grade of the site would be retained. 

None of the project objectives would be met. None of the benefits to improved stormwater, improved 
sustainability, increased residential units, or improved community character with a modernized site 
and architectural design that is consistent in scale and character to the surrounding neighborhood 
would be realized. The access points would remain unchanged; no off-site improvements to the 
roadways, such as driveway consolidation or traffic-calming measures, would be undertaken; and 
internal circulation and on-site parking for residents would not be optimized.  

No affordable housing via California’s density bonus law would be developed. Site hydrology would 
not be improved, and off-site stormwater flows would not be reduced. Increased energy efficiency 
and greater water conservation through the use of recycled water for landscaping would also not be 
achieved. No impacts would result from the No Project Alternative.  
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Aesthetics  

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated scenic vista or scenic corridor. No 
impacts would result from this alternative, which would be substantially reduced compared 
to the proposed project, which would have impacts of less than significant. 

B. Substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The project site is not within or visible from a designated state scenic highway. No impacts 
would result from this alternative, which would be substantially reduced compared to the 
proposed project, which would have impacts of less than significant. 

C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and  
its surroundings? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have impacts 
of less than significant.  

D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have impacts 
of less than significant. 

Air Quality 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have impacts 
of less than significant. 
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B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. 

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
 the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

No changes would result from this alternative and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have impacts 
of less than significant. 

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have  
potentially significant impacts reduced to less than significant with the incorporation of 
mitigation measure AQ-1. 

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have impacts 
of less than significant. 

Biological Resources 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of potentially significant and require mitigation. 
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B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No changes would result from this alternative and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. 

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of potentially significant and would require mitigation.  

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be the same as compared to the proposed project, no impact. 
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Greenhouse Gases 

A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. However, no improvements would result to efficiency of 
energy, water fittings, or appliances. 

B. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would have 
impacts of less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be the same compared to the proposed project: no impact.  

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be potentially 
significant and would require mitigation.  

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique  
geologic feature? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be potentially 
significant and would require mitigation.  
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D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be potentially 
significant and would require mitigation.  

Geology and Soils 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault. Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42; (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; 
(iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (iv) landslides? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be less than significant.  

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be less than significant. 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be less than significant. 

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be less than significant. 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
the same as the proposed project: no impact. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site, and, subsequently, no change 
in the number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures. Although the existing 
structures may potentially contain asbestos and lead-based paint, which could remain under 
the No Project Alternative, no routine transport, use, or disposal of those materials would 
occur. Therefore, no impacts would result, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project: potentially significant.  

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. Although 
the existing structures may potentially contain asbestos and lead-based paints, which 
could remain under the No Project Alternative, no release of these materials would occur. 
Therefore, no impacts would result, which is reduced compared to the proposed project: 
potentially significant.  

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. Although the 
existing structures may potentially contain asbestos and lead-based paints, which could 
remain under the No Project Alternative, no emission or handling of those materials would 
occur. Therefore, no impacts would result associated with emitting hazardous emissions or 
handling hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school, which would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project: potentially significant.  

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would is create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. Although the 
existing structures are on the HAZNET listing of the Department of Toxic Substances 
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Control, and would remain so under the No Project Alternative, no changes would occur and, 
thus, no significant hazard to the public or the environment would result. Therefore, no 
impacts would result, which is reduced compared to the proposed project: potentially 
significant and would require mitigation.  

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. The project site 
is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport. 
Therefore, impacts associated with being located within an airport land use plan area or 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport would be the same as the proposed 
project: no impact. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. The project site is 
not located within or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, impacts associated with 
being located within the vicinity of a private airstrip would be the same as the proposed 
project: no impact. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. No changes to 
circulation would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, 
which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including, where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming measures would occur. The project site 
is located in an urbanized area largely composed of residential and institutional development, 
and is not adjacent to wildlands or intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, no impacts would 
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result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s 
impacts of less than significant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to water quality or 
waste discharge would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project 
Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted)? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to the 
use of, or percolation to, groundwater would result. Therefore, no impacts would result 
from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s 
impacts of less than significant.  

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to the existing 
drainage pattern of the site would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project 
Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to the existing 
drainage pattern of the site would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project 
Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  
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E. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

F. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to existing 
location of structures or flood flows would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from 
the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  

G. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect  
flood flows? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to existing 
locations of structures or flood flows would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from 
the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving  
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or as a result of 
sea level rise? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to existing 
structure locations would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project 
Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

I. Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant. 
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Land Use and Planning 

A. Physically divide an established community? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant. 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
land use plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of potentially significant and unmitigable. 

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community  
conservation plan? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur. This 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact.  

Noise 

A. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of  
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No construction would 
occur, and no changes to existing noise levels would result. Therefore, no impacts would 
result from the No Project Alternative. This is reduced compared to the proposed project’s 
impacts of potentially significant, which would be reduced through the incorporation of 
mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-8.  
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B. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No construction 
would occur, so no changes to existing noise levels would result. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative. This is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant. 

C. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to existing 
noise levels would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project 
Alternative. This is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of potentially 
significant, which would be reduced through the incorporation of mitigation measure NOI-8.  

D. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No construction would 
occur, so no temporary changes to existing noise levels would result. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative. This is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of potentially significant, which would be reduced through the 
incorporation of mitigation measures NOI-1 through NOI-7.  

E. Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, resulting in exposure of people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. As with the proposed 
project, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan area and is more than 2 
miles from a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, impacts from this alternative 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 
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F. Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, resulting in exposure of people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. As with the proposed 
project, the project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, 
impacts from this alternative would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

Population and Housing 

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by  
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

No change to the number of existing residences would result, and while no increase would 
result temporary displacement of existing residents would not occur under the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, which is 
reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

No change to the number of existing residences would result, and while no increase would 
result temporary displacement of existing residents would not occur under the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, which is 
reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

No change to the number of existing residences would result, and while no increase would 
result temporary displacement of existing residents would not occur under the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, which is 
reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 
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Traffic and Transportation 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes 
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result, which 
would be the same as the proposed project: no impact. 

D. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. Under the No 
Project Alternative, improvements to the driveway access and internal circulation would 
not be made. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of 
severity compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 

E. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. Under the No 
Project Alternative, improvements to the driveway access and internal circulation would 
not be made. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of 
severity compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as 
the proposed project: less than significant. 
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F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to demand for 
public transit facilities would result. However, no improvements to South Nardo Avenue to 
provide traffic-calming and pedestrian safety would be made under the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of severity 
compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 

in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k)? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be 
potentially significant and would require mitigation. 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This 
would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, which would be 
potentially significant and would require mitigation. 
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Public Services Utilities and Service Systems 

Public Services 

A. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, 
which would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  

ii. Police Protection? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, 
which would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  

iii. Schools? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, 
which would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  

iv. Parks? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, 
which would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant. 

v. Libraries? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, 
which would be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of 
less than significant.  
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Utilities and Service Systems 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, which would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

B. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, which would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or  
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would occur, which would 
be substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant.  

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to 
demands for water would result. However, under the No Project Alternative, no 
improvements to meet Title 24 requirements would be implemented, nor would project-
specific sustainability design measures that include water-efficiency design measures and 
recycled water for landscaping be made that would reduce water demand. Because of the 
ongoing drought, this inaction to reduce water use under the No Project Alternative 
would be more impactful on water use than other provisions, such as wastewater and 
energy, because those resources are not constrained. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be increased in terms of severity compared to the proposed project, but 
would remain the same level of impact as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to 
generation or treatment demands for wastewater would result. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant. 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to 
generation or disposal demands for solid waste would result. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant.  

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to 
generation or disposal demands for solid waste would result. Therefore, no impacts 
would result from the No Project Alternative, which is reduced compared to the proposed 
project’s impacts of less than significant. 

Energy Resources 

H. Result in inefficient energy use by amount or fuel type? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to demands for 
electricity would result. However, under the No Project Alternative, no improvements to meet 
Title 24 requirements would be implemented, nor would project-specific sustainability design 
measures that include energy-efficiency design measures be made. Therefore, impacts from this 
alternative would be increased in terms of severity compared to the proposed project, but would 
remain the same level of impact as the proposed project: less than significant. 
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I. Use substantial amounts of local and regional energy supplies or create requirements for 
additional capacity? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site; subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic-calming would occur. No changes to demands for 
electricity would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, 
which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

J. Impose additional demands on peak and base period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site, and subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic calming. No changes to demands for 
electricity would result. Therefore, no impacts would result from the No Project Alternative, 
which is reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

K. Comply with existing energy standards? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site, and subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic calming. However, under the No Project 
Alternative, no improvements to meet Title 24 requirements would be implemented, nor would 
project-specific sustainability design measures that include energy-efficiency design measures 
be made. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of severity 
compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

L. Have an adverse effect on energy resources? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site, and subsequently, no change in 
number of units, residents, access, or traffic calming. However, under the No Project 
Alternative, no improvements to meet Title 24 requirements would be implemented, nor would 
project-specific sustainability design measures that include energy efficiency design measures 
be made. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of severity 
compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

M. Result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary use of energy for transportation? 

This alternative would involve no new development of the site, and subsequently, no change 
in number of units, residents, access, or traffic calming. During operation, energy for 
transportation would be used in much the same way as under existing conditions, as residents 
would commute to places of work and take trips for sundries, leisure, and other purposes. 
The availability of transit options (adjacent bus stops and nearby local and regional rail 
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service) and suitability of climate and infrastructure accommodations for alternative 
transportation options (cycling and walking) would also persist and would reduce the reliance 
on use of energy for transportation. However, under the No Project Alternative, no 
improvements in efficiency of local circulation by optimizing internal circulation would be 
undertaken, and provisions for pre-wired electric-vehicle charging stations would not be 
made. Therefore, impacts from this alternative would be increased in terms of severity 
compared to the proposed project, but would remain the same level of impact as the proposed 
project: less than significant. 

Recreation 

A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur  
or be accelerated? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No changes would result from this alternative, and, thus, no impacts would result. This would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project’s impacts of less than significant. 

6.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project. As evaluated in Chapter 3 of this DEIR, the potentially 
significant impacts of the proposed project would affect biological resources (mature native trees 
and nesting birds), cultural resources (potential for undiscovered resources) including tribal 
cultural resources, hazardous materials (demolition of existing buildings) and noise (construction 
noise and HVAC operations). As it would avoid impacts to each of these issue topics, the No 
Project Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) also states that if the environmentally 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative from among the other alternatives. The Original Proposed (Reduced Export) 
– Alternative 6 would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative from the remaining 
alternatives, as although it would increase private view impacts, it would also reduce the severity 
of significant impacts to air quality and noise during construction compared to the proposed 
project, while achieving most of the basic project objectives.  
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CHAPTER 7 
EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Section 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) briefly indicate the reasons that various possible significant 
effects of a project are determined not to be significant and why each of these effects are not 
discussed in detail in the EIR. The environmental issues discussed in the following sections are 
not considered significant, and the reasons for this conclusion are outlined in detail below.  

7.1 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

As outlined by the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, the site is designated “urban and built-up land” and does not contain prime farmland, 
unique farmland, or farmland of local or statewide importance on site or within the general project 
vicinity (California Department of Conservation 2008). Due to the lack of farmland on site, the 
project is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract (California Department of Conservation 2014). 

According the National Resources Conservation Service, over 50% of the soils on site are mapped as 
loamy alluvial land-Huerhuero complex, 9% to 50% slopes, and severely eroded. In addition, marina 
loamy coarse sand, with 9% to 30% slopes, and marina loamy coarse sand, 2% to 9% slopes, are also 
mapped on site (USDA 2011). As such, these soils do not qualify for a Storie Index Rating of 80 to 
100 in the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service land use capability 
classification, which constitutes soil suitability for agricultural resources.  

Although the site does include biological resources, including trees, the site is not zoned for 
forest or timberland production, and the proposed project would not result in any impacts to 
timberland or forestry resources. Due to the project site’s classification of urban and built-up 
land through the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the lack of agricultural and/or 
forest resources on site currently, existing development on site and the surrounding dense 
residential development, and the lack of soil for potential agricultural or forestry use, no impacts 
to agricultural and forestry resources would result from implementation of the proposed project.  

7.2 MINERAL RESOURCES 

The project site is located within Mineral Resource Zone 1 (MRZ-1), where adequate 
information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present or where it is determined 
that there is little likelihood for their presence (California Department of Conservation 1982). In 
addition, mineral resource extraction on site would be incompatible with the existing use and the 
site’s current zoning, as well as adjacent residential land uses.  
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The site is currently developed as a residential community and has never been a part of a mineral 
extraction operation. Due to the existing development on site, sensitive noise receptors of all of 
the surrounding residential developments, and the lack of mineral resources as indicated by the 
MRZ-1 designation, a mining operation would not be a feasible use of the site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in impacts to mineral resources.  

7.3 REFERENCES 

California Department of Conservation. 1982. Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials 
in the Western San Diego County Production–Consumption Region. Prepared by S.L. 
Kohler and R.V. Miller. Special Report 153. Sacramento, California: California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. Accessed November 26, 
2012. http://archive.org/details/minerallandclass153kohl. 

California Department of Conservation. 2008. “San Diego County Important Farmland 2008 
[map].” Sheet 1 of 2. 1:120,000. Division of Land Resources Protection, Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring. Accessed January 23, 2015. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/ 
dlrp/fmmp/pdf/2008/sdg08_west.pdf. 

California Department of Conservation. 2014. “San Diego County Williamson Act 2013/2014 
Map.” Accessed January 23, 2015. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/ 
San_Diego_w_13_14_WA.pdf . 

USDA (U.S. Department of Agriculture). 2011. Web Soil Survey. USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Soil Survey Staff. Accessed January 23, 2015. 
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx.



 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 8-1 

CHAPTER 8 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The following table addresses requirements identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) and 
15097 that Lead Agencies, such as the City of Solana Beach, adopt a program for reporting and 
monitoring the implementation of mitigation measures identified in an EIR as project conditions 
of approval. For each mitigation measure identified in the EIR, the following monitoring 
components are identified: action required; timing of implementation; and enforcement agency 
responsible for monitoring measure implementation.  

These Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) commitments have been 
incorporated into the project and are to be implemented before construction, during construction, 
and/or operation of the Project in accordance with the Draft EIR.  

Mitigation measures, as described below in Table 1, were identified for the environmental 
resource topics of Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Tribal Cultural Resources, and Noise.  

Project design features that were relied upon for evaluations of impact significance are also 
included as part of this MMRP relative to Biological Resources, Sustainability 
Components, and Traffic Calming Measures and are anticipated to be formal conditions of 
approval for the proposed project. Project design features are provided in Table 2, below.



 8 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 8-2 

Table 8-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Timing 
Enforcement 

Agency 

Air Quality 

AQ-1 To reduce the potential for health risks as a result of construction of the project 
the Applicant shall: 

A. Prior to the start of construction activities, the project applicant, or its 
designee, shall ensure that all diesel-powered excavators, forklifts, paving 
equipment, rollers, rubber tired dozers, scrapers, and 
tractors/loaders/backhoes, are powered with CARB certified Tier 4 Interim 
engines, except where the project applicant establishes to the satisfaction 
of the City that Tier 4 Interim equipment is not available.  

• All other diesel-powered construction equipment will be classified as 
Tier 3 or higher, at a minimum, except where the project applicant 
establishes to the satisfaction of the City that Tier 3 equipment is not 
available.  

In the case where the applicant is unable to secure a piece of equipment that 
meets the Tier 4 Interim requirement, the applicant may upgrade another piece 
of equipment to compensate (from Tier 4 Interim to Tier 4 Final).  

Engine Tier requirements in accordance with this measure shall be 
incorporated on all construction plans. As the construction fleet details 
assumed for this analysis were based on best available data at the time of 
preparation (June 2018), construction fleet and operating scenarios may 
change once a contractor is selected prior to construction anticipated to be 
mid-2020.  

B. Prior to the commencement of any demolition, grading or construction 
activity on the project site, if the applicant makes any changes to the fleet 
construction, the applicant will conduct a supplemental health risk 
assessment (HRA) to ensure that the health risk associated with the 
construction scenario at the time of construction is no greater risk than the 
10 in one million as stated in the EIR.  

 

Establish construction fleet in accordance 
with measure and/or demonstrate health 
risk of less than 10 in one million if 
construction fleet differs from that. 

Prior to construction City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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Table 8-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Timing 
Enforcement 

Agency 

All emissions for criteria pollutants would be well below the SDAPCD thresholds. In 
addition, construction best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to 
further limit exposure of sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants, consistent with 
SDAPCD Rule 55. Construction BMPs are as follows: 

BMP AQ-1:  Consistent with San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55, 
the project applicant shall ensure that fugitive dust generated by grading and 
construction activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of retaining dust 
on the site, by following the dust control best management practices listed 
below: 

a. During clearing, grading, earthmoving, excavation, or transportation of cut 
or fill materials, the project applicant shall use water trucks or sprinkler 
systems to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create a crust after 
each day’s activities cease. 

b. During construction, the project applicant shall use water truck or sprinkler 
systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent 
dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this would include wetting down 
such areas at least twice per day, later in the morning and after work is 
completed for the day, and whenever winds exceed 15 miles per hour. 

c. The project applicant shall ensure that soil stockpiled for more than 2 
days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent 
dust generation. 

d. The project applicant shall post signs on-site to limit speeds on unpaved 
roads to not more than 15 miles per hour. 

e. The project applicant shall halt all grading and excavation operations 
when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

f. The project applicant shall ensure that dirt and debris spilled onto paved 
surfaces at the project site and on the adjacent roadways shall be swept, 
vacuumed, and/or washed at the end of each workday. 

g. The project applicant shall ensure that all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or 

Implement BMPs consistent with SDAPCD 
Rule 55 

During construction City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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Table 8-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Timing 
Enforcement 

Agency 

other loose material to and from the construction site shall be tarped and 
maintain a minimum 2 feet of freeboard. 

h. The project applicant shall, at a minimum, at each vehicle egress from the 
project site to a paved public road, install a pad consisting of washed 
gravel (minimum-size: 1 inch) maintained in a clean condition. 

BMP AQ-2: The project applicant shall implement the following best management 
practices during construction to reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from construction equipment to the extent 
feasible: 

a. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum size 
necessary to accomplish the task for which it is used. 

b. The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be 
minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the 
smallest practicable number is operating at any one time. 

c. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

d. Electric equipment shall be utilized in lieu of diesel-powered equipment, 
where feasible. 

e. Delivery or haul truck idling time shall not exceed 5 minutes at any single 
location per the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure 13 (13 California Code of Regulations Section 2485), 
unless additional time is required for safety reasons, per engine 
manufacturers’ specifications or reasons stated in the Final Regulation 
Order of 13 California Code of Regulations Section 2485. 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1:  Prior to certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall complete, to the 
satisfaction of the City of Solana Beach, a Tree Protection Plan. As required by 
Policy 3.53 of the Land Use Plan, the applicant shall replace all native trees 

The applicant shall complete and submit for 
approval a Tree Protection plan which 
depicts existing trees potential left in place 

The Tree Protection 
plan shall be 
completed prior to 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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Table 8-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Timing 
Enforcement 

Agency 

(five sycamores) at a 1:1 ratio, and shall ensure maturity and viability of the 
root zone. Further, based on the removal of other trees on site as a result of 
development, and as outlined in the project’s Tree Inventory and Protection 
Plan, the applicant shall provide an arborist’s certification that the replacement 
trees are in good health and thriving. Monitoring will occur three times during 
year 1, twice during year 2, and annually during years 3 through 5. Following 
each monitoring inspection, a monitoring report will be provided by the arborist 
as notification to the City of Solana Beach that the trees are healthy and 
establishing. The final monitoring report will provide certification that the trees 
are healthy and established. Should any of the trees die during the monitoring 
period, they will be replaced by a minimum 72-inch box tree and will be 
monitored for the remainder of the 5 year period. Declining trees will be 
provided appropriate measures to improve health or structural condition, or the 
tree(s) will be replaced. 

or relocated, as well as all proposed new 
and replacement native trees on site. 
Monitoring of replacement trees over a 5 
year period is required. At the completion of 
the monitoring period, the applicant shall 
submit a final monitoring report. 

certificate of 
occupancy. 
Monitoring of 
replacement trees 
shall occur three 
times during year 1, 
twice during year 2, 
and annually during 
years 3 through 5. 

BIO-2:  The project biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys in the proposed 
project impact area and a 500-foot buffer around the impact area no earlier 
than 7 days prior to any on-site grading and construction activities that would 
occur during the nesting/breeding season of special-status birds or birds 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Pre-construction surveys shall 
be conducted between January 1 and September 15, or as determined by the 
project biologist. The purpose of the pre-construction surveys shall be to 
determine whether occupied nests are present in the impact zone or within 500 
feet of the impact zone boundary. In addition, surveys shall be conducted 
every 2 weeks for sensitive nesting birds during the breeding season.  

 

If occupied nests are found, then the limits of construction to avoid occupied 
nests shall be established by the project biologist in the field with flagging, 
fencing, or other appropriate barriers (e.g., 300 to 500 feet), and construction 
personnel shall be instructed about the sensitivity of nest areas. If nesting 

Conduct pre-construction surveys in order 
to determine whether occupied nests are 
present in the impact zone or within 500 
feet of the impact zone boundary. If 
occupied nests are found, then the limits of 
construction to avoid occupied nests shall 
be established by the project biologist. 

No earlier than 7 days 
prior to any on-site 
grading and 
construction activities 
that would occur 
during the 
nesting/breeding 
season of special-
status birds or birds 
protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. 

 

Pre-construction 
surveys shall be 

City of Solana 
Beach 
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sensitive birds are detected at any time during the breeding season, the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be notified, and the project 
biologist shall serve as a weekly construction monitor during those periods 
when construction activities are to occur near active nest areas (i.e., within 100 
feet of setback) to avoid inadvertent impacts to nests. The project biologist 
may adjust the 250-foot or 500-foot setback at his or her discretion depending 
on the species and the location of the nest (e.g., if the nest is well protected in 
an area buffered by dense vegetation). Once the nest is no longer occupied for 
the season, construction may proceed.  

conducted between 
January 15 and 
September 15, or as 
determined by the 
biologist. 

 

Surveys shall be 
conducted every 2 
weeks for sensitive 
nesting birds during 
the breeding season. 
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Cultural Resources 

CUL-1:  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall 
retain an archaeological monitor and a Native American (Kumeyaay) monitor, 
approved by the City of Solana Beach (City), to monitor ground-disturbing 
activities associated with the proposed project, including but not limited to 
grading, excavation, brush clearance, and grubbing. The archaeological and 
Native American monitors shall conduct preconstruction cultural resources 
worker sensitivity training to bring awareness to personnel of actions to be 
taken in the event of a cultural resources discovery. The duration and timing of 
monitoring shall be determined by the qualified archaeologist in consultation 
with the City.  

 

Initially, all ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed project 
shall be monitored. However, the qualified archaeologist, based on 
observations of soil stratigraphy or other factors, and subject to the approval of 
the City, may reduce the level of monitoring as warranted. In the event that 
cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, the 
archaeological monitor shall have the authority to halt or redirect ground-
disturbing activities away from the vicinity of the find so that the find can be 
evaluated. If the find is determined to be potentially significant, the 
archaeologist, in consultation with the City and appropriate Native American 
monitor and group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native American resource), 
shall develop a treatment plan. Construction activities shall be redirected to 
other work areas until the treatment plan has been implemented or the 
qualified archaeologist determines that work can resume in the vicinity of the 
find. 

A qualified archaeological monitor and 
Kumeyaay Native American monitor shall 
be retained by the project applicant and 
approved by the City to monitor ground-
disturbing activities. Preconstruction cultural 
resources worker sensitivity training shall 
be conducted by the approved monitors. If 
cultural resources are unearthed during 
ground-disturbing activities, the monitors, in 
consultation with the City shall develop a 
treatment plan. 

Prior to the start of 
any ground-disturbing 
activity, the applicant 
shall retain qualified 
archaeologist and 
Native American 
monitors. 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

CUL-2:  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall 
retain a qualified paleontologist (an individual with an MS or PhD in 

The project applicant shall retain a qualified 
paleontologist for full-time monitoring on 

Prior to the start of 
any ground-disturbing 

City of 
Solana 
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paleontology or geology who is familiar with paleontological procedures and 
techniques, who is knowledgeable in the geology and paleontology of San 
Diego County (County), and who has worked as a paleontological mitigation 
project supervisor in the County for a least 1 year) who shall attend the pre-
construction meeting to consult with the grading and excavation contractors 
concerning excavation schedules, paleontological field techniques, and safety 
issues. A paleontological monitor (an individual who has experience in the 
collection and salvage of fossil materials, working under the direction of a 
qualified paleontologist) shall be on site on a full-time basis during the original 
cutting of previously undisturbed deposits of high paleontological resource 
potential (e.g., Quaternary terrace and landslide deposits correlative with the 
Bay Point Formation and Torrey Sandstone) to inspect exposures for 
contained fossils. 

 

In the event that paleontological resources are discovered or unearthed during 
project subsurface activities, all earth-disturbing work within 50 feet of the find 
shall be temporarily halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist. The paleontologist shall notify the City to determine 
procedures that should be followed before construction is allowed to resume at 
the location of the find. If the City determines that avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of the 
proposed project on the qualities that make the resource important. The plan 
shall be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. 

site during the original cutting of previously 
undisturbed deposits. 

 

In the event that paleontological resources 
are discovered or unearthed during project 
subsurface activities, all earth-disturbing 
work within 50 feet of the find shall be 
temporarily halted or diverted until the 
discovery is examined by a qualified 
paleontologist. If avoidance of the 
resource(s) is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall prepare and submit to 
the City an excavation plan prior to 
implementation. 

activity, the project 
applicant shall retain 
a qualified 
paleontologist. 

Beach 

CUL-3:  In the event of accidental discovery of any human remains during construction 
of the proposed project, the applicant is responsible for the discovery and shall 
contact the County coroner immediately. Construction activities shall be halted 
in accordance with Section 15064.4(e)(1) of the California Environmental 
Quality Act Guidelines and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety 
Code. If the remains are found to be Native American, California Health and 

The applicant shall contact the County 
coroner immediately in the event of a 
discovery of human remains during 
construction. Construction activities shall 
comply with applicable regulations of the 
California Environmental Quality Act 

During construction City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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Safety Code, Section 7050.5(c), and California Public Resources Code, 
Section 5097.98 (as amended by Assembly Bill 2641), shall be followed by the 
City. 

Guidelines and the California Health and 
Safety Code. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1:  Prior to the start of demolition, an asbestos survey shall be performed by the 
County of San Diego (County) Department of Environmental Health (DEH), 
Occupational Health Program (OHP) for all on-site structures that will be 
disturbed by demolition activities in accordance with County Administrative 
Manual Asbestos Policy 0050-01-9. The survey shall cover the entire building 
to be demolished, document the location and types of asbestos found, and 
determine whether any on-site abatement of asbestos-containing materials is 
necessary. If asbestos is located during the survey, an abatement work plan 
shall be prepared by the applicant and approved by County DEH in compliance 
with local, state, and federal regulations for removal of such materials. The 
work plan shall include specifications for the proper removal and disposal of 
asbestos. The County DEH, OHP, or its designee will monitor project 
applicant’s implementation of the asbestos work plan to ensure that proper 
controls are implemented and to ensure compliance with the work plan 
requirements and abatement contractor specifications. Any necessary 
asbestos sampling and abatement shall be done by a California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA)-certified asbestos 
consultant/contractor and all costs associated with such sampling and 
abatement shall be paid for by the project applicant. 

 

In addition, the project applicant shall comply with all San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District and Cal/OSHA have notification requirements pertaining to the 
disturbance of asbestos-containing materials. When applicable, the project 
applicant shall make these notifications prior to the activity as follows: 

An asbestos survey shall be performed for 
all on-site structures that would be 
disturbed by demolition activities in 
accordance with County Asbestos Policy. If 
asbestos is located during the survey, an 
abatement work plan shall be prepared by 
County DEH in compliance with local, state, 
and federal regulations for removal of such 
materials. 

Prior to the issuance 
of a Demolition or 
Grading Permit. 

 

If applicable (if 
asbestos-containing 
materials is 
identified), the 
following notification 
is required: 

 10-day 
notification to the 
San Diego Air 
Pollution Control 
District for 
renovation/
demolition 
activities. 

 24-hour 
notification to 
Cal/OSHA. 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

County of 
San Diego 
DEH 

County of 
San Diego 
OHP 
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a.     10-day notification to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District for 
renovation/demolition activities. (Note: These are 10 working days; 
asbestos activities can start on the 11th day. Working days means 
Monday through Friday, including holidays that fall on these days.) 

b.     24-hour notification to Cal/OSHA. 

HAZ-2:  Prior to the start of demolition, a lead-based-paint survey shall be performed 
by a Certified Lead Inspector/Assessor as defined in Title 17, California Code 
of Regulations, Section 35005, approved by the City and paid for by the project 
applicant, for all on-site structures that will be disturbed by demolition activities 
in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations. The survey shall cover 
the entire building to be demolished, document the location and types of lead-
based paint found, and determine whether any on-site abatement of lead-
based paint is necessary. If lead-based paint is located during the survey, an 
abatement work plan shall be prepared by the County DEH in compliance with 
local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal of such 
materials. The work plan shall include specifications for the proper removal 
and disposal of lead-based paint. The project applicant shall implement the 
work plan and shall be responsible for payment of all fees and costs 
associated with preparation and implementation of the work plan. The County 
DEH, OHP, or its designee will monitor project applicant’s implementation of 
the lead-based paint work plan to ensure that proper controls are implemented 
and to ensure compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement 
contractor specifications. 

 

The applicant shall retain a California-licensed lead-based-paint abatement 
contractor, approved by the City, for the removal work and proper removal 
methodology as outlined by Cal/OSHA (8 CCR 1529), and all other applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations regarding the removal, transport, and 
disposal of lead-containing material shall be applied. The lead-based-paint 

A lead-based-paint survey shall be 
performed by a Certified Lead 
Inspector/Assessor. If lead-based paint is 
located during the survey, an abatement 
work plan shall be prepared by the County 
DEH. The applicant shall retain a California-
licensed lead-based-paint abatement 
contractor for the removal work and proper 
removal methodology. 

Prior to the issuance 
of a Demolition or 
Grading Permit 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

County of 
San Diego 
DEH 

Count of San 
Diego OHP 
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abatement work plan shall include a monitoring plan to be conducted by a 
qualified consultant during abatement activities to ensure compliance with the 
work plan requirements and abatement contractor specifications. The work 
plan shall include provisions for construction worker training, worker protection, 
and conducting exposure assessments as needed. As part of the work plan, 
construction contractors shall consult federal OSHA regulations (29 CFR 
1926.62) and Cal/OSHA regulations (8 CCR 1532.1) regarding lead in 
construction standards for complete requirements. Demolition plans and 
contract specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement measures 
for the removal of materials containing lead-based paint to the satisfaction of 
the City of Solana Beach Planning and Building Department. The measures 
shall be consistent with the abatement work plan prepared for the project and 
conducted by a California-licensed lead/asbestos abatement contractor. 

Noise 

NOI-1:  During all phases of construction, vehicle staging areas and stockpiling shall 
be located as far as is practicable from existing nearby noise sensitive uses. 

Construction compliance with City Noise 
Ordinances. 

Throughout 
construction 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

NOI-2: In compliance with the City of Solana Beach Municipal Code Noise Ordinance, 
the applicant shall require that construction activities be limited to between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the 
hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on Saturday, with the exception of legal 
holidays during which time construction will not be permitted. 

Project compliance with the City’s Municipal 
Code Noise Ordinance 

Throughout 
construction 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

NOI-3:  Prior to issuance of any demolition or grading permit, the applicant shall 
establish a noise complaint response program subject to the approval of the 
City and shall respond to any noise complaints received for this project by 
measuring noise levels at the affected receptor site. The noise complaint 
response program shall require that all residences and noise-sensitive land 
uses within 50 feet of construction site shall be notified of the construction. The 

The applicant shall establish a noise 
complaint response program subject to the 
approval of the City and shall respond to 
any noise complaints received for this 
project by measuring noise levels at the 

Prior to the issuance 
of a Demolition or 
Grading Permit 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 



 8 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project DEIR 8607 

June 2018 8-12 

Table 8-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Solana Highlands Revitalization Project Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure Action Required Timing 
Enforcement 

Agency 

notification will describe the activities anticipated, provide dates and hours, and 
provide contact information with a description of a complaint and response 
procedure. Additionally, as part of the noise complaint response program, the 
applicant shall designate a “Construction Liaison” who will be responsible for 
notifying the City and Engineer and responding to any local complaints about 
construction noise. The liaison will determine the cause of the noise complaints 
(starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute reasonable measures, 
approved by the City Engineer, to correct the problem within 48 hours after 
receiving a complaint. 

 If a noise complaint is registered that cannot be resolved by the Construction 
Liaison, then the applicant shall retain a Qualified Noise Consultant to conduct 
noise measurements at the location where the complaint was registered. If the 
noise level exceeds an Leq(8) of 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA; i.e., more than 
75 dBA for more than 8 hours during any 24-hour period when measured at or 
within an adjacent residential property), the applicant shall implement noise 
reduction measures, such as portable sound attenuation walls, use of quieter 
equipment, shift of construction schedule to avoid the presence of sensitive 
receptors, etc., to reduce noise levels, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
The determination of appropriate resolutions to noise complaints shall be sent 
to the complainant and City Engineer within 48 hours after the receipt of a 
complaint. 

affected receptor site. 

 

The applicant shall designate a 
“Construction Liaison” who will be 
responsible for responding to any local 
complaints about construction noise.  

 

If a noise complaint is registered that 
cannot be resolved by the Construction 
Liaison, then the applicant shall retain a 
Qualified Noise Consultant to conduct noise 
measurements at the location where the 
complaint was registered. 

NOI-4:  The applicant shall require that all construction equipment be operated with 
mandated noise control equipment (mufflers or silencers). Enforcement will be 
accomplished by random field inspections during construction activities, by a 
qualified noise consultant, retained by the project applicant and approved by, 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

All construction equipment shall be 
operated at appropriate noise levels 
identified in the City’s Municipal Code Noise 
Ordinance. 

Throughout 
construction. 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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NOI-5:  Prior to the issuance of a Demolition or Grading Permit, the applicant shall 
provide a written and signed letter to the Director of Community Development, 
stating that a Qualified Noise Consultant has been hired to conduct noise 
monitoring during the demolition and grading phases of construction. The 
Qualified Noise Consultant shall periodically monitor noise levels to ensure 
compliance with the Solana Beach Municipal Code Noise Ordinance sections 
dealing with construction noise and shall notify the City in writing within 24 
hours of any exceedance of the Noise Ordinance. 

The applicant shall hire a qualified noise 
consultant to conduct noise monitoring 
during the entire demolition and grading 
phases of construction to ensure 
compliance with the City’s Municipal Code. 
The City’s Director of Community 
Development must receive a written and 
signed letter of documentation. 

Prior to the issuance 
of a Demolition or 
Grading Permit 

City of 
Solana 
Beach  

NOI-6:  The following measures are required of all construction activities implemented 
under the proposed project: 

 Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far as 
reasonable from sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or 
are within 50 feet of the construction site. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (i.e., in excess of 5 
minutes) shall be prohibited. 

The project applicant shall comply with 
construction regulations specific to 
construction activities within 50 feet of 
sensitive receptors, set forth by the City. 

Throughout 
construction 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

NOI-7:  In the event construction noise levels are exceeded, the applicant shall 
immediately alter construction activities to achieve compliance instance. 
Compliance shall be achieved through the installation of temporary noise barriers 
around construction areas adjacent to, or within 50 feet off, residences, schools 
or other noise-sensitive land uses along the north, west, and south sides of the 
project site. Where required to reduce noise levels in compliance with City 
regulations, temporary noise barriers shall be constructed of material with a 
minimum weight of 3 pounds per square foot with no gaps or perforations. Noise 
barriers may be constructed of, but are not limited to, 0.625-inch plywood, 0.625-
inch oriented strand board, or hay bales. These barriers shall be a minimum of 8 
feet in height and shall extend the full length of the demolition, grading or 
construction area. Monitoring of compliance shall also be required following 
installation of any required noise barriers. 

The project applicant shall comply with 
construction regulations specific to 
construction activities within 50 feet of 
sensitive receptors, set forth by the City. 

During all active 
construction phases if 
noise levels exceed 
City thresholds. 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 
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NOI-8:  Prior to final inspection the project applicant shall establish to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer that through either the installation of sound barriers or the 
specifications of the heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) units 
installed for the project, that the HVAC units do not exceed a sound pressure 
level of 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet, on or off site. An example of an HVAC 
unit producing less than 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet is the Trane 
4DCY4024.   

Ensure all HVAC units to not exceed a 
sound pressure level of 45 dBA at a 
distance of 25 feet. 

Prior to operation of 
the project 

City of 
Solana 
Beach 

 

Table 8-2 
Project Design Features 

Project Design Feature Action Required Timing Enforcement Agency 

Biological Resources – Project Design Features 

If nesting sensitive birds are detected at any time during the breeding season, 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be notified and an 
appropriate disturbance set-back will be determined and imposed until the 
young-of-the-year are no longer reliant upon the nest. The set-back or buffer 
shall be no less than 100 feet. 

CDFW shall be notified in nesting sensitive birds 
are detected at the project site or in the 
immediate surrounding area during the breeding 
season. An appropriate set-back or buffer shall be 
determined by the qualified project biologist. 

Prior to 
Demolition / 
Construction 

Contractor/Applicant/ 
City of Solana Beach 

The proposed preliminary Landscape Concept Plan (see Draft EIR Figure 2-5) 
includes the use of indigenous and/or drought-tolerant plant material, where 
feasible. No invasive or potentially invasive species would be used. 

The City shall review and approve the applicant’s 
Landscape Concept Plan and confirm inclusion of 
drought-tolerant plant material 

Prior to 
issuance of 
Building Permit 

Contractor/Applicant/ 
City of Solana Beach 
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Per Solana Beach Municipal Code (SBMC) Section 17.20.040(J), the proposed 
project is required to meet a minimum of 250 square feet per unit of usable 
open space. Therefore, 260 units would require a minimum of 65,000 square 
feet of usable open space. As shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-6, the project would 
provide 65,065 square feet of usable open space (250 square feet per unit). 

The City shall review final project site plans to 
confirm the incorporation of required useable 
open space. 

Prior to 
issuance of 
Building Permit 

Contractor/Applicant/ 
City of Solana Beach 

Sustainability Related Project Design Features 

In addition to the measures that are part of Title 24, the project would include 
the following energy-efficiency measures in its design: 

 

 Electric vehicle charging stations for residents and guests 

 Photovoltaic panels 

 Low water use appliances, in-home fixtures, and irrigation 

 Low VOC (volatile organic compound) paints 

 Community recycling program 

 Energy Star appliances 

 Energy-efficient LED lighting, appliance, and heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) design 

 Saltwater pool with solar heating 

 Building insulation elements installed under the inspection of the Home 
Energy Rating System (HERS) rating agency 

 Drought-tolerant landscaping 

 Possible reclaimed water use for irrigation 

 Walking paths and bicycle lockers to promote more sustainable lifestyles 
for residents, employees, and guests. 

The applicant shall incorporate the identified and 
approved energy-efficiency measures into project 
design. 

Final list of 
sustainable 
design features 
approved prior 
to issuance of 
Building Permit. 
All design 
features shall be 
incorporated 
prior to project 
operation. 

Contractor/Applicant/ 
City of Solana Beach 
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Traffic Calming Measures 

Traffic calming devices off-site along South Nardo Avenue from Solana Circle-
Nardito Lane to Stevens Avenue, are proposed as part of the project and include: 

 

 Installation of a 10-foot raised median and striping on South Nardo Avenue 
just west of Stevens Avenue, which would create a left-turn pocket for 
vehicles entering the project site. 

 Installation of curb extensions on the northwest and northeast corners of the 
Fresca Street/ South Nardo Avenue intersection, which would narrow the 
street, reduce speeds, and make pedestrians more visible. 

 Installation of chokers, including a 6-foot center median and 5-foot medians 
on either side of the street, on South Nardo Avenue approximately 230 feet 
west of Fresca Street, and approximately 360 feet east of Nardito Lane, 
which would narrow the street and reduce speeds along a long stretch of 
South Nardo Avenue. 

 Installation of a speed table on South Nardo Avenue between Nardito Lane 
and Solana Circle to reduce turning speeds through the intersections. 

Implementation of traffic calming measures 
identified by the applicant and approved by the 
City 

Prior to project 
operation 

Contractor/Applicant/Ci
ty of Solana Beach 
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