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APPENDIX A
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT REQUIREMENT
Where a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document has identified significant environmental
effects, Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires adoption of a “reporting or monitoring program for the
changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of a project approval to mitigate or avoid
significant effects on the environment.”
This Environmental Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared to provide for the
monitoring of mitigation measures required of the Climate Action Plan (CAP), as set forth in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).
The City of La Mesa (the City) is the Lead Agency that must adopt the MMRP for development and operation of
the CAP. This report will be kept on file with the City of La Mesa Community Development Department at 8130
Allison Avenue, La Mesa, CA 91942.
The CEQA Statutes and Guidelines provide direction for clarifying and managing the complex relationships
between a Lead Agency and other agencies with implementing and monitoring mitigation measures. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097(d), “each agency has the discretion to choose its own approach
to monitoring or reporting; and each agency has its own special expertise.” This discretion will be exercised by
implementing agencies at the time they undertake any of portion of the project, as identified in the EIR.

PURPOSE OF MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted mitigation
measures. The MMRP is intended to be used by City staff and others responsible for project implementation.
This document identifies the individual mitigation measures, the party responsible for monitoring implementation
of the measure, the timing of implementation, and space to confirm implementation of the mitigation measures.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
The City will oversee monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures and is responsible
for fully understanding and effectively implementing all of the mitigation measures contained within this MMRP.
Certain mitigation measures also will require that the applicant coordinate or consult with one or more other
public agencies in implementing mitigation measures specified herein.
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CHANGES TO MITIGATION MEASURES
Any substantive change in the MMRP is required to be reported in writing. Modifications to the mitigation
measures may be made by the City, subject to one of the following findings, and documented by evidence
included in the public record:
►

The mitigation measure included in the FEIR and the MMRP is no longer required because the significant
environmental impact identified in the FEIR has been found not to exist, or to occur at a level which makes the
impact less than significant as a result of changes in the project, changes in environment conditions, or other
factors.

OR,
►

►

►

The modified or substitute mitigation measure provides a level of environmental protection equal to, or greater
than that afforded by the mitigation measure included in the FEIR and the MMRP; and,
The modified or substitute mitigation measure or measures do not have significant adverse effects on the
environment in addition to, or greater than those which were considered by the responsible hearing bodies in
their decisions on the FEIR and the proposed project; and,
The modified or substitute mitigation measures are feasible, and the City, through measures included in the
MMRP or other City procedures, can ensure implementation.

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION
Findings and related documentation supporting the findings involving modifications to mitigation measures shall
be maintained in the project file with this MMRP and shall be made available to the public upon request.
This MMRP will be kept on file at:
City of La Mesa Community Development Department
8130 Allison Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91942
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3.1 Aesthetics

MMRP-3

Scenic Vistas and Scenic
Resources

AES-1: As new development and revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public locations and streets. For proposed
buildings taller than four stories, visual simulations and shadow studies shall be
required to be provided by the applicant during the development review process so
that the City can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In response to City review of
the simulations and studies, if significant visual impacts are identified by the City,
building designs shall be modified by the applicant to reduce such impacts.

As new development City of La Mesa
and revitalization
projects come
forward

Visual Character

AES-1: As new development and revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public locations and streets. For proposed
buildings taller than four stories, visual simulations and shadow studies shall be
required to be provided by the applicant during the development review process so
that the City can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In response to City review of
the simulations and studies, if significant visual impacts are identified by the City,
building designs shall be modified by the applicant to reduce such impacts.

As new development City of La Mesa
and revitalization
projects come
forward

3.2 Air Quality

AECOM
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Violate any Air Quality
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related Emissions. The City and project
During all
Standard or Contribute
contractors shall implement the following measures during all construction
construction
Substantially to an Existing or activities:
activities
Projected Air Quality Violation ► Comply with and implement all applicable SDAPCD rules and regulations that
pertain to construction activities (e.g., asphalt paving ROG requirements,
administrative requirements, and fugitive dust management practices).
Implement all construction-related requirements recommended by the SDAPCD
or local government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a day or sufficiently to prevent visible
dust emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers, or dust suppressants, or use tarps or
other suitable material in all disturbed areas that will not be used for 10 days or
more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive dust on construction vehicles.
Methods to limit carryout and track-out include using wheel washers; sweeping
any track-out on adjacent public streets at the end of each work day; and lining
access points with gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment of all transport trucks to limit visible
dust emissions during transport, and maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space
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from the top of a container.
Install sandbags or other erosion-control measures on sites with a slope greater
than 1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition before it is operated.
► Minimize idling time either by shutting off equipment when it is not in use or
reducing the time of idling to no more than 5 minutes. Provide clear signage
regarding idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas,
propane), or electric-powered construction equipment where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or
other applicable SDAPCD-approved emissions reduction retrofit devices where
feasible.
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related Emissions. The City and project
During all
contractors shall implement the following measures during all construction
construction
activities:
activities
► Comply with and implement all applicable SDAPCD rules and regulations that
pertain to construction activities (e.g., asphalt paving ROG requirements,
administrative requirements, and fugitive dust management practices).
Implement all construction-related requirements recommended by the SDAPCD
or local government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a day or sufficiently to prevent visible
dust emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers, or dust suppressants, or use tarps or
other suitable material in all disturbed areas that will not be used for 10 days or
more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive dust on construction vehicles.
Methods to limit carryout and track-out include using wheel washers; sweeping
any track-out on adjacent public streets at the end of each work day; and lining
access points with gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment of all transport trucks to limit visible
dust emissions during transport, and maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space
from the top of a container.
► Install sandbags or other erosion-control measures on sites with a slope greater
than 1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition before it is operated.

Implementation
Responsibility

►

Result in cumulatively
considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants
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►
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Minimize idling time either by shutting off equipment when it is not in use or
reducing the time of idling to no more than 5 minutes. Provide clear signage
regarding idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas,
propane), or electric-powered construction equipment where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or
other applicable SDAPCD-approved emissions reduction retrofit devices where
feasible.
AQ-2: Reduce Operational Emissions. The City shall work with the SDAPCD
and SANDAG to implement measures in the RAQS and meet all federal and state
air quality standards for pollutants. The City shall also implement, review, and
interpret the General Plan and future discretionary projects in a manner consistent
with the RAQS to meet standards and reduce overall emissions from mobile and
stationary sources. The City shall require each project applicant, as a condition of
discretionary approval, to implement measures to reduce operational emissions of
criteria air pollutants. Example measures follow:
► Install solar, wind, or geothermal power systems and solar hot water heaters.
► Install solar panels on unused roof and ground space and over carports and
parking areas.
► Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and facilities into street systems, new
subdivisions, and large developments.
► Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as secure and
convenient bicycle parking.
► Institute teleconferencing, telecommute, and/or flexible work hour programs to
reduce unnecessary employee transportation.
► Provide information on alternative transportation options for consumers,
residents, tenants, and employers/employees to reduce transportation-related
emissions.
► Purchase, or create incentives for purchasing, low or zero-emissions vehicles.
► Create a ride sharing program. Promote existing ride sharing programs by
designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles,
designating adequate passenger loading and unloading for ride sharing vehicles,
and providing a website or message board for coordinating rides.
► Enforce and follow limits for idling time for commercial vehicles, including
delivery and construction vehicles.
AQ-3: Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to TAC Emissions. The City
Prior to project
shall require new development with sensitive uses located near mobile and
approvals
stationary TACs to be designed with consideration of site and building orientation,
location of trees, and incorporation of appropriate technology for improved air

Implementation
Responsibility

Result in the Exposure of
Sensitive Receptors to
Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations
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quality (i.e., ventilation and filtration) to lessen any potential health risks. The City
shall require every new land use that has the potential to be a source of air
pollution from being located closer than the specified minimum distance from any
sensitive land use, as provided in Table 1-1, “Recommendations for Siting New
Sensitive Land Uses,” of the ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (ARB
2005), or subsequent revisions to that document. The City shall require that land
uses located closer than the recommended buffer distances must (1) implement all
commercially feasible design, equipment, and control technology to reduce
exposure and emissions to the maximum extent feasible, and (2) perform a health
risk assessment to ensure that implementation of mitigation would reduce health
risks to less-than-significant levels pursuant to the most current SDAPCD
guidelines at the time of analysis before development of the proposed project.
3.3 Cultural Resources
CR-1: Prior to construction of specific development projects that would disturb a Prior to construction City of La Mesa
historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the NRHP, the CRHR, or the
Inventory of Historic Resources, the City shall require the development of feasible
project-level mitigation measures, identified in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office when appropriate, to avoid or substantially reduce impacts to
significant cultural resources. Feasible project-level mitigation measures include
maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation,
conservation, relocation, or reconstruction of any impacted historic resource,
which shall be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings.

Archaeological Resources

CR-2: During construction of specific development projects, the City shall require During construction
monitoring by a qualified archeologist of grading, ground-disturbing, and other
major earth-moving activities in previously undisturbed areas with known
archaeological resources. The archaeologist shall observe grading, grounddisturbing, and other major earth-moving activities.
CR-3: The City shall require a qualified archaeologist to evaluate and determine
the significance of any cultural resources discovered during site construction
activities. Should an archaeological deposit and/or feature be encountered during
construction, an archaeological data recovery program shall be prepared and
implemented, including consultation with interested Native American tribes. The
archeologist and Native American monitor shall strive for agreement on the
determined significance of an artifact or cultural resource. Once in agreement,
either the archeologist or Native American monitor may divert or halt grounddisturbing activities for the purposes of implementing a data recovery program. A
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data recovery program for archaeological sites consists of excavation of a
percentage of the site, determined in consultation with the project implementer, to
provide information necessary to answer significant research questions.
All Native American human remains and associated grave goods discovered shall
be returned to their Most Likely Descendent and repatriated. The final disposition
of artifacts not directly associated with Native American graves shall be negotiated
during consultation with interested Native American tribes. Artifacts shall consist
of material recovered from all phases of work, including initial survey, testing,
indexing, data recovery, and monitoring.
The qualified archaeologist shall apply mitigation measures prior to the resuming
of construction work. Local Native American tribes shall be consulted in the
identification of mitigation measures to address impacts, consistent with California
requirements, including provisions to address inadvertent discoveries.
3.8 Noise
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Local/ Applicable Noise-Level N-1: The City shall require all new projects to meet acceptable exterior noise
Prior to project
Standards
standards:
approvals
► Review all development proposals, public and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to
existing or future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL.
► Incorporate noise reduction features during site planning to ensure that areas
intended for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60 dBA CNEL or less for
single-family land uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multi-family residential
land uses and multi-family residential land uses within mixed-use developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria shown in the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise policy guidelines. The guidelines
shall provide specific design criteria, minimum standards for submittal of
acoustical studies, and descriptions of acceptable noise mitigation measures.
► N-2: The City shall ensure that interior noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA
CNEL for single-family and multi-family residential land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of
Regulations Title 24). Title 24 requires that an acoustical analysis be performed
for all new multi-family residences in areas where the exterior sound level
exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design limits
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the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new single-family
residences in areas where the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
N-3: The City shall achieve noise compatibility between industrial/commercial
and surrounding land uses:
► Control excessive noise through the planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of commercial, industrial, office, and
mixed-use structures includes noise attenuation methods to comply with
Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways, trash enclosures, mechanical equipment,
and other noisier components away from noise-sensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.
Ambient Noise Level

Climate Action Plan SEIR
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N-1: The City shall require all new projects to meet acceptable exterior noise
Prior to project
standards:
approvals
► Review all development proposals, public and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to
existing or future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL.
► Incorporate noise reduction features during site planning to ensure that areas
intended for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60 dBA CNEL or less for
single-family land uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multi-family residential
land uses and multi-family residential land uses within mixed-use developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria shown in the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise policy guidelines. The guidelines
shall provide specific design criteria, minimum standards for submittal of
acoustical studies, and descriptions of acceptable noise mitigation measures.
N-2: The City shall ensure that interior noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL
for single-family and multi-family residential land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of
Regulations Title 24). Title 24 requires that an acoustical analysis be performed
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for all new multi-family residences in areas where the exterior sound level
exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design limits
the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new single-family
residences in areas where the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
N-3: The City shall achieve noise compatibility between industrial/commercial
and surrounding land uses:
► Control excessive noise through the planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of commercial, industrial, office, and
mixed-use structures includes noise attenuation methods to comply with
Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways, trash enclosures, mechanical equipment,
and other noisier components away from noise-sensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.
N-4: The City shall require construction contractors to implement the following
measures during construction activities through contract provisions and/or
conditions of approval:
► Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers’
specifications and fitted with the best available noise-suppression devices (e.g.,
mufflers, silencers, wraps).
► Construction operations and related activities shall comply with the operational
hours outlined in the City Noise Ordinance.
► Construction equipment shall not be idled for extended periods of time in the
vicinity of noise-sensitive receptors.
► Fixed and/or stationary construction equipment (e.g., generators, compressors,
rock crushers, cement mixers) shall be located as far as possible from noisesensitive receptors.
► All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all intake and exhaust ports
on powered construction equipment shall be muffled or shielded.
► Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or
as close to the receptor as possible to break the line of sight between the source
and receptor where modeled levels exceed applicable standards. Acoustical
barriers shall be constructed of material having a minimum surface weight of 2
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MMRP-10

pounds per square foot or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission
Class rating of 25 or greater as defined by American Society for Testing and
Materials Test Method E90. Placement, orientation, size, and density of
acoustical barriers shall be determined by analysis.
N-5: The City shall control undesirable or objectionable noise:
► Review traffic flow systems and synchronize signals to avoid traffic stops that
produce excessive noise, wherever possible.
► Limit truck traffic in noise-sensitive areas.
► Where feasible, finish roadway surfaces with rubberized pavement to minimize
noise levels at adjacent land uses.
► Encourage the enforcement of state motor vehicle noise standards for cars,
trucks, and motorcycles through cooperation with the California Highway Patrol
and the La Mesa Police Department.
► Encourage agencies outside of the City’s jurisdiction to incorporate noisereduction methods in new and existing roads, rail projects, and other mobile or
stationary noise sources.
► Coordinate with state and local agencies to maintain and enforce noise control
policies and standards.
► Review the Noise Element of the General Plan, and update as necessary, when
major changes in the noise environment occur.
► Periodically review and update the standards found in the Noise Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 10.80).
3.9 Paleontological Resources
Paleontological resource, site,
or unique geological feature
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PALEO-1: If it is determined during the environmental review process that
projects implementing CAP reduction measures would result in ground
disturbance within an area of high or moderate paleontological resource
sensitivity, the City of La Mesa shall require a qualified researcher to be stationed
on-site to observe during grading operations and recover scientifically valuable
specimens or enforce avoidance of the paleontological feature. A certified
paleontologist or qualified researcher shall be retained (or required to be retained)
by the project-implementing agency prior to construction to establish procedures
for surveillance and the preconstruction salvage of exposed resources if fossilbearing rocks have the potential to be impacted. The monitor shall provide
preconstruction coordination with contractors, oversee original cutting in
previously undisturbed areas of sensitive geologic formations, halt or redirect
construction activities as appropriate to allow recovery of newly discovered fossil
remains, and oversee fossil salvage operations and reporting. This measure shall
be placed as a condition on all grading plans where grading is proposed in

Prior to resuming
ground disturbing
activities
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CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
geologic units defined as having a moderate or high potential for containing
fossils.
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ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS
µg/m3

micrograms per cubic meter

AB

Assembly Bill

ABAU

adjusted business-as-usual

ALUC

Airport Land Use Commission

ALUCP

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

ARB

California Air Resources Board

BAU
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Board

Air Resources Board

CAA
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CAP

Climate Action Plan
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Community Choice Aggregation
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California Clean Air Act
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CEC
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CEQ
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California Environmental Quality Act

CFCs

chlorofluorocarbons

CFR
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City

City of La Mesa

City General Plan

La Mesa Centennial General Plan

CNEL

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO

Carbon Monoxide

CO2

carbon dioxide

CO2e

carbon dioxide equivalent

CPUC

California Public Utilities Commission

CRHR

California Register of Historical Resources

EIR

Environmental Impact Report

EISA

Energy Independence and Security Act

EOs

Executive Orders

FIRM

Flood Insurance Rate Map

FTA

Federal Transit Administration

General Plan

2013 La Mesa Centennial General Plan

General Plan EIR

City of La Mesa 2012 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

GHGs

greenhouse gas

HFCs

hydrofluorocarbons

HSC

California Health and Safety Code

I-8

Interstate 8

IOUs

investor-owned utilities
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mg/m3

milligrams per cubic meter

MMT CO2e

million metric tons of equivalent carbon dioxide

MPO

Metropolitan Planning Organization

MT CO2e

metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

MTS

Metropolitan Transit System

NAAQS

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC

Native American Heritage Commission

NEPA

National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA

National Historic Preservation Act

NO2

nitrogen dioxide

NOP

notice of preparation

NOX

oxides of nitrogen

NPDES

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

NRHP

National Register of Historic Places

PM10

particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns

PM2.5

particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns

ppb

parts per billion

ppm

parts per million

PRC

Public Resources Code

PV

photovoltaic

RAQS

Regional Air Quality Standards

RFS

Renewable Fuel Standard

RTP

Regional Transportation Plan

SANDAG

San Diego Association of Government

SB

Senate Bill

SB

Senate Bill

SCS

Sustainable Communities Strategy

SDAB

San Diego Air Basin

SDAPCD

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District

SDG&E

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

SEIR

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

SIPs

State Implementation Plans

SO2

sulfur dioxide

SR

State Route

State SIP Strategy

2016 State Strategy for the State Implementation Plan

SWRCB

State Water Resources Control Board

TACs

toxic air contaminants

the Scoping Plan

Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan

TODs

Transit-Oriented Developments

U.S. EPA

United States Environmental Protection Agency

VdB

vibration decibels

VMT

vehicle miles travelled

ZEV

zero emission vehicles
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1

INTRODUCTION

This summary is provided in accordance with Section 15123 of the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). As stated in Section 15123(a), “an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall
contain a brief summary of the proposed action and its consequences. The language of the summary should be as
clear and simple as reasonably practical.” As required by the CEQA Guidelines, this chapter includes (1) a
summary description of the proposed project, (2) a synopsis of environmental impacts and recommended
mitigation measures (Table ES-1), (3) identification of the alternatives evaluated and of the environmentally
superior alternative, and (4) a discussion of the areas of controversy associated with the project.

ES.2

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

ES.2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND
On July 9, 2013, the City of La Mesa (City) adopted the La Mesa Centennial General Plan (General Plan) and
certified the City of La Mesa 2012 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse
Number 2012061053) (General Plan EIR), which assessed the potential environmental impacts of implementing
the City General Plan, including potential impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The General Plan
EIR identified a Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that called for the adoption of a CAP designed to reduce baseline
GHG emissions levels by 15 percent by 2020. To implement this mitigation measure, the City drafted a Climate
Action Plan (CAP) in 2015, focusing on the 2020 reduction target.
In June 2015, a draft 2020 CAP was presented to the City’s Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
directed staff to conduct additional community outreach on potential measures to mitigate climate change. The
City conducted additional public outreach through an online survey and the City’s Connect La Mesa Block Party
in November 2015.
The City decided to additionally pursue a 2035 GHG reduction strategy to coincide with the General Plan
planning horizon as well as demonstrate consistency with the State’s own longer-term reduction targets. In March
2016, the City Council approved additional funds to revise the CAP to consider the following additions:
►

►

►

►

Estimate community-wide emissions through a 2035 horizon year to align with buildout of the City’s General
Plan and demographic growth estimates included in San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s)
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
Provide revised emissions inventory that includes 2035 business-as-usual forecast calculations and supporting
assumptions.
Estimate state-wide reductions through the 2035 horizon year to demonstrate progress towards the City’s
2035 emissions target. The projection of emissions to this future year will allow the City to compare local
emissions and reduction targets to longer-term statewide target years.
Develop assumptions to estimate the reduction benefits of statewide measures beyond 2020 through the 2035
horizon year based on new information made available by the California Air Resources Board.
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►

Develop new reduction measures, as well as identify any appropriate revisions to existing draft measures to
increase their long-term reduction potential.

A series of public presentations were held in August and September of 2016 to solicit input from its residents,
employees, and businesses.

ES.2.2 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The City’s CAP represents a roadmap by which La Mesa can reduce its contributions of GHG emissions through
the development of strategies that are informed by the community’s goals, values, and priorities. Throughout
California, communities are developing CAPs to support the State’s broad climate protection efforts, while
simultaneously advancing local initiatives to improve community health and safety, reduce transportation and
utility costs, facilitate locally beneficial development projects, and enhance collaboration on regional planning
strategies.
The purpose of the CAP is to comprehensively describe the City’s strategy to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP
presents reduction targets, specific reduction strategies and measures the City will undertake, and quantification
of CAP emissions reductions. The CAP allows the City to demonstrate that the local reduction targets are
consistent with the State’s GHG emission goals. These goals for the State are embodied in Assembly Bill (AB) 32
(2006); the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which requires reduction of statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; as well as Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which establishes a goal for the State
government of 40 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2030; and Executive Order S-3-05, which
establishes a goal for State government of 80 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2050.
The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:
►

estimate GHG emissions under baseline (2010) and future conditions (2020 and 2035);

►

present reduction targets consistent with State law and court direction;

►

►

evaluate the City’s progress toward meeting the targets through emission reduction strategies, and include a
mechanism to monitor progress toward the City’s targets and make adjustments to the reduction strategies, if
necessary, to achieve the CAP’s targets; and
provide a process for projects consistent with the CAP to undergo a streamlined analysis and mitigation of
GHG emissions under CEQA consistent with the tiering and streamlining provisions of Section 15183.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines.

ES.2.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
The CAP reduction strategies and measures provide tools to meet the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions by
15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020 and to 3.46 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) per capita
by 2035. The City has further set a goal of reducing GHG emissions to 2.0 MT CO2e per capita by 2050 to
demonstrate the City’s commitment to California’s long-term GHG goal. The following section presents the
City’s approach to the CAP and summarizes CAP emissions reduction strategies and measures.
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Please refer to Chapter 2, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the CAP for a discussion of the sources and scale of
emissions generated by activities in the city, a 2010 baseline inventory of emissions, the anticipated increase in
emissions through the 2020 and 2035 target years, the City’s emissions reduction targets, and the level of
emissions reductions estimated to occur as a result of the ongoing statewide actions.

CAP APPROACH
The City has developed a comprehensive approach to reducing long-term GHG emissions, consistent with the
City’s General Plan, the General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-1, and the State’s own emission reduction
goals and targets. The CAP includes new reduction measures that would apply to new development, to existing
development, to the City’s actions and operations, and to regional cooperatives. The CAP details existing
programs that have been effective in reducing GHG emissions, and identifies the likely future benefit of these
programs, and expansions to these programs. The CAP includes new measures, developed in an inclusive public
process, and informed by a Draft 2020 Climate Action Plan, which was circulated for public review in 2015, as
well as comments on the Draft 2020 Climate Action Plan.

CAP REDUCTION STRATEGIES AND MEASURES
The CAP is organized into reduction strategies that consist of a collection of reduction measures related to a
certain emissions source area or topic. The emission reduction strategies are as follows:
►

►

►

►

►

►

The Energy Strategy recommends ways to increase energy efficiency in existing buildings and outdoor
lighting, as well as increase use of renewable, low-GHG energy sources.
The Transportation and Land Use Strategy encourages greater use of multi-modal transportation options,
including walking, biking, and transit through land use, design, infrastructure development, and demand
management. This strategy also lays the foundation for future transitions toward alternative-fueled vehicles.
The Water Strategy promotes the efficient use of water in buildings and landscapes.
The Solid Waste Strategy increases diversion of waste materials that can be composted, recycled, or
otherwise beneficially reused.
The Green Infrastructure Strategy presents a strategy to enhance long-term management and health of the
City’s existing urban forest.
The CAP Implementation Strategy provides a broad framework to support regional coordination on CAP
implementation to ensure estimated reductions occur, while leveraging ongoing partnerships and actions
among neighboring jurisdictions.

Chapter 3, “Emissions Reduction Measures,” in the CAP provides a detailed description of each reduction
measure’s programs, policies, projects, and other actions the City will carry out to accomplish its emissions
reduction goals, including reductions attributed to past actions that occurred since the 2010 baseline year. Each
reduction measure identifies its relationship to local emissions reduction opportunities, related actions previously
taken by the City or community members, and future actions that the City will lead during the CAP
implementation process. Reduction measure implementation tables are provided that summarize the actions to be
taken, departments responsible during implementation, a recommended timeframe to guide implementation
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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prioritization, and progress indicators to help gauge future achievement of measure objectives. Annual emissions
reduction estimates from reduction measure implementation are quantified, where possible. Please see Table 3-1
in Chapter 3 of the CAP for a quantified total of emission reductions anticipated from implementation of each
reduction measure.
The following reduction strategies and measures have been developed for the CAP.
E-1
E-2

Energy Strategy
Building Retrofit Program
Shade Tree Program

E-3
E-4
E-5
E-6
E-7
E-8
E-9

Municipal Energy Efficiency Goal
Public Lighting
Solar Photovoltaic Program
Solar Hot Water Program
Solar Ready Construction
Zero Net Energy Construction
Community Choice Aggregation Program

T-1
T-2
T-3
T-4
T-5
T-6

Transportation and Land Use Strategy
Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development
Bicycle Safety Program
Transportation Demand Management Program
Mixed-Use and Transit-Oriented Development
Alternative Refueling Infrastructure Development
Municipal Fleet Transition

W-1
W-2
W-3

Water Strategy
Urban Water Management Plan Programs
Water Sensitive Landscape Design
Pure Water Program

Solid Waste Strategy
SW-1 Food Scrap and Yard Waste Diversion
SW-2 Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion
SW-3 75% Waste Diversion Strategy
Green Infrastructure Strategy
GI-1 Urban Forest Management
GI-2 Expanded Urban Forestry Program

I-1
I-2

CAP Implementation Strategy
Regional Implementation Partnerships
CAP Implementation and Monitoring

CAP IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING
As with any long-term plan, the CAP is based on numerous assumptions and the best data available at the time of
its preparation. However, land use change assumptions, emission reductions, technology, and other important
elements of the CAP will change over time and, as such, the CAP will need to be monitored and may need to be
revised periodically to ensure the City is on target to achieve the reduction target.
Chapter 4 of the CAP, “Benchmarks and Implementation,” includes sections entitled “Implementation and
Monitoring” and “Plan Evaluation and Evolution,” which establish how the City will track parties responsible for
implementation of each measure, performance indicators, and guidance for inventory updates. The performance
indicators are to be evaluated to ensure each measure is on track to achieve its stated emissions reductions. If,
during the implementation review process a measure is found to be falling short of its performance goals, then
additional attention can be given to modifying the implementation actions. Further, if implementation review
indicates that a measure will be unable to achieve its stated reduction level, then new CAP measures would need
to be developed to make up the difference, or other existing measures could be enhanced to increase their
emissions reduction potential. CAP implementation should be an iterative process to reflect future changes in
technology, available budget, and staff resources. Emissions inventory updates will be the best predictor of future
target achievement, and will help the City to identify emissions sectors that need additional attention. Emissions
AECOM
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forecasts are based partly on estimates of future year population and employment levels. If the City grows faster
than anticipated in the emissions inventories or more slowly than anticipated, an update may be appropriate.
The CAP will need to be updated as the State further implements its own emissions reduction actions, when new
data becomes available for analysis, and as additional emissions reduction technologies and strategies are
developed. The City will continue to monitor the State’s efforts designed to achieve its long-term 2050 reduction
target. Should additional statewide actions be developed, or existing actions enhanced, that would have local
application to La Mesa, the City will analyze the local reduction potential and incorporate those reductions into
future CAP updates.
New technologies that further reduce energy or transportation-related emissions (e.g., more efficient appliance
standards, fuel efficient vehicles) may be developed in the future. Existing technologies may also become more
effective or financially viable, which could accelerate their purchase and use within the community.

ES.2.4 APPROVALS, ENTITLEMENTS, AND PERMITS REQUIRED
This SEIR is prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).
The City of La Mesa, as lead agency for the proposed project under CEQA, has the principal responsibility for
certification of the SEIR and adopting and implementing the CAP.
A number of other agencies may issue permits related to implementation of the CAP, including, but not
necessarily limited to:
►

California Department of Fish and Game (streambed alteration agreements pursuant to Section 1600 of the
California Fish and Game Code);

►

California Department of Transportation (encroachment permits);

►

California Public Utilities Commission (certificates of public convenience and necessity);

►

Helix Water District (verifications of water supply availability)

►

►

►

San Diego Air Pollution Control District (monitors air quality and has permit authority over certain types of
facilities);
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (consistency with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan);
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (water quality certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits);

►

San Diego Association of Governments (transportation planning and financing); and

►

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit), and

►

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Section 7 consultation or Section 10a Habitat Conservation Plan/Section 9
incidental take permit pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act).
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ES.2.5 INTENDED USES OF THIS SEIR
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 includes the provision for tiering and streamlining the analysis of GHG
emissions in CEQA documents. Under this provision, lead agencies may analyze and mitigate the effects of GHG
emissions at a programmatic level, such as in a general plan, a long range development plan, or a separate plan to
reduce GHG emissions, such as a climate action plan developed by a local jurisdiction, or a sustainable
communities strategy developed by the metropolitan planning organization. Later project-specific CEQA
documents may tier and/or incorporate by reference that existing programmatic review if the proposed project is
consistent with the GHG reduction program. State guidance suggests a greenhouse gas reduction program should
include the following plan elements:
►

►

►

►

►

►

Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, resulting from
activities within a defined geographic area;
Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions
from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively considerable;
Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories of actions
anticipated within the geographic area;
Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that substantial evidence
demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, would collectively achieve the specified
emissions level;
Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level and to require amendment if
the plan is not achieving specified levels; [and]
Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.

La Mesa’s CAP and this SEIR have been prepared consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5. The City’s CAP will be used to streamline CEQA review when projects demonstrate consistency.
The City has prepared estimates of existing and future GHGs, as detailed in the CAP (Chapter 2) and also in
Section 3.4 of this SEIR, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” The CAP (Chapter 3) includes reduction strategies
demonstrated to reduce emissions consistent with its emissions reductions targets for 2020 and 2035, as well as
details on implementation and monitoring (Chapter 4) to ensure these targets are achieved. This SEIR represents
the required environmental review for the CAP.

ES.3

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION
MEASURES

Table ES-1 provides a summary of the project-specific and cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed
project, the level of significance of the impact before mitigation, recommended mitigation measures, and the level
of significance of the impact after implementation of the mitigation measures.
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Table ES-1. Summary of the Project-specific and Cumulative Environmental Impacts
Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

4.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Scenic Vistas and Scenic Significant
Resources

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

No mitigation is required.

Visual Character

Significant

Light and Glare

Less than Significant

Violate any Air Quality
Standard or Contribute
Substantially to an
Existing or Projected Air
Quality Violation

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Significant

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

3.1 AESTHETICS
Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources Less than Significant

AES-1: As new development and
Less than Significant
revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic
views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public
locations and streets. For proposed buildings
taller than four stories, visual simulations and
shadow studies shall be required to be
provided by the applicant during the
development review process so that the City
can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In
response to City review of the simulations
and studies, if significant visual impacts are
identified by the City, building designs shall
be modified by the applicant to reduce such
impacts.

Scenic Resources within a Less than Significant
State Scenic Highway

4.2 AIR QUALITY
Conflict With or Obstruct Less than Significant
Implementation of the
Applicable Air Quality
Plan

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

AES-1: As new development and
Less than Significant
revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic
views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public
locations and streets. For proposed buildings
taller than four stories, visual simulations and
shadow studies shall be required to be
provided by the applicant during the
development review process so that the City
can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In
response to City review of the simulations
and studies, if significant visual impacts are
identified by the City, building designs shall
be modified by the applicant to reduce such
impacts.

Scenic Resources within a State
Scenic Highway

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

AES-1: As new development and
Less than Significant
revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic
views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public
locations and streets. For proposed buildings
taller than four stories, visual simulations and
shadow studies shall be required to be
provided by the applicant during the
development review process so that the City
can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In
response to City review of the simulations
and studies, if significant visual impacts are
identified by the City, building designs shall
be modified by the applicant to reduce such
impacts.

Visual Character

Less than Significant

AES-1: As new development and
Less than Significant
revitalization projects come forward, the City
shall work with developers to preserve scenic
views and vistas of natural and built
landmarks that are visible from public
locations and streets. For proposed buildings
taller than four stories, visual simulations and
shadow studies shall be required to be
provided by the applicant during the
development review process so that the City
can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In
response to City review of the simulations
and studies, if significant visual impacts are
identified by the City, building designs shall
be modified by the applicant to reduce such
impacts.

No mitigation is required.

Light and Glare

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Less than Significant

3.2 AIR QUALITY
Conflict with or Obstruct
Implementation of the Applicable
Air Quality Plan

Less than Significant

Significant and Unavoidable
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related
Emissions. The City and project contractors
shall implement the following measures
during all construction activities:
► Comply with and implement all applicable
SDAPCD rules and regulations that pertain
to construction activities (e.g., asphalt
paving ROG requirements, administrative
requirements, and fugitive dust

Violate any Air Quality Standard or Significant
Contribute Substantially to an
Existing or Projected Air Quality
Violation

ES-7

Less than Significant

Significant and
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related
Emissions. The City and project contractors Unavoidable
shall implement the following measures
during all construction activities:
► Comply with and implement all applicable
SDAPCD rules and regulations that pertain
to construction activities (e.g., asphalt
paving ROG requirements, administrative
requirements, and fugitive dust
AECOM
Executive Summary

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Result in cumulatively
considerable net increase
of criteria pollutants

AECOM
Executive Summary

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Significant

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

management practices). Implement all
construction-related requirements
recommended by the SDAPCD or local
government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a
day or sufficiently to prevent visible dust
emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers,
or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other
suitable material in all disturbed areas that
will not be used for 10 days or more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive
dust on construction vehicles. Methods to
limit carryout and track-out include using
wheel washers; sweeping any track-out on
adjacent public streets at the end of each
work day; and lining access points with
gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment
of all transport trucks to limit visible dust
emissions during transport, and maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top
of a container.
► Install sandbags or other erosion-control
measures on sites with a slope greater than
1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment
according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be
checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper
condition before it is operated.
► Minimize idling time either by shutting off
equipment when it is not in use or reducing
the time of idling to no more than 5
minutes. Provide clear signage regarding
idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane),
or electric-powered construction equipment
where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation
catalysts, catalyzed diesel particulate matter
filters, or other applicable SDAPCDapproved emissions reduction retrofit
devices where feasible.
Significant and Unavoidable
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related
Emissions. The City and project contractors
shall implement the following measures
during all construction activities:
► Comply with and implement all applicable
SDAPCD rules and regulations that pertain
to construction activities (e.g., asphalt

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Result in cumulatively considerable Significant
net increase of criteria pollutants
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Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

management practices). Implement all
construction-related requirements
recommended by the SDAPCD or local
government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a
day or sufficiently to prevent visible dust
emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers,
or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other
suitable material in all disturbed areas that
will not be used for 10 days or more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive
dust on construction vehicles. Methods to
limit carryout and track-out include using
wheel washers; sweeping any track-out on
adjacent public streets at the end of each
work day; and lining access points with
gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment
of all transport trucks to limit visible dust
emissions during transport, and maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top
of a container.
► Install sandbags or other erosion-control
measures on sites with a slope greater than
1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment
according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be
checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper
condition before it is operated.
► Minimize idling time either by shutting off
equipment when it is not in use or reducing
the time of idling to no more than 5
minutes. Provide clear signage regarding
idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane),
or electric-powered construction equipment
where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation
catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or
other applicable SDAPCD-approved
emissions reduction retrofit devices where
feasible.
Significant and
AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related
Emissions. The City and project contractors Unavoidable
shall implement the following measures
during all construction activities:
► Comply with and implement all applicable
SDAPCD rules and regulations that pertain
to construction activities (e.g., asphalt
Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

paving ROG requirements, administrative
requirements, and fugitive dust
management practices). Implement all
construction-related requirements
recommended by the SDAPCD or local
government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a
day or sufficiently to prevent visible dust
emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers,
or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other
suitable material in all disturbed areas that
will not be used for 10 days or more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive
dust on construction vehicles. Methods to
limit carryout and track-out include using
wheel washers; sweeping any track-out on
adjacent public streets at the end of each
work day; and lining access points with
gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment
of all transport trucks to limit visible dust
emissions during transport, and maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top
of a container.
► Install sandbags or other erosion-control
measures on sites with a slope greater than
1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment
according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be
checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper
condition before it is operated.
► Minimize idling time either by shutting off
equipment when it is not in use or reducing
the time of idling to no more than 5
minutes. Provide clear signage regarding
idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane),
or electric-powered construction equipment
where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation
catalysts, catalyzed diesel particulate matter
filters, or other applicable SDAPCDapproved emissions reduction retrofit
devices where feasible.
AQ-2: Reduce Operational Emissions. The
City shall work with the SDAPCD and the
San Diego Association of Governments
Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

paving ROG requirements, administrative
requirements, and fugitive dust
management practices). Implement all
construction-related requirements
recommended by the SDAPCD or local
government.
► Water all exposed surfaces three times a
day or sufficiently to prevent visible dust
emissions.
► Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers,
or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other
suitable material in all disturbed areas that
will not be used for 10 days or more.
► Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive
dust on construction vehicles. Methods to
limit carryout and track-out include using
wheel washers; sweeping any track-out on
adjacent public streets at the end of each
work day; and lining access points with
gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
► Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment
of all transport trucks to limit visible dust
emissions during transport, and maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top
of a container.
► Install sandbags or other erosion-control
measures on sites with a slope greater than
1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.
► Maintain all construction equipment
according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be
checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper
condition before it is operated.
► Minimize idling time either by shutting off
equipment when it is not in use or reducing
the time of idling to no more than 5
minutes. Provide clear signage regarding
idling at site access points.
► Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane),
or electric-powered construction equipment
where feasible.
► Use equipment with diesel oxidation
catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or
other applicable SDAPCD-approved
emissions reduction retrofit devices where
feasible.
AQ-2: Reduce Operational Emissions. The
City shall work with the SDAPCD and
SANDAG to implement measures in the
RAQS and meet all federal and state air
quality standards for pollutants. The City
shall also implement, review, and interpret the
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AECOM
Executive Summary

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Result in Carbon
Monoxide (CO) Hotspots

Less than Significant

Impacts to Sensitive
Receptors

Significant

AECOM
Executive Summary

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

(SANDAG) to implement measures in the
RAQS and meet all federal and state air
quality standards for pollutants. The City
shall also implement, review, and interpret
the 2012 General Plan and future
discretionary projects in a manner consistent
with the RAQS to meet standards and reduce
overall emissions from mobile and stationary
sources. The City shall require each project
applicant, as a condition of discretionary
approval, to implement measures to reduce
operational emissions of criteria air
pollutants. Example measures follow:
► Install solar, wind, or geothermal power
systems and solar hot water heaters.
► Install solar panels on unused roof and
ground space and over carports and parking
areas.
► Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and
facilities into street systems, new
subdivisions, and large developments.
► Require amenities for non-motorized
transportation, such as secure and
convenient bicycle parking.
► Institute teleconferencing, telecommute,
and/or flexible work hour programs to
reduce unnecessary employee
transportation.
► Provide information on alternative
transportation options for consumers,
residents, tenants, and
employers/employees to reduce
transportation-related emissions.
► Purchase, or create incentives for
purchasing, low or zero-emissions vehicles.
► Create a ride sharing program. Promote
existing ride sharing programs by
designating a certain percentage of parking
spaces for ride sharing vehicles,
designating adequate passenger loading and
unloading for ride sharing vehicles, and
providing a website or message board for
coordinating rides.
► Enforce and follow limits for idling time
for commercial vehicles, including delivery
and construction vehicles.
No mitigation is required.
Less than Significant

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
General Plan and future discretionary projects
in a manner consistent with the RAQS to
meet standards and reduce overall emissions
from mobile and stationary sources. The City
shall require each project applicant, as a
condition of discretionary approval, to
implement measures to reduce operational
emissions of criteria air pollutants. Example
measures follow:
► Install solar, wind, or geothermal power
systems and solar hot water heaters.
► Install solar panels on unused roof and
ground space and over carports and parking
areas.
► Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and
facilities into street systems, new
subdivisions, and large developments.
► Require amenities for non-motorized
transportation, such as secure and
convenient bicycle parking.
► Institute teleconferencing, telecommute,
and/or flexible work hour programs to
reduce unnecessary employee
transportation.
► Provide information on alternative
transportation options for consumers,
residents, tenants, and
employers/employees to reduce
transportation-related emissions.
► Purchase, or create incentives for
purchasing, low or zero-emissions vehicles.
► Create a ride sharing program. Promote
existing ride sharing programs by
designating a certain percentage of parking
spaces for ride sharing vehicles,
designating adequate passenger loading and
unloading for ride sharing vehicles, and
providing a website or message board for
coordinating rides.
► Enforce and follow limits for idling time
for commercial vehicles, including delivery
and construction vehicles.

Result in CO Hotspots

Less than Significant
AQ-3: Reduce Exposure of Sensitive
Receptors to TAC Emissions. The City shall
require new development with sensitive uses
located near mobile and stationary TACs to
be designed with consideration of site and
building orientation, location of trees, and

Less than Significant

Result in the Exposure of Sensitive Significant
Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations

ES-10

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
AQ-3: Reduce Exposure of Sensitive
Receptors to TAC Emissions. The City shall
require new development with sensitive uses
located near mobile and stationary TACs to
be designed with consideration of site and
building orientation, location of trees, and
Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

incorporation of appropriate technology for
improved air quality (i.e., ventilation and
filtration) to lessen any potential health risks.
The City shall require every new land use that
has the potential to be a source of air
pollution from being located closer than the
specified minimum distance from any
sensitive land use, as provided in Table 1-1,
“Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive
Land Uses,” of the California Air Resources
Board’s (ARB) Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook (ARB 2005), or subsequent
revisions to that document. The City shall
require that land uses located closer than the
recommended buffer distances must (1)
implement all commercially feasible design,
equipment, and control technology to reduce
exposure and emissions to the maximum
extent feasible, and (2) perform a health risk
assessment to ensure that implementation of
mitigation would reduce health risks to lessthan-significant levels pursuant to the most
current SDAPCD guidelines at the time of
analysis before development of the proposed
project.
Objectionable Odors

Less than Significant

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Critical Habitat, Sensitive Less than Significant
Vegetation Communities,
and Jurisdictional Waters,
Including Wetlands and
Riparian Habitat

incorporation of appropriate technology for
improved air quality (i.e., ventilation and
filtration) to lessen any potential health risks.
The City shall require every new land use that
has the potential to be a source of air
pollution from being located closer than the
specified minimum distance from any
sensitive land use, as provided in Table 1-1,
“Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive
Land Uses,” of the ARB Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook (ARB 2005), or
subsequent revisions to that document. The
City shall require that land uses located closer
than the recommended buffer distances must
(1) implement all commercially feasible
design, equipment, and control technology to
reduce exposure and emissions to the
maximum extent feasible, and (2) perform a
health risk assessment to ensure that
implementation of mitigation would reduce
health risks to less-than-significant levels
pursuant to the most current SDAPCD
guidelines at the time of analysis before
development of the proposed project.

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Result in Objectionable Odors
Affecting a Substantial Number of
People

No mitigation required.

Less than Significant

CAP measures will have no significant direct or indirect effects on special-status species, habitats, wildlife migratory corridors, or any
sensitive natural communities. Reduction Measure G-1 (Urban Forest Master Plan) and Reduction Measure G-3 (Expanded Urban
Forestry Program) propose continuation and implementation of policies and design standards, hosting workshops and providing
technical assistance, possible development of an urban forest master plan, and developing and implementing an urban forest strategy.
These measures target the planting of 500 new trees in the community and growth and maintenance of 1,400 acres of additional tree
canopy in the greater San Diego Area including La Mesa. While the planting of trees would cause some minor direct disturbance to the
physical environment, the resulting direct and indirect effects of additional trees and increased tree canopy could potentially provide
habitat for many species of migratory birds, tree roosting bats, and other wildlife species and would be considered a beneficial effect on
biological resources. Thus, biological resources are not discussed further in this SEIR.

Special-Status Species

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Wildlife Corridors

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historic Resources
Significant

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historic Resources

CR-1:Prior to construction of specific
Less than significant
development projects that would disturb a
historic structure listed or eligible to be listed
in the National Register of Historic Places,
the California Register of Historic Resources,
or the Inventory of Historic Resources, the
City shall require the development of feasible
project-level mitigation measures, identified
in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office when appropriate, to
avoid or substantially reduce impacts to
significant cultural resources. Feasible
project-level mitigation measures include
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Less than Significant

Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

CR-1: Prior to construction of specific
Less than Significant
development projects that would disturb a
historic structure listed or eligible to be listed
in the NRHP, the CRHR, or the Inventory of
Historic Resources, the City shall require the
development of feasible project-level
mitigation measures, identified in
consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office when appropriate, to
avoid or substantially reduce impacts to
significant cultural resources. Feasible
project-level mitigation measures include
maintenance, repair, stabilization,
AECOM
Executive Summary

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

maintenance, repair, stabilization,
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation,
conservation, relocation, or reconstruction of
any impacted historic resource, which shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings.
Archaeological Resources Significant

AECOM
Executive Summary

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation,
conservation, relocation, or reconstruction of
any impacted historic resource, which shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings.

CR-2: During construction of specific
Less than significant
development projects, the City shall require
monitoring by a qualified archeologist of
grading, ground-disturbing, and other major
earth-moving activities in previously
undisturbed areas with known archaeological
resources. The archaeologist shall observe
grading, ground-disturbing, and other major
earth-moving activities.
CR-3: The City shall require a qualified
archaeologist to evaluate and determine the
significance of any cultural resources
discovered during site construction activities.
Should an archaeological deposit and/or
feature be encountered during construction,
an archaeological data recovery program shall
be prepared and implemented, including
consultation with interested Native American
tribes. The archeologist and Native American
monitor shall strive for agreement on the
determined significance of an artifact or
cultural resource. Once in agreement, either
the archeologist or Native American monitor
may divert or halt ground-disturbing activities
for the purposes of implementing a data
recovery program. A data recovery program
for archaeological sites consists of excavation
of a percentage of the site, determined in
consultation with the project implementer, to
provide information necessary to answer
significant research questions.
All Native American human remains and
associated grave goods discovered shall be
returned to their Most Likely Descendent and
repatriated. The final disposition of artifacts
not directly associated with Native American
graves shall be negotiated during consultation
with interested Native American tribes.
Artifacts shall consist of material recovered
from all phases of work, including initial
survey, testing, indexing, data recovery, and
monitoring.
The qualified archaeologist shall apply
mitigation measures prior to the resuming of
construction work. Local Native American

Archaeological Resources
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Significant

CR-2: During construction of specific
Less than significant
development projects, the City shall require
monitoring by a qualified archeologist of
grading, ground-disturbing, and other major
earth-moving activities in previously
undisturbed areas with known archaeological
resources. The archaeologist shall observe
grading, ground-disturbing, and other major
earth-moving activities.
CR-3: The City shall require a qualified
archaeologist to evaluate and determine the
significance of any cultural resources
discovered during site construction activities.
Should an archaeological deposit and/or
feature be encountered during construction,
an archaeological data recovery program shall
be prepared and implemented, including
consultation with interested Native American
tribes. The archeologist and Native American
monitor shall strive for agreement on the
determined significance of an artifact or
cultural resource. Once in agreement, either
the archeologist or Native American monitor
may divert or halt ground-disturbing activities
for the purposes of implementing a data
recovery program. A data recovery program
for archaeological sites consists of excavation
of a percentage of the site, determined in
consultation with the project implementer, to
provide information necessary to answer
significant research questions.
All Native American human remains and
associated grave goods discovered shall be
returned to their Most Likely Descendent and
repatriated. The final disposition of artifacts
not directly associated with Native American
graves shall be negotiated during consultation
with interested Native American tribes.
Artifacts shall consist of material recovered
from all phases of work, including initial
survey, testing, indexing, data recovery, and
monitoring.
The qualified archaeologist shall apply
mitigation measures prior to the resuming of
construction work. Local Native American
Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

tribes shall be consulted in the identification
of mitigation measures to address impacts,
consistent with California requirements,
including provisions to address inadvertent
discoveries.
Human Remains

Less than Significant

4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Emissions Level 15
Significant
Percent Below 2005
Levels by 2020

Conflict with any
Applicable Plan, Policy,
or Regulation

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Significant

No mitigation is required.

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

tribes shall be consulted in the identification
of mitigation measures to address impacts,
consistent with California requirements,
including provisions to address inadvertent
discoveries.
Less than significant

Human Remains

Less than Significant

3.4 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less than cumulatively
considerable

Significant and Unavoidable
GHG-1: Develop and Adopt a Climate
Action Plan (CAP). The City shall prepare
and adopt, within 18 months from adoption of
the 2012 General Plan, a plan to reduce GHG
emissions (i.e., a CAP) that complies with the
requirements of CEQA Section 15183.5. The
CAP will include, at a minimum, the
following features:
► Quantified GHG emissions, both existing
and projected over a specified time period.
The City currently has an emissions
inventory that was updated as part of the
analysis above and could be used as the
baseline emissions inventory for a CAP.
The City shall confirm that the
methodology and assumptions are
consistent with current industry standards
at the time of CAP preparation, including
approaches or protocols recommended for
local governments by ARB.
► Establish a GHG emissions limit, below
which GHG emissions resulting from
implementation of the 2012 General Plan
would not be considered cumulatively
considerable, including achieving 15%
reduction from 2005 emissions levels by
2020.
► Establish policies, measures, and actions
that will be implemented to reduce GHG
emissions in the City that will achieve the
specified emissions target.
► Implement a mechanism to monitor
progress, and, if the CAP is not achieving
specified emissions limits, update the CAP.

No mitigation is required.

Less than significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than cumulatively
considerable

Significant and Unavoidable
GHG-1: Develop and Adopt a Climate
Action Plan (CAP). The City shall prepare
and adopt, within 18 months from adoption of
the 2012 General Plan, a plan to reduce GHG
emissions (i.e., a CAP) that complies with the
requirements of CEQA Section 15183.5. The
CAP will include, at a minimum, the
following features:
► Quantified GHG emissions, both existing
and projected over a specified time period.
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Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

►

►

►

Risk of Physical Harm
Related to Impacts from
Climate Change

Less than Significant

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

The City currently has an emissions
inventory that was updated as part of the
analysis above and could be used as the
baseline emissions inventory for a CAP.
The City shall confirm that the
methodology and assumptions are
consistent with current industry standards
at the time of CAP preparation, including
approaches or protocols recommended for
local governments by ARB.
Establish a GHG emissions limit, below
which GHG emissions resulting from
implementation of the 2012 General Plan
would not be considered cumulatively
considerable, including achieving 15%
reduction from 2005 emissions levels by
2020.
Establish policies, measures, and actions
that will be implemented to reduce GHG
emissions in the City that will achieve the
specified emissions target.
Implement a mechanism to monitor
progress, and, if the CAP is not achieving
specified emissions limits, update the CAP.

No mitigation is required.

4.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Routine Use,
Less than Significant
No mitigation is required.
Transportation, Disposal,
and Release of Hazardous
Materials
Hazardous Materials
within 0.25 Mile of
Schools

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Less than Significant

Risk of Physical Harm Related to
Impacts from Climate Change

Less than Significant

3.5 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Routine Use, Transportation,
Less than Significant
Disposal, and Release of Hazardous
Materials

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Hazardous Materials within 0.25
Mile of Schools

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Development on a Known Less than Significant
Hazardous Materials Site

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Development on a Known
Hazardous Materials Site

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Airport and Aircraft
Hazards

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Airport and Aircraft Hazards

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Violation of Water
Less than Significant
Quality Standards

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

3.6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Violation of Water Quality
Less than Significant
Standards

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Surface Hydrology and
Drainage

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Surface Hydrology and Drainage

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Flooding and Inundation
Hazards

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Flooding and Inundation Hazards

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

AECOM
Executive Summary
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Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question
4.8 LAND USE
Conflict with Existing
Land Use Plans, Policies,
and Regulations

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation
Less than Significant

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure
No mitigation is required.

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

3.7 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Conflict with Applicable Land Use Less than Significant
Plans, Policies, or Regulations

Less than Significant

Physically Divide an Established
Community
4.9 NOISE
Compliance with Local
and Applicable Noise
Standards

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Significant

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

3.8 NOISE
Local/ Applicable Noise-Level
Standards

N-1: The City shall require all new projects to Less than Significant
meet acceptable exterior noise standards:
► Review all development proposals, public
and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the
General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive
land uses in areas exposed to existing or
future noise levels exceeding 65 Aweighted decibels (dBA) community noise
equivalent level (CNEL).
► Incorporate noise reduction features during
site planning to ensure that areas intended
for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60
dBA CNEL or less for single-family land
uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multifamily residential land uses and multifamily residential land uses within mixeduse developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds
through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria in the requirements of
Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise
policy guidelines. The guidelines shall
provide specific design criteria, minimum
standards for submittal of acoustical
studies, and descriptions of acceptable
noise mitigation measures.
► N-2: The City shall ensure that interior
noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL
for single-family and multi-family
residential land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation
Standards (California Code of Regulations
[CCR] Title 24). Title 24 requires that an
acoustical analysis be performed for all
new multi-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA
CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the
building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be
performed for all new single-family
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Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Significant

N-1: The City shall require all new projects to Less than Significant
meet acceptable exterior noise standards:
► Review all development proposals, public
and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the
General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive
land uses in areas exposed to existing or
future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA
CNEL.
► Incorporate noise reduction features during
site planning to ensure that areas intended
for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60
dBA CNEL or less for single-family land
uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multifamily residential land uses and multifamily residential land uses within mixeduse developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds
through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria shown in the
requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise
policy guidelines. The guidelines shall
provide specific design criteria, minimum
standards for submittal of acoustical
studies, and descriptions of acceptable
noise mitigation measures.
► N-2: The City shall ensure that interior
noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL
for single-family and multi-family
residential land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation
Standards (California Code of Regulations
Title 24). Title 24 requires that an
acoustical analysis be performed for all
new multi-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA
CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the
building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be
performed for all new single-family
AECOM
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Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

residences in areas where the exterior
sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building
design limits the interior noise environment
to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
N-3: The City shall achieve noise
compatibility between industrial/ commercial
and surrounding land uses:
► Control excessive noise through the
planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility
planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of
commercial, industrial, office, and mixeduse structures includes noise attenuation
methods to comply with the Municipal
Code Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office,
and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways,
trash enclosures, mechanical equipment,
and other noisier components away from
noise-sensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with
loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways
adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
residences in areas where the exterior
sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building
design limits the interior noise environment
to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
N-3: The City shall achieve noise
compatibility between industrial/commercial
and surrounding land uses:
► Control excessive noise through the
planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility
planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of
commercial, industrial, office, and mixeduse structures includes noise attenuation
methods to comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office,
and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways, trash
enclosures, mechanical equipment, and
other noisier components away from noisesensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with
loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways
adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

Groundborne Vibration
and Noise

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Ambient Noise Levels

Significant

N-1: The City shall require all new projects to Less than Significant
meet acceptable exterior noise standards:
► Review all development proposals, public
and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the
General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive
land uses in areas exposed to existing or
future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA
CNEL.
► Incorporate noise reduction features during
site planning to ensure that areas intended
for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60
dBA CNEL or less for single-family land
uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multifamily residential land uses and multifamily residential land uses within mixeduse developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds
through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria shown in the
requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
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Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Less than Significant
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Groundborne Vibration and Noise

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Ambient Noise Level

Significant

N-1: The City shall require all new projects to Less than Significant
meet acceptable exterior noise standards:
► Review all development proposals, public
and private, for consistency with the
policies of the Noise Element of the
General Plan.
► Discourage development of noise-sensitive
land uses in areas exposed to existing or
future noise levels exceeding 65 dBA
CNEL.
► Incorporate noise reduction features during
site planning to ensure that areas intended
for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60
dBA CNEL or less for single-family land
uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multifamily residential land uses and multifamily residential land uses within mixeduse developments.
► Control and abate undesirable sounds
through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria shown in the
requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise
policy guidelines. The guidelines shall
provide specific design criteria, minimum
standards for submittal of acoustical
studies, and descriptions of acceptable
noise mitigation measures.
N-2: The City shall ensure that interior noise
levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL for
single-family and multi-family residential
land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation
Standards (California Code of Regulations
Title 24). Title 24 requires that an
acoustical analysis be performed for all
new multi-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA
CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the
building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be
performed for all new single-family
residences in areas where the exterior
sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building
design limits the interior noise environment
to 45 dBA CNEL or below.

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

10.80.
► Provide developers and builders with noise
policy guidelines. The guidelines shall
provide specific design criteria, minimum
standards for submittal of acoustical
studies, and descriptions of acceptable
noise mitigation measures.
N-2: The City shall ensure that interior noise
levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL for
single-family and multi-family residential
land uses:
► Enforce the California Noise Insulation
Standards (California Code of Regulations
Title 24). Title 24 requires that an
acoustical analysis be performed for all
new multi-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA
CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the
building design limits the interior noise
environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
► Ensure that an acoustical analysis be
performed for all new single-family
residences in areas where the exterior
sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The
analysis shall ensure that the building
design limits the interior noise environment
to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
N-3: The City shall achieve noise
compatibility between industrial/commercial
and surrounding land uses:
► Control excessive noise through the
planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility
planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of
commercial, industrial, office, and mixeduse structures includes noise attenuation
methods to comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office,
and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways, trash
enclosures, mechanical equipment, and
other noisier components away from noisesensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with
loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways
adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.
N-4: The City shall require construction
contractors to implement the following
measures during construction activities

N-3: The City shall achieve noise
compatibility between
industrial/commercial and surrounding
land uses:
Control excessive noise through the
planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility
planning.
► Ensure that the design and construction of
commercial, industrial, office, and mixeduse structures includes noise attenuation
methods to comply with Municipal Code
Chapter 10.80.
► Encourage commercial, industrial, office,
and mixed-use developments to locate
loading areas, parking lots, driveways,
trash enclosures, mechanical equipment,
and other noisier components away from
noise-sensitive land uses.
► Limit delivery hours for businesses with
loading areas or docks fronting, siding,
bordering, or gaining access on driveways
adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.
N-4: The City shall require construction
contractors to implement the following
►
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Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

measures during construction activities
through contract provisions and/or conditions
of approval:
► Construction equipment shall be properly
maintained per manufacturers’
specifications and fitted with the best
available noise-suppression devices (e.g.,
mufflers, silencers, wraps).
► Construction operations and related
activities shall comply with the operational
hours outlined in the City Noise Ordinance.
► Construction equipment shall not be idled
for extended periods of time in the vicinity
of noise-sensitive receptors.
► Fixed and/or stationary construction
equipment (e.g., generators, compressors,
rock crushers, cement mixers) shall be
located as far as possible from noisesensitive receptors.
► All impact tools shall be shrouded or
shielded, and all intake and exhaust ports
on powered construction equipment shall
be muffled or shielded.
► Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be
placed as close to the noise source or as
close to the receptor as possible to break
the line of sight between the source and
receptor where modeled levels exceed
applicable standards. Acoustical barriers
shall be constructed of material having a
minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per
square foot or greater, and a demonstrated
Sound Transmission Class rating of 25 or
greater as defined by American Society for
Testing and Materials Test Method E90.
Placement, orientation, size, and density of
acoustical barriers shall be determined by
analysis.
N-5: The City shall control undesirable or
objectionable noise:
► Review traffic flow systems and
synchronize signals to avoid traffic stops
that produce excessive noise, wherever
possible.
► Limit truck traffic in noise-sensitive areas.
► Where feasible, finish roadway surfaces
with rubberized pavement to minimize
noise levels at adjacent land uses.
► Encourage the enforcement of state motor
vehicle noise standards for cars, trucks, and
motorcycles through cooperation with the
California Highway Patrol and the La Mesa
AECOM
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Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
through contract provisions and/or conditions
of approval:
► Construction equipment shall be properly
maintained per manufacturers’
specifications and fitted with the best
available noise-suppression devices (e.g.,
mufflers, silencers, wraps).
► Construction operations and related
activities shall comply with the operational
hours outlined in the City Noise Ordinance.
► Construction equipment shall not be idled
for extended periods of time in the vicinity
of noise-sensitive receptors.
► Fixed and/or stationary construction
equipment (e.g., generators, compressors,
rock crushers, cement mixers) shall be
located as far as possible from noisesensitive receptors.
► All impact tools shall be shrouded or
shielded, and all intake and exhaust ports
on powered construction equipment shall
be muffled or shielded.
► Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be
placed as close to the noise source or as
close to the receptor as possible to break
the line of sight between the source and
receptor where modeled levels exceed
applicable standards. Acoustical barriers
shall be constructed of material having a
minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per
square foot or greater, and a demonstrated
Sound Transmission Class rating of 25 or
greater as defined by American Society for
Testing and Materials Test Method E90.
Placement, orientation, size, and density of
acoustical barriers shall be determined by
analysis.
N-5: The City shall control undesirable or
objectionable noise:
► Review traffic flow systems and
synchronize signals to avoid traffic stops
that produce excessive noise, wherever
possible.
► Limit truck traffic in noise-sensitive areas.
► Where feasible, finish roadway surfaces
with rubberized pavement to minimize
noise levels at adjacent land uses.
► Encourage the enforcement of state motor
vehicle noise standards for cars, trucks, and
motorcycles through cooperation with the
California Highway Patrol and the La Mesa
Police Department.

ES-18

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure
►

►

►

►

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

Police Department.
Encourage agencies outside of the City’s
jurisdiction to incorporate noise-reduction
methods in new and existing roads, rail
projects, and other mobile or stationary
noise sources.
Coordinate with state and local agencies to
maintain and enforce noise control policies
and standards.
Review the Noise Element of the General
Plan, and update as necessary, when major
changes in the noise environment occur.
Periodically review and update the
standards found in the Noise Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 10.80).

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure
►

►

►

►

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

Encourage agencies outside of the City’s
jurisdiction to incorporate noise-reduction
methods in new and existing roads, rail
projects, and other mobile or stationary
noise sources.
Coordinate with state and local agencies to
maintain and enforce noise control policies
and standards.
Review the Noise Element of the General
Plan, and update as necessary, when major
changes in the noise environment occur.
Periodically review and update the
standards found in the Noise Ordinance
(Municipal Code Chapter 10.80).

Aircraft Noise

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Aircraft Noise

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Railroad Noise

No Impact

No mitigation is required.

No Impact

Railroad Noise

No Impact

No mitigation is required.

No Impact

Stationary Sources

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Stationary Sources

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

4.10 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Paleontological resource, Significant
site, or unique geological
feature

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

3.9 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Paleontological resource, site, or
Significant
unique geological feature

PALEO-1: If it is determined during the
Less than Significant
environmental review process that
development projects implementing the 2012
General Plan would be located within an area
of high or moderate paleontological resource
sensitivity, the City shall require a qualified
researcher to be stationed on-site to observe
during grading operations and recover
scientifically valuable specimens or enforce
avoidance of the paleontological feature. A
certified paleontologist or qualified researcher
shall be retained (or required to be retained)
by the project-implementing agency prior to
construction to establish procedures for
surveillance and the preconstruction salvage
of exposed resources if fossil-bearing rocks
have the potential to be impacted. The
monitor shall provide preconstruction
coordination with contractors, oversee
original cutting in previously undisturbed
areas of sensitive geologic formations, halt or
redirect construction activities as appropriate
to allow recovery of newly discovered fossil
remains, and oversee fossil salvage operations
and reporting. This measure shall be placed as
a condition on all grading plans where
grading is proposed in geologic units defined
as having a moderate or high potential for
containing fossils.

ES-19

PALEO-1: If it is determined during the
Less than Significant
environmental review process that projects
implementing CAP reduction measures would
result in ground disturbance within an area of
high or moderate paleontological resource
sensitivity, the City of La Mesa shall require a
qualified researcher to be stationed on-site to
observe during grading operations and
recover scientifically valuable specimens or
enforce avoidance of the paleontological
feature. A certified paleontologist or qualified
researcher shall be retained (or required to be
retained) by the project-implementing agency
prior to construction to establish procedures
for surveillance and the preconstruction
salvage of exposed resources if fossil-bearing
rocks have the potential to be impacted. The
monitor shall provide preconstruction
coordination with contractors, oversee
original cutting in previously undisturbed
areas of sensitive geologic formations, halt or
redirect construction activities as appropriate
to allow recovery of newly discovered fossil
remains, and oversee fossil salvage operations
and reporting. This measure shall be placed as
a condition on all grading plans where
grading is proposed in geologic units defined
as having a moderate or high potential for
containing fossils.
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Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

General Plan EIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Population Growth
Less than Significant
Population and Housing
Displacement

Less than Significant

General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

General Plan EIR Significance After
Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Resource Topic/
Threshold Question

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance Before
Mitigation

3.10 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Induce Substantial Population
Less than Significant
Growth

Draft CAP SEIR Mitigation Measure

Draft CAP SEIR
Significance After
Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

3.11 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Public Services
Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Displace a Substantial Number of
Existing Housing Units or People

Less than Significant

4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Fire Protection and
Less than Significant
No mitigation is required.
Emergency Services

Less than Significant

Police Protection

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Schools

Less than Significant

No mitigation beyond the payment of school
fees is required.

Less than Significant

Libraries

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Water Supply and
Infrastructure

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Water Supply and Infrastructure

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Wastewater Capacity

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Wastewater Capacity

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Solid Waste

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Solid Waste

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Storm Water Drainage
Facilities

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Storm Water Drainage Facilities

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Energy Infrastructure.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

Energy Efficiency and Wasteful,
Inefficient, or Unnecessary
Consumption of Energy

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Roadway Operations
Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

3.12 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Roadway LOS Change and V/C
Less than Significant
Ratio Increase

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

The following alternatives are evaluated in this SEIR:
►

►

►

Alternative 1: No Project – NO CAP—Under Alternative 1, no CAP would be adopted or implemented.
Without the CAP, La Mesa would continue to permit future development consistent with the General Plan.
Alternative 2: CAP without Measure E-9—Under Alternative 2, the CAP would be adopted and implemented
without Reduction Measure E-9 (Community Choice Aggregation [CCA] Program). The GHG reduction
benefits under the CCA, which are based on an assumption that La Mesa would implement a CCA program
by 2035 and that less than 25 percent of residents and businesses would opt out and remain with San Diego
Gas and Electric Company, would not occur.
Alternative 3: No Project – 2020 CAP—Under Alternative 3, the 2020 CAP would be adopted and
implemented. The 2020 CAP did not analyze 2035 conditions and does not include Reduction Measures E-8
(Zero Net Energy Construction), E-9 (Community Choice Aggregation Program), W-3 (Pure Water Program),
SW-3 (75% Waste Diversion Strategy), and GI-2 (Expanded Urban Forestry Program).

The Alternatives analysis is found in Chapter 4, “Alternatives” of this SEIR. As described in Table 4-2,
Alternative 2 has the most reduced impacts and two increased impacts. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 reduce
fewer impacts than they increase. Thus, Alternative 2 is the environmentally-superior alternative. However,
Alternative 2 may not be able to meet the project objectives to the extent that the proposed project would meet the
project objectives. Alternative 2 would exclude Measure E-10, which results in a significant source of emissions
reductions; therefore, Alternative 2 would be more challenging, and the City would need to consider additional
programs targeting energy efficiency and transportation-related emissions.

ES.5

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

A notice of preparation (NOP) on the SEIR was prepared that requested comments from affected agencies and the
public regarding the scope and content of the SEIR. The City of La Mesa circulated an NOP for this SEIR starting
on May 11, 2017 and ending on June 12, 2017.
In addition, the City invited additional comments on the scope of the SEIR at public meeting held on May 31,
2017 at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers at the La Mesa City Hall, 8130 Allison Avenue in La Mesa.
Appendix A of this SEIR includes each comment received on the NOP, along with comments received at the
scoping meeting. NOP comments have been considered and addressed in the respective technical sections in
Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” of this SEIR and are summarized in
Section 1.3, “Scope and Focus of the Supplemental EIR” of this SEIR.
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1

INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) evaluates the impacts of the City of La Mesa Climate
Action Plan (CAP), referred hereafter as the proposed project. This SEIR was prepared in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).
The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over the proposed project. In accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental
powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.” The City of La Mesa
(the City), as the lead agency, has prepared this SEIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of implementation of
the CAP.

1.1

TYPE OF EIR

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164 set forth the criteria for determining the appropriate additional
environmental documentation, if any, to be completed when there is a previously certified Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) covering the project for which a subsequent discretionary action is required. According to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15162(a) and 15163, when an EIR has been certified for a project, no subsequent or
supplement to an EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of
substantial evidence in light of the whole public record, one or more of the following:
(1) substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous EIR due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified effects;
(2) substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that
will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or
(3) new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with
the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any of
the following:
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR.
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous
EIR.
(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives.
(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.
Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa
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Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR
rather than a subsequent EIR if:
(1) any of the conditions described above for Section 15162 would require the preparation of an SEIR, and
(2) only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the
project in the changed situation.
Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines also identifies that a supplemental EIR need contain only the information
necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. A supplemental EIR may also be
circulated for public and agency review by itself without recirculating the previous draft or final EIR.
This SEIR supplements the previously certified City of La Mesa 2012 General Plan Final Environmental Impact
Report (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061053) (General Plan EIR) prepared for the La Mesa Centennial
General Plan (General Plan). The General Plan EIR continues to have utility in addressing direct, reasonably
foreseeable indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with implementing the General Plan. The mitigation
measures continue to apply to implementation of the City’s General Plan.
The City included Mitigation Measure GHG-1 in the General Plan EIR, which requires development of a CAP,
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, to reduce emissions by 2020 to 15 percent below baseline
conditions. The City released a CAP with a 2020 reduction target for review and comment and now is pursuing a
2035 greenhouse gas reduction strategy that would:
(1) include the recommended Plan Elements outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(1);
(2) support longer-term reduction targets established for the State of California under Senate Bill 32 (SB 32),
which extends the provisions of AB 32 from 2020 to 2030 with a target of 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030, and Executive Order S-3-05, which establishes a goal for the State of 80 percent below 1990
statewide emissions levels by 2050;
(3) outline emission reduction strategies consistent with the General Plan, along with implementation and
monitoring mechanisms necessary to achieve the City’s longer-term emission reduction targets and avoid
local cumulatively considerable contributions to the significant cumulative impact of climate change.
At the time the General Plan EIR was drafted, the details of a CAP were not available for analysis. This SEIR
addresses changes that have occurred since the General Plan EIR was certified. This includes changes in the
environmental and regulatory setting, potential environmental effects associated with the City’s CAP as
implementation of the General Plan, and the application of the General Plan Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to a
longer-term reduction target consistent with the City’s General Plan and relevant State guidance.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THE EIR

The CEQA Guidelines charge public agencies with the responsibility of avoiding or minimizing environmental
damage that could result from implementation of a project, where feasible. As part of this responsibility, public
agencies are required to balance various public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social issues.
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The purpose of an EIR is neither to recommend approval nor denial of a project. An EIR is an informational
document used in the planning and decision-making process by the lead agency and responsible and trustee
agencies. An EIR describes the significant environmental impacts of a project, identifies potentially feasible
measures to mitigate significant impacts, and describes potentially feasible alternatives to the project that can
reduce or avoid significant environmental effects. CEQA requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a
project against its unavoidable environmental effects in deciding whether to carry out a project.
If significant environmental effects are identified, the lead agency must adopt findings indicating whether feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives exist that can avoid or reduce those effects. If the environmental impacts are
identified as significant and unavoidable, the lead agency may still approve the project if it determines that social,
economic, legal, technological, or other factors override the unavoidable impacts. The lead agency would then be
required to prepare a “Statement of Overriding Considerations” that discusses the specific reasons for approving
the project. For a SEIR, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would only be required for new impacts or
those substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR.
In making its decision about the proposed project, the City considers the information in this SEIR, comments
received on the SEIR, and responses to those comments, along with other available information and technical
analysis. The City Council must certify the final SEIR before adopting the CAP.

1.3

SCOPE AND FOCUS OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR

Pursuant to Section 15143 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may limit an EIR’s discussion of
environmental impacts to specific issue areas where significant impacts on the environment may occur. The City
used a variety of information to determine which issue areas would result in significant or potentially significant
impacts on the environment. This information included review of project characteristics, the General Plan and
General Plan EIR, the CAP, and comments received from members of the public and from agencies.
A notice of preparation (NOP) on the SEIR was prepared that requested comments from affected agencies and the
public regarding the scope and content of the SEIR. The City of La Mesa circulated an NOP for this SEIR starting
on May 11, 2017 and ending on June 12, 2017.
In addition, the City invited additional comments on the scope of the SEIR at public meeting held on May 31,
2017 at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers at the La Mesa City Hall, 8130 Allison Avenue in La Mesa.
Appendix A of this SEIR includes each comment received on the NOP, along with comments received at the
scoping meeting. NOP comments have been considered and those relevant to the environmental analysis have
been addressed in this SEIR. Comments are summarized below.
►

Support for transit-oriented development and employer-based transportation demand management
o

►

This is addressed in Chapter 3 of the CAP and Sections 3.2, “Air Quality,” 3.4 “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions,” and 3.12 “Transportation” of the SEIR.

Suggestion that the City consider a transportation demand management ordinance and partner with iCommute
to promote participation in regional transportation demand management programs and services
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o

►

Suggestion that the City reduce landfill waste by aiming for first the, rehabilitation of structures; second, the
adaptive reuse of buildings; third, the relocation of buildings; and finally, the deconstruction (rather than
demolition) of older buildings for recycling and reuse purposes
o

►

There are various graphics throughout the CAP illustrating GHG emissions over the City’s
planning horizon.

Suggestion that the long-term goal of the CAP should be to fully offset projected increases in energy demand,
GHG emissions, and VMT, then to mitigate all the environmental impacts of the city’s projected population
increases and general plan buildout goals
o

►

Both statewide actions that relate to GHG emissions in La Mesa and local actions taken by La
Mesa are considered, to provide a comprehensive assessment.

Request for a demand curve chart showing how the projected energy demand, GHG emissions increases, and
VMT increase curves can be bent downward by adopting direct and indirect mitigation actions
o

►

The City considered scoping comments in the preparation of the Draft SEIR, and will also
consider public comments submitted on the Draft SEIR.

Statement that the CAP should be based on actions taken by the City, not policy changes and actions taken by
the State
o

►

This suggested alternative is considered in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of this SEIR.

Request for an extension of the scoping comment period
o

►

The CAP’s solid waste reduction measures are outlined in Chapter 3 of the CAP and impacts
associated with the implementation of these reduction measures are evaluated throughout
Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the SEIR.

Suggestion that the City consider a climate action plan suggested by the commenter
o

►

This is addressed in Chapter 3 of the CAP and Sections 3.2, “Air Quality,” 3.4 “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions,” and 3.12 “Transportation” of the SEIR.

The City’s objectives for the CAP are to (1) estimate GHG emissions under baseline (2010) and
future conditions (2020 and 2035); (2) present reduction targets consistent with State law and
court direction; (3) evaluate the City’s progress toward meeting the targets through emission
reduction strategies, and include a mechanism to monitor progress toward the City’s targets and
make adjustments to the reduction strategies, if necessary, to achieve the CAP’s targets; and (4)
provide a process for projects consistent with the CAP to undergo a streamlined analysis and
mitigation of GHG emissions under CEQA consistent with the tiering and streamlining
provisions of Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Suggestion that the CAP consider a 50-year timeframe, extending to 2067
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o

►

Suggestion that the CAP consider zoning and building code to reduce impacts, including compliance with
Title 24 energy efficiency standards for new buildings
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact, but is listed here
for decision-maker consideration. The CAP outlines outline emission reduction strategies that are
consistent with the General Plan. The City’s objectives for the CAP are to (1) estimate GHG
emissions under baseline (2010) and future conditions (2020 and 2035); (2) present reduction
targets consistent with State law and court direction; (3) evaluate the City’s progress toward
meeting the targets through emission reduction strategies, and include a mechanism to monitor
progress toward the City’s targets and make adjustments to the reduction strategies, if necessary,
to achieve the CAP’s targets; and (4) provide a process for projects consistent with the CAP to
undergo a streamlined analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions under CEQA consistent with
the tiering and streamlining provisions of Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Suggestion to monitor and participate in utility rate-setting activities
o

►

The CAP represents the results of collaborative planning efforts among City staff, members of the
City’s Environmental Sustainability Commission, Planning Commission, San Diego Gas and
Electric (SDG&E), San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), Energy Policy
Initiatives Center of the University of San Diego (EPIC), and public input from La Mesa
residents, its business community, and community advocacy groups. Numerous countywide and
other regional efforts have also been established to support broad action towards emissions
reductions within the San Diego Region. These programs are led by organizations that serve the
greater San Diego region, such as SANDAG, the San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E),
and the Center for Sustainable Energy (CSE), among others. The CAP summarizes efforts to
promote emissions reductions and support broader community health goals within the region.
Some of these programs are referenced within the local reduction measures presented in Chapter
3 of the CAP, where collaborative implementation opportunities have already been identified.
Others may provide the funding or knowledge-sharing framework that will support future longrange emissions reduction efforts within La Mesa.

Suggestion that the CAP should include a legislative agenda
o

►

This is embodied in the CAP’s energy analysis. Since there is overlap with building energy
efficiency and other energy measures, the calculations in the CAP must avoid double counting.

Suggestion that the CAP include actions related to working with local agencies
o

►

The CAP considers in its analysis the years 2010, 2020, 2035, and 2050. Future plans may
consider different timeframes.

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact, but is listed here
for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the City staff should ensure that senior residents are able to opt out of any new time-of-use
rates
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o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact, but is listed here
for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the CAP include specific goals for reducing annual energy demand, GHGs, and VMT
reductions related to City activities and a transparent method of monitoring the City’s progress towards
meeting those goals.
o

AECOM
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See the Transportation Performance Standard described in the City’s CAP Transportation and
Land Use Strategy and identified in Table 3.4, as well as all of the Transportation and Land Use
Strategies (T-1 through T-6). The CAP includes bicycle and pedestrian measures. Additionally,
the La Mesa Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan (Bike Plan) was adopted in
2012. The Bike Plan includes information on existing bicycle and pedestrian conditions, data on
existing and projected daily bicycle trips, future priorities for bike and pedestrian infrastructure,
and goals and policies to increase bicycle and pedestrian trips. The Bike Plan emphasizes many
strategies to increase safety and ridership, including protected bike lanes. SANDAG’s RTP/SCS
considers walk/bike mode splits for existing and forecast conditions and SANDAG’s VMT
estimates are used in the CAP. SANDAG indicates that there are currently 510,000 total bike and
walk trips, which is anticipated to increase to 610,000 under 2050 no-build conditions and to
1,340,000 under 2050 revenue-constrained conditions. The City determined that it would make
use of the SANDAG mode split estimates that are consistent throughout the region, considering
the significant investment it would take to monitor individual mode split changes over the course
of the CAP planning horizon within the City of La Mesa. Regulations and plans (such as the
SANDAG’s 2009 Regional Energy Strategy, California Green Building Code, Municipal Code
Section 14.29, and the ARB Climate Change Scoping Plan), City General Plan policies (such as
Policy CS-1.4.1, Policy CS-1.4.2), and the CAP contain policies and programs for energy
efficiency and water conservation. The CAP’s Water Strategy considers emissions reductions
resulting from local implementation of statewide water conservation legislation (Reduction
Measure W-1) and potential opportunities for future recycled water use in irrigation within the
community. Both reduction measures would support and promote conservation of potable water
supplies (Reduction Measure W-2). CAP Reduction Measure W-1 supports the Helix Water
District in implementing outreach and community education programs related to water
conservation policies contained within the Urban Water Management Plan. Actions associated
with W-1 include establishing an operational framework for benchmarking, tracking, and
reviewing municipal water use at meter level to allow identification of improper irrigation system
use, leaks, or other wasteful water activities; incorporate water use reporting into overarching
CAP progress reporting procedure that can be linked with annual General Plan implementation
reporting procedures and considering establishment of municipal water use reduction target to be
achieved through employee education, indoor plumbing and appliance retrofits, use of advanced
irrigation systems, and installation of additional low-water use landscapes in medians, parks, and
around City buildings/facilities. In addition, Reduction Measure W-2 is intended to conserve
water through efficient landscaping design and irrigation through upgrades to irrigation system at
all City parks and some landscapes at other City buildings and roadway medians and
development of a graywater education program. The proposed CAP includes a detailed timeline
of what will be accomplished by 2020 and 2035 and includes annual progress reports and regular
inventory updates. EPIC prepared a cost-benefit analysis for the CAP. The CAP implementation
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materials will indicate whether actions are near-, medium-, or long-term, and include progress
indicators for each.
►

Support for the City staff for working with the University of San Diego’s Energy Policy Initiatives Center to
monitor and report on demand reduction, greenhouse gas (GHG) and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions
achieved by changes in City of La Mesa operations
o

►

Suggestions for a mitigation measure – increasing the City’s own energy efficiency
o

►

See Reduction Measure E-8, Zero Net Energy Construction. The City must balance the GHG
emission reduction objectives with other considerations, such as economic development, fiscal
sustainability, feasibility, the cost of each reduction measure per ton of carbon dioxide equivalent
reduced, and other factors. The CAP mandates implementation, monitoring, inventory updates,
and adjustments to the reduction measures in the future, if warranted.

Suggestion that the CAP mandate all new buildings be LEED Gold or Platinum, or similar new building
construction energy efficiency design standards
o

►

Please see Reduction Measure T-1, Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development.

Suggestion that the CAP mandate that all new buildings be carbon neutral
o

►

Please see Reduction Measure E-3, Municipal Energy Efficiency Goal.

Suggestion for the CAP to create a local network of bicycle paths
o

►

The University of San Diego’s Energy Policy Initiatives Center prepared the 2010 GHG
inventory and cost-benefit analysis.

California has mandated very high levels of building energy efficiency. The standards included in
the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) (Title 24, Part 11 of the
California Code of Regulations) became effective on January 1, 2017. The CALGreen Code was
developed to enhance the design and construction of buildings, and the use of sustainable
construction practices, through planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and
conservation, material conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental air quality
(California Building Standards Commission 2016). The CAP focused on not just energy
efficiency but also the GHG content of electricity sources. See Reduction Measure E-8, Zero Net
Energy Construction. The City must balance the GHG emission reduction objectives with other
considerations, such as economic development, fiscal sustainability, feasibility, the cost of each
reduction measure per ton of carbon dioxide equivalent reduced, and other factors, and in
balancing between these considerations, has elected not to include this measure at this time. The
CAP mandates implementation, monitoring, inventory updates, and adjustments to the reduction
measures in the future, if warranted.

Suggestion that the CAP require that all new buildings have rooftop solar energy systems
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o

►

Suggestion that the CAP mandate that all existing and new parking lots in the city must install solar shade
systems
o

►

Please see Reduction Measure T-6, Municipal Fleet Transition. The City does not provide trash
and recycling services.

Note that SANDAG projections are currently being updated and may be faulty
o

►

The CAP is consistent with, and builds on policy framework established in the General Plan.

Suggestion that the City could require that trash and recycling service be converted to compressed natural gas
o

►

Please see Reduction Measures E-5, Solar Voltaic Program and E-7, Solar Ready Construction.
The City must balance the GHG emission reduction objectives with other considerations, such as
economic development, fiscal sustainability, feasibility, and other factors, and in balancing
between these considerations, has elected not to include this measure at this time. The CAP
mandates implementation, monitoring, inventory updates, and adjustments to the reduction
measures in the future, if warranted.

Suggestion that the City continue to enforce the neighborhood floor area ratios, density, and building height
limits adopted in 2013, or potentially downsize these limits
o

►

Please see Reduction Measures E-5, Solar Voltaic Program, and E-7, Solar Ready Construction.
The City must balance the GHG emission reduction objectives with other considerations, such as
economic development, fiscal sustainability, feasibility, the cost of each reduction measure per
ton of carbon dioxide equivalent reduced, and other factors, and in balancing between
these considerations, has elected not to include this measure at this time. The CAP mandates
implementation, monitoring, inventory updates, and adjustments to the reduction measures in the
future, if warranted.

The City has used the most up-to-date information throughout the CAP and SEIR and will
provide later updates, as appropriate.

Suggestion that the CAP streamline permitting and zoning to encourage transit-oriented development projects
o

AECOM
Introduction

As noted in the General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element, “the advent of trolley service
in La Mesa has encouraged the concentration of planning efforts around the transit stations to
encourage mixed use, Transit-Oriented Developments (TODs). Examples include the La Mesa
Village Plaza in Downtown La Mesa on the west side of Spring Street and the La Mesa
Archstone apartment project near the Amaya station. The most recent example of a TOD in La
Mesa is the Pravada and Alterra apartment project at the Grossmont Trolley Station. These
projects help La Mesa to continue fulfilling the Regional goal to locate housing and employment
opportunities close to transit services" (page LD-10). La Mesa has five trolley stations and five
bus stops. The General Plan anticipates development activity focused around the City's transit
stations in the future. General Plan policy encourages infill development in these areas, including
properties in the vicinity of La Mesa Boulevard Station, 70th Street Station, Amaya Station, and
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Spring Street Station. The City's Mixed-Use Corridors represent another opportunity for
development that would have the density, location, and mix of land uses to reduce travel demand
(vehicles miles traveled [VMT]) and associated GHG emission. The General Plan identifies
reinvestment opportunities along El Cajon Boulevard and University Avenue, which are bus
transit corridors. The General Plan applies the Mixed-Use Urban land use designation along such
corridors, which allows higher-density development. Policies in the Land Use and Urban Design
Element call for pedestrian-friendly improvements in areas with high pedestrian activity, bicycle
and pedestrian facility connections between neighborhoods and destinations, infill development
in the City's Mixed-Use Overlay Zone, add housing to areas with substantial commercial
development, transit-oriented development that is compact in areas with existing transit service,
reduced and shared parking Downtown and in areas with transit, and incentives for transitoriented and mixed-use development. The General Plan Land Use & Urban Design Element
includes specific goals and policies to encourage resource-efficient building techniques,
materials, and principles of sustainable design in new construction and renovation; create
development standards to accommodate new technologies related to solar and wind energy;
ensure that the built environment prepares for adaptation to adverse climate change impacts such
as increasingly intense heat waves and water shortages; and increase the amount of foliage,
especially street trees. As a result, potential GHG emissions impacts related to urban development
would be reduced. See also CAP Reduction Measure T-4, Mixed-Use and Transit-Oriented
Development, which also addresses this comment.
►

Suggestion that the City survey residents of existing transit-oriented development projects to compare transit
use to other apartment complexes
o

►

Suggestion that the City identify potential parks and open spaces within the city to purchase and preserve. If
this is not an option, the City could work with the regional Multiple Species Conservation Program to help
purchase and preserve biological “hot spot” properties
o

►

This is not related to any adverse environmental impact related to implementation of the CAP, but
is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the CAP consider the potential costs and benefits of Community Choice Aggregation (CCA)
programs
o

►

Regional travel demand estimates were used in the CAP’s VMT analysis.

Costs associated with CCA programs are not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse
environmental impact related to implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker
consideration. The benefits of CCA programs are addressed in Chapter 3 of the CAP.

Suggestion that the SEIR consider VMT reductions a key metric
o

VMT reductions are evaluated as part of the impact analysis. Please see 3.12 “Transportation” of
the SEIR. See the Transportation Performance Standard described in the City’s CAP
Transportation and Land Use Strategy and identified in Table 3.4, as well as all of the
Transportation and Land Use Strategies (T-1 through T-6).

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

1-9

AECOM
Introduction

►

Suggestion that the SEIR consider local population control efforts to reduce pressure on the housing process
o

►

Suggestion that the SEIR consider enforcement on existing zoning and height limits
o

►

Please see Reduction Measure T-1, Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development.

Comment that Grossmont Boulevard should have a “road diet” and one of the car lanes should be removed
o

►

This is noted in pages 5 through 7, 12, 18, 19, 50, 73, 75, and 77 of the CAP.

Comment that bike lanes are important, even if it means taking out car lanes
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Comment that another benefit of the CAP would be health benefits from active transportation
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the City convince developers to build affordable housing via lot size and zoning standards
o

►

See the CAP’s Energy Strategy in Chapter 3 and in particular Reduction Measure E-9,
Community Choice Aggregation Program. This is not related to any adverse environmental
impact related to implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the CAP must detail actions the city would take beyond those required to comply with
existing laws and regulations
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Suggestion that the City work with utilities to offer 100 percent renewable energy while keeping energy rates
affordable
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

The City must balance the GHG emission reduction objectives with other considerations, such as
economic development, fiscal sustainability, feasibility, and other factors, and in balancing
between these considerations, has elected not to include this measure at this time. The CAP
mandates implementation, monitoring, inventory updates, and adjustments to the reduction
measures in the future, if warranted.

Comment that the City should abandon the CAP altogether and remove climate issues from the General Plan
in order to make building more affordable

AECOM
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o

►

Comment that the City should increase the tree canopy and green space, replace traffic signals with
roundabouts, reduce the heat island effect, and ensure that the trolley obeys Spring St. signal timings as funds
become available
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Comment that the health benefits of the CAP can be resolved by ending poverty, improving health care, and
applying new clean diesel laws in order to reduce the major cause of ozone
o

►

For urban forestry-related items, please see Reduction Measures G-1, Urban Forest Management,
and G-2, Expanded Urban Forestry Program. For roundabouts, heat island, and signal timing, the
City must balance the GHG emission reduction objectives with other considerations, such as
economic development, fiscal sustainability, feasibility, and other factors, and in balancing
between these considerations, has elected not to include these measures at this time. The CAP
mandates implementation, monitoring, inventory updates, and adjustments to the reduction
measures in the future, if warranted.

Comment that the City should challenge the State to conduct analysis of the effect reducing GHG emissions
will have on global temperatures, since the effect is miniscule
o

►

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

Comment that the City should request that the State conduct EIRs of its climate regulations and find that State
GHG emissions are less than significant, except for diesel emissions, which the commenter states should be
dealt with separately
o

This is not related to the CAP’s objectives or any adverse environmental impact related to
implementation of the CAP, but is listed here for decision-maker consideration.

As a result of the review of existing information and the scoping process, it was determined that the following
resource areas, in addition to the CEQA-mandated issues (e.g., cumulative impacts, growth-inducing impacts,
significant and unavoidable impacts), would be evaluated fully in this SEIR:
►
►
►
►
►
►

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
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►
►
►
►
►
►
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Land Use
Noise
Paleontological Resources
Population and Housing
Public Services, Utilities, and Energy
Transportation and Traffic
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Impacts on biological resources are not addressed in this SEIR. La Mesa is an urban area in San Diego County
where native habitats and vegetation communities are small and highly fragmented, compromising the ability of
those habitats and communities to support viable populations of most species of flora and fauna. The majority of
native biological resources have been degraded or replaced through disturbances resulting from current and
historic land uses. Remaining native habitat, including coastal sage scrub, is primarily limited to isolated patches
on hillsides and small urban canyons scattered throughout the city and in small riparian and wetland areas that
occur in stream channels or drainages. These remaining native habitat areas are discontinuous and interspersed
with nonnative, disturbed (i.e., ruderal or weedy) vegetative cover (General Plan EIR).
CAP measures will have no significant direct or indirect effects on special-status species, habitats, wildlife
migratory corridors, or any sensitive natural communities. Reduction Measure GI-1 (Urban Forest Management)
and Reduction Measure GI-2 (Expanded Urban Forestry Program) propose continuation and implementation of
policies and design standards, hosting workshops and providing technical assistance, possible development of an
urban forest master plan, and developing and implementing an urban forest strategy. These measures target the
planting of 500 new trees in the community and growth and maintenance of 1,400 acres of additional tree canopy
in the greater San Diego Area including La Mesa. While the planting of trees would cause some minor direct
disturbance to the physical environment, the resulting direct and indirect effects of additional trees and increased
tree canopy could potentially provide habitat for many species of migratory birds, tree roosting bats, and other
wildlife species and would be considered a beneficial effect on biological resources. Thus, biological resources
are not discussed further in this SEIR.
Impacts related to geology and soils determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study prepared for the
City General Plan (Appendix A of the General Plan EIR) and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference. As
described in the Initial Study, review of the California Division of Mines and Geology maps showed that the City of
La Mesa is not located in a Alquist-Priolo Act designated earthquake fault zone. The Initial Study determined that
implementation of the California Building Code, the City's Grading Ordinance, Chapter 14.05 of the La Mesa
Municipal Code, and other federal and State regulations would reduce impacts associated with seismic ground shaking,
erosion, slope failure, and expansive soils to a less-than-significant level. Geology and Soils was not discussed further
in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of the CAP would not change impacts related to geology and soils from
what has already been analyzed in the General Plan. Therefore, geology and soils are not discussed further in this
SEIR.

1.4

SUPPLEMENTAL EIR ORGANIZATION

The content and format of this SEIR is designed to meet the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations Sections 15122 through 15132). This SEIR is organized into the following
chapters so that the reader can easily obtain information about the project and its specific environmental issues:
►

►

The “Executive Summary” presents an overview of the project and alternatives and associated
environmental impacts/consequences; a listing of environmental impacts/consequences and mitigation
measures; and known areas of controversy and issues to be resolved.
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” explains the purpose and intended use of this SEIR, provides a brief summary of
the project that is being evaluated, identifies the scope and focuses of this SEIR, outlines the organization of
the document, and provides information on public review process.
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►

►

►

►

►

Chapter 2, “Project Description,” describes the regional location and setting, background and history,
project objectives, project characteristics, and the relationship of the proposed project to related plans and
regulations.
Chapter 3, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” is divided into sections
corresponding to the environmental topics listed above. The introduction to Chapter 3 explains the approach
to the environmental setting, identifies the documents incorporated by reference, presents the section contents,
and provides definitions of the types of environmental impacts. The impact analysis examines the impacts that
would occur with implementation of the CAP and compares the impacts of the CAP to those previously
analyzed in the General Plan EIR. The analysis incorporates by reference applicable portions of the General
Plan EIR. Each of the remaining sections is devoted to a particular environmental topic area and describes the
baseline, or existing environmental setting; regulatory setting; thresholds for determining significance; and
then provides an analysis of environmental impacts, identifies mitigation measures that would avoid,
eliminate, or reduce potentially significant or significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, where
available and feasible; and identifies the significance of the proposed project after implementation of
mitigation.
Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” describes a range of reasonable alternatives to the project (consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]) that are feasible (i.e., that may be accomplished in a successful manner within
a reasonable period of time) and that take economic, environmental, social, and technological factors into
account. Chapter 4 identifies the environmentally superior alternative and describes other alternatives
considered but eliminated from further consideration.
Chapter 5. “Cumulative,” provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed project, taken
together with other past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related impacts referred
to as “related projects,” as required by Section 15130 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
(CEQA Guidelines). The section also considers Measure E-10 of the Draft CAP as a cumulative impact.
Chapter 6, “Other CEQA Considerations,” addresses the potential for the project to foster economic or
population growth, or remove obstacles to growth, discusses any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts
that would result from project implementation, and discusses any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of
resources that could be caused by the project.

►

Chapter 7, “References,” provides a bibliography of sources cited in the SEIR.

►

Chapter 8, “List of Preparers,” lists individuals who were involved in preparing this SEIR.

►

►

Appendix A includes the NOP, comments on the NOP, and comments received at the scoping meeting. A
table is provided that summarizes the NOP comments and where those comments are addressed in this SEIR.
This information is used to focus the analysis and scope of the SEIR.
Appendix B includes the Executive Summary from the General Plan EIR.
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1.5

PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

This SEIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period. Copies of the SEIR are available through the
City of La Mesa Community Development Department. The City has circulated the document to public agencies,
other public and private organizations, and other interested individuals. Detailed information related to the SEIR
is available at the City of La Mesa City Hall and online at the City’s Website: http://www.cityoflamesa.com/
Comments on the SEIR are invited in writing or via email to:
Chris Jacobs, Senior Planner
City of La Mesa
8130 Allison Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91942
cjacobs@ci.la-mesa.ca.us
Comments should be focused on the adequacy and completeness of the SEIR. “Adequacy” is defined as the
thoroughness of the EIR in addressing significant adverse physical environmental effects, identifying mitigation
measures for those impacts, and supplying enough information for public officials to make decisions about the
merits of the project.
After the close of the public review period, a Response to Comments document will be prepared, containing the
comments received during the public review period, responses to those comments, and other information the City
determines to be relevant. This document will be made available for review before the City considers certification
of the Final SEIR. The Response to Comments document and the Draft EIR together will comprise the Final
SEIR.
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2
2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

The following chapter describes the draft City of La Mesa Climate Action Plan (CAP), hereafter referred to as the
proposed project. Along with a description of the proposed project, this chapter provides a description of the
regional location and setting, background and history, project objectives, project characteristics, and the
relationship of the proposed project to related plans and regulations.

2.2

REGIONAL LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of La Mesa (City) is located in central San Diego County, approximately 12 miles east of downtown San
Diego (Exhibit 2-1). The City is surrounded by the cities of San Diego to the west and north; El Cajon and the
unincorporated communities of Mount Helix, Casa Del Oro, and Spring Valley to the east; and Lemon Grove to
the south.
Regional transit access is provided by the Metropolitan Transit System light rail, Orange and Green lines and five
bus routes. There are no public or private airports located within the City. La Mesa falls within the Airport
Influence Area for two airports that serve small aircraft. Gillespie Field and Montgomery Field are located six and
10 miles outside the City limits, respectively. Regional motor vehicle access is provided by Interstate 8 (I-8) and
State Routes (SRs) 94 and 125.
The Planning Area for La Mesa is the same area as the City limits, which is approximately 9.2 square miles or
5,876 acres of land area. The City’s Sphere of Influence is coterminous with the City limits.
The City limits are developed with a range of residential, commercial, and institutional uses. The majority of land
in the city is devoted to residential development and transportation rights-of-way. Single-family and multi-family
residential developments account for approximately 55 percent of the city’s total land area. More than half of the
city’s multi-family residences are located in clusters near major arterial streets (City of La Mesa 2013).
Commercial and industrial land accounts for approximately eight percent and one percent, respectively, of the
total land area in the city. These uses are concentrated along the I-8 corridor (City of La Mesa 2013). The
remaining land is occupied by public or private institutions, including school, parks, and churches.

2.3

PROJECT BACKGROUND

On July 9, 2013, the City adopted the La Mesa Centennial General Plan (General Plan) and certified the City of
La Mesa 2012 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse Number 2012061053)
(General Plan EIR), which assessed the potential environmental impacts of implementing the City General Plan,
including potential impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The General Plan EIR identified a
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that called for the adoption of a CAP designed to reduce baseline GHG emissions
levels by 15 percent by 2020. To implement this mitigation measure, the City drafted a CAP in 2015, focusing on
the 2020 reduction target.
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In June 2015, a draft 2020 CAP was presented to the City’s Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
directed staff to conduct additional community outreach on potential measures to mitigate climate change. The
City conducted additional public outreach through an online survey and the City’s Connect La Mesa Block Party
in November 2015.
The City has decided to additionally pursue a 2035 GHG reduction strategy to demonstrate consistency with the
State’s own longer-term reduction targets. In March 2016, the City Council approved additional funds to revise
the CAP to consider the following additions:
►

►

►

►

►

Estimate community-wide emissions through a 2035 horizon year to align with buildout of the City’s General
Plan and demographic growth estimates included in San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s)
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
Provide revised emissions inventory that includes 2035 business-as-usual forecast calculations and supporting
assumptions.
Estimate state-wide reductions through the 2035 horizon year to demonstrate progress towards the City’s
2035 emissions target. The projection of emissions to this future year will allow the City to compare local
emissions and reduction targets to longer-term statewide target years.
Develop assumptions to estimate the reduction benefits of statewide measures beyond 2020 through the 2035
horizon year based on new information made available by the California Air Resources Board.
Develop new reduction measures, as well as identify any appropriate revisions to existing draft measures to
increase their long-term reduction potential.

A series of public presentations were held in August and September of 2016 to solicit input from its residents,
employees, and businesses.

2.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The City’s CAP represents a roadmap by which La Mesa can reduce its contributions of GHG emissions through
the development of strategies that are informed by the community’s goals, values, and priorities. Throughout
California, communities are developing CAPs to support the State’s broad climate protection efforts, while
simultaneously advancing local initiatives to improve community health and safety, reduce transportation and
utility costs, facilitate locally beneficial development projects, and enhance collaboration on regional planning
strategies.
The purpose of the CAP is to comprehensively describe the City’s strategy to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP
presents reduction targets, specific reduction strategies and measures the City will undertake, and quantification
of CAP emissions reductions. The CAP allows the City to demonstrate that the local reduction targets are
consistent with the State’s GHG emission goals. These goals for the State are embodied in Assembly Bill (AB) 32
(2006); the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which requires reduction of statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; as well as Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which establishes a goal for the State
government of 40 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2030; and Executive Order S-3-05, which
establishes a goal for State government of 80 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2050.
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City of La Mesa

2-3

AECOM
Project Description

The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:
►

estimate GHG emissions under baseline (2010) and future conditions (2020 and 2035);

►

present reduction targets consistent with State law and court direction;

►

►

evaluate the City’s progress toward meeting the targets through emission reduction strategies, and include a
mechanism to monitor progress toward the City’s targets and make adjustments to the reduction strategies, if
necessary, to achieve the CAP’s targets; and
provide a process for projects consistent with the CAP to undergo a streamlined analysis and mitigation of
GHG emissions under CEQA consistent with the tiering and streamlining provisions of Section 15183.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines.

2.5

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The CAP reduction strategies and measures provide tools to meet the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions by
15 percent below 2010 levels by 2020 and meet an emissions efficiency level of 3.46 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) per capita by 2035. The City has further set a goal of reducing GHG emissions to
2.0 MT CO2e per capita by 2050 to demonstrate the City’s commitment to California’s long-term GHG goal. The
following section presents the City’s approach to the CAP and summarizes CAP emissions reduction strategies
and measures.
Please refer to Chapter 2, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the CAP for a discussion of the sources and scale of
emissions generated by activities in the city, a 2010 baseline inventory of emissions, the anticipated increase in
emissions through the 2020 and 2035 target years, the City’s emissions reduction targets, and the level of
emissions reductions estimated to occur as a result of the ongoing statewide actions.

2.5.1

CAP APPROACH

The City has developed a comprehensive approach to reducing long-term GHG emissions, consistent with the
City’s General Plan, the General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-1, and the State’s own emission reduction
goals and targets. The CAP includes new reduction measures that would apply to new development, to existing
development, to the City’s actions and operations, and to regional cooperatives. The CAP details existing
programs that have been effective in reducing GHG emissions, and identifies the likely future benefit of these
programs, and expansions to these programs. The CAP includes new measures, developed in an inclusive public
process, and informed by a Draft 2020 Climate Action Plan, which was circulated for public review in 2015, as
well as comments on the Draft 2020 Climate Action Plan. In addition, the CAP considers locally-realized
emissions reductions from the following State actions:
►
►
►
►

Renewables Portfolio Standard,
AB 1109 – Lighting Efficiency,
AB 1493 – Pavley I and II, and
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Aerodynamic Efficiency Regulations.
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2.5.2

CAP REDUCTION STRATEGIES AND MEASURES

The CAP is organized into reduction strategies that consist of a collection of reduction measures related to a
certain emissions source area or topic. The emission reduction strategies are as follows:
►

►

►

►

►

►

The Energy Strategy recommends ways to increase energy efficiency in existing buildings and outdoor
lighting, as well as increase use of renewable, low-GHG energy sources.
The Transportation and Land Use Strategy encourages greater use of multi-modal transportation options,
including walking, biking, and transit through land use, design, infrastructure development, and demand
management. This strategy also lays the foundation for future transitions toward alternative-fueled vehicles.
The Water Strategy promotes the efficient use of water in buildings and landscapes.
The Solid Waste Strategy increases diversion of waste materials that can be composted, recycled, or
otherwise beneficially reused.
The Green Infrastructure Strategy presents a strategy to enhance long-term management and health of the
City’s existing urban forest.
The CAP Implementation Strategy provides a broad framework to support regional coordination on CAP
implementation to ensure estimated reductions occur, while leveraging ongoing partnerships and actions
among neighboring jurisdictions.

Chapter 3, “Emissions Reduction Measures,” in the CAP provides a detailed description of each reduction
measure’s programs, policies, projects, and other actions the City will carry out to accomplish its emissions
reduction goals, including reductions attributed to past actions that occurred since the 2010 baseline year. Each
reduction measure identifies its relationship to local emissions reduction opportunities, related actions previously
taken by the City or community members, and future actions that the City will lead during the CAP
implementation process. Reduction measure implementation tables are provided that summarize the actions to be
taken, departments responsible during implementation, a recommended timeframe to guide implementation
prioritization, and progress indicators to help gauge future achievement of measure objectives. Annual emissions
reduction estimates from reduction measure implementation are quantified, where possible. Please see Table 3.1
in Chapter 3 of the CAP for a quantified total of emission reductions anticipated from implementation of each
reduction measure.
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The following reduction strategies and measures have been developed for the CAP.
E-1
E-2

Energy Strategy
Building Retrofit Program
Shade Tree Program

E-3
E-4
E-5
E-6
E-7
E-8
E-9

Municipal Energy Efficiency Goal
Public Lighting
Solar Photovoltaic Program
Solar Hot Water Program
Solar Ready Construction
Zero Net Energy Construction
Community Choice Aggregation Program

T-1
T-2
T-3
T-4
T-5
T-6

Transportation and Land Use Strategy
Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development
Bicycle Safety Program
Transportation Demand Management Program
Mixed-Use and Transit-Oriented Development
Alternative Refueling Infrastructure Development
Municipal Fleet Transition

2.6

W-1
W-2
W-3

Water Strategy
Urban Water Management Plan Programs
Water Sensitive Landscape Design
Pure Water Program

Solid Waste Strategy
SW-1 Food Scrap and Yard Waste Diversion
SW-2 Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion
SW-3 75% Waste Diversion Strategy
Green Infrastructure Strategy
GI-1 Urban Forest Management
GI-2 Expanded Urban Forestry Program

I-1
I-2

CAP Implementation Strategy
Regional Implementation Partnerships
CAP Implementation and Monitoring

CAP REDUCTION MEASURE ESTIMATES

The City estimated emissions reductions associated with implementation of the local CAP measures described in
Chapter 3 of the CAP for both 2020 and 2035.
A climate action plan is a long-term GHG emissions reduction plan that requires estimates of the effectiveness of
reduction strategies. Estimates of the CAP’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions are based on empirical data that
has been collected on existing, similar programs. Additional estimates of the effectiveness of reduction strategies
are based on the amount of forecast development activity, and the likely participation rates, based on the success
of similar, existing programs in comparable locations. The CAP uses reduction estimates for both the 2020 and
the 2035 CAP horizon years. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(1)(D), the CAP also provides
clear performance standards for reduction measures, in order to ensure their effectiveness.
The estimates involve data collection and analysis that include:
►

►

►

Empirical data describing participation-to-date (e.g., energy efficiency retrofits, solar photovoltaic
installations, solar hot water installations);
Implementation of existing City goals, plans, and/or strategic frameworks (e.g., Energy Roadmap, Bicycle
Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan)
Implementation of existing City policies (e.g., Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion Ordinance,
shade tree installation requirements)
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►

►

►

Implementation of existing State policies/goals (e.g., Zero Net Energy requirements, water conservation
targets)
Implementation of the regional land use and transportation plan described in San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan
Assumptions describing participation and/or implementation of new City policies and programs defined in the
CAP (e.g., community choice aggregation program, zero-waste goal, per capita VMT targets, urban forest
expansion)

The following section provides a summary of the participation estimates that underpin each of the CAP’s
quantified reduction strategies. Appendix B to the CAP also provides detail on how the City developed estimates
of GHG reduction associated with each reduction strategy and measure.
These estimates and assumptions were based on the best available data at the time of CAP development. In
several cases, conservative assumptions were used in order to further ensure the success of the CAP in achieving
the City’s reduction targets. “Conservative” in this context means that the CAP could underestimate the actual
potential for GHG emissions reductions compared to what may actually occur.
Obviously, with any long-range planning process, it is possible that the forecast population or employment growth
will be different from that assumed in the plan. In the case of this CAP, it possible that SANDAG’s growth
estimates for La Mesa may over or underestimate actual development. It is possible the pace of development
would be different even if the total amount of development between present and 2035 is the same as included in
the CAP. Other factors that are not knowable at this time could affect the implementation of certain components
of the CAP. This is true of any climate action plan. To address the inherent challenges of long-term emissions
forecasting and GHG strategy participation estimation, the CAP also defines an implementation monitoring
process for the City to ensure that GHG reductions are occurring as estimated. If the monitoring shows that
emissions are not progressing toward the stated GHG targets, the City will develop additional reduction strategies
as a corrective action. This is clearly detailed in Chapter 4 of the CAP.

2.6.1

E-1 BUILDING RETROFIT PROGRAM

Building retrofit reductions are calculated based on actual implementation progress from the 2010 baseline year to
mid-2017. Implementation beyond mid-2017 was estimated assuming a continuation of the actual progress-todate.

2.6.1.1

SDG&E ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

SDG&E provided energy savings data associated with implementation of utility-sponsored programs from the
2010 baseline year through 2014. Data described kilowatt hours (kWh) and therms saved for residential,
commercial, and municipal customers in the City of La Mesa.
Energy savings from SDG&E-sponsored programs were estimated for years following the 2014 data collected,
and assumed a continuation of the average annual electricity and natural gas savings shown for residential and
commercial customers from 2010-2014.
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2.6.1.2

PACE PROGRAM ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Energy retrofit participation data was available and collected from three of the City’s six PACE financing
providers (i.e., HERO, Ygrene, and CaliforniaFIRST)
Data collected described actual electricity and natural gas savings that occurred in the City based on PACEfinanced projects for eligible residential customers; energy savings data was provided from the start of PACE
program inception to mid-2017.
Stated energy savings were revised to remove electricity reductions associated with installation of PACE-financed
solar photovoltaic (PV) systems to avoid overlap with the energy reductions estimated in Measure E-6. Energy
savings were further revised downward by 5 percent to avoid overlap with the SDG&E-stated energy savings
described above (this was based on guidance from a PACE program analyst following an empirical study of the
intersection between utility-funded energy retrofit programs and PACE financing projects)
Future PACE program energy savings were estimated based on PACE program analyst guidance on the number
of new financing projects assumed to occur in La Mesa annually and the average annual electricity and natural gas
savings produced by PACE financing to date.

2.6.1.3

GROSSMONT HOSPITAL CO-GENERATION FACILITY PROJECT

Energy reductions at the Grossmont Hospital were estimated to occur as a result of the hospital’s new cogeneration facility, which will increase the amount of electricity generated on-site from a high-efficiency natural
gas combustion system. The emissions reductions represent the net change in natural gas consumption (which will
increase due to the larger co-generation facility than the previous version) and electricity grid consumption (which
will decrease due to more electricity being generated on-site at the new co-generation facility). Hospital building
engineering staff provided energy consumption data for before and after installation of the new co-generation
facility to demonstrate actual energy consumption changes.

2.6.2

E-2 SHADE TREE PLANTING

This measure is based on estimates of the electricity savings associated with installing shade trees next to singlefamily residential units. The City currently requires shade trees to be planted for new construction and major
retrofits. The GHG reductions are estimated based on the number of new single-family units projected to be
constructed in the City from 2010-2020 and 2010-2035.

2.6.3

E-3 MUNICIPAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY GOAL

This measure estimates energy savings resulting from implementation of the City’s Energy Roadmap strategies
for municipal operations, and achievement of the City’s goal to reduce municipal electricity use by 10 percent
below 2010 levels by 2020. This measure assumes the City will increase its municipal electricity savings goal to
20 percent below 2010 levels by 2035. To be conservative, this does not assume an increase in natural gas savings
at municipal facilities.
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2.6.4

E-4 PUBLIC LIGHTING

This measure estimates the electricity reductions resulting from the City’s actual installation of high-efficiency
traffic signal bulbs (i.e., LED red and green bulbs) and on-going street light retrofits (i.e., high-efficiency
induction lights). The energy savings estimates are based on the City’s 2005 municipal GHG inventory, which
identified the amount of electricity consumed by traffic lights and streets in the City.

2.6.5

E-5 SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC PROGRAM

This measure estimates electricity reductions from installation of grid-connected PV systems in residential and
commercial uses. It calculates actual solar electricity generation in the City from 2010-2014 based on SDG&E PV
installation data for La Mesa and electricity generation potential from PV systems in La Mesa provided by the
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL). Future year PV installation estimates were based on the average
annual residential PV capacity installed from 2010-2014. This conservatively assumes that residential installations
continue at the same pace, but that no further commercial or municipal installations occur.

2.6.6

E-6 SOLAR HOT WATER PROGRAM

This measure estimates natural gas reductions from installation of solar hot water systems in the city. It calculates
actual natural gas savings in the city from 2011-2016 based on the California Solar Initiative – Solar Thermal
dataset. Future year solar hot water installation estimates were based on the average annual single-family
residential therms savings from 2011-2016. This conservatively assumes that single-family residential
installations continue at the same pace, but that no further multi-family or commercial installations occur.

2.6.7

E-8 ZERO NET ENERGY CONSTRUCTION

This measure estimates energy savings from implementation of the State’s Zero Net Energy (ZNE) goals, as
currently envisioned (i.e., all new residential construction is ZNE by 2020, and all new commercial construction
is ZNE by 2030). It is assumed that all energy demand from ZNE buildings would be generated on-site from
renewable, zero-emissions sources (e.g., PVs, geo-thermal heat pumps).
Energy consumption (i.e., electricity and natural gas) was estimated for new residential buildings constructed
from 2020 to 2035 and new commercial buildings constructed from 2030 to 2035. This energy demand and its
associated GHG emissions were assumed to not occur in 2035 because these buildings would be constructed to
ZNE standards and would therefore not consume any outside energy (i.e., from the utility grid).
The electricity consumption estimated in this measure was removed from calculations associated with Measure E10 Community Choice Aggregation to avoid double counting GHG emissions reductions from the two measures.

2.6.8

E-9 CCA PROGRAM

This measure quantifies the additional GHG reductions that could occur through development of a community
choice aggregation (CCA) program or similar clean electricity program that is available to all residents and
businesses in La Mesa. The participation rate and energy profile (i.e., 100% clean electricity) were selected based
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on the City of San Diego’s CCA feasibility study, which showed that a 100% clean electricity program with 80%
participation was possible by 2030. 1
The emissions reductions were calculated based on the City’s 2035 electricity demand forecast after
implementation of the CAP’s other energy efficiency programs and the State’s AB 1109 lighting efficiency policy
and Zero Net Energy new building requirements, so that GHG reductions are based on the remaining electricity
demand in La Mesa.
The GHG emissions reductions in this measure were calculated based on the difference in electricity emissions
factors between the State’s RPS goal of 40 percent renewable electricity by 2030 and the CCA’s goal of 100
percent renewable electricity by 2035. This avoids double counting with the GHG reductions already incorporated
into the GHG forecasts based on SDG&E’s assumed compliance with the State’s 2030 RPS requirements.

2.6.9

T-1 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT

This measure quantifies reductions resulting from increasing La Mesa’s bicycle mode share through expansion of
its bicycle infrastructure (i.e., Class I and II bicycle facilities). Estimates of La Mesa’s existing and planned bike
lane mileage were collected from the City’s Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan. It was
assumed that the 12.8 miles of new bike lanes would installed evenly between 2015 and 2035, for an average of
0.64 miles of new bike lane each year. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions associated with new bike lane
construction were calculated based on guidance from the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA) T-3 Transportation Demand Management Program. 2

2.6.10

T-3 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

This measure estimates VMT reductions associated with implementation of transportation demand management
programs that are not included in SANDAG’s regional travel model VMT estimates, but are described in San
Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, Appendix C, Sustainable Communities Strategy Documentation and Related
Information. The VMT reduction estimates are provided at the regional scale, and were scaled down to the City of
La Mesa based on the ratio of La Mesa’s annual VMT compared to the SANDAG region’s total annual VMT for
the 2020 and 2035 target years.
Emissions reductions associated with La Mesa’s share of the VMT reductions were calculated using outputs from
the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 mobile emissions model, which were also used to develop the
City’s GHG inventory transportation sector emissions

2.6.11

T-4 MIXED-USE AND TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

This measure estimates the VMT reductions from new construction that is entitled in La Mesa between 2017 and
2020, and assumes the City will establish a target of 15 percent reduction in VMT per capita below 2010 levels.

1

2

For more detail, please see the City of San Diego’s website at:
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/san_diego_cca_feasibility_study_final_draft_main_report_7-11-17.pdf.
For more detail, please see: http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
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The assumptions are based on draft guidance provided by the California Office of Planning and Research in
response to direction included in Senate Bill 743. 3
The 2035 GHG reduction estimates are based on a long-term, per capita VMT reduction target below 2010
baseline levels, to be achieved through continued local and regional land use and transportation planning
described in the City’s General Plan and SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan.

2.6.12

T-5 ALTERNATIVE REFUELING INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT

Similar to Measure T-3, this measure estimates emissions reductions modeled by SANDAG, but not included in
the regional travel demand model, which are associated with expanding the use of plug-in hybrid electric vehicles
in the region. The regional share of reductions associated with this measure were scaled to La Mesa based on the
ratio of La Mesa’s annual VMT compared to the SANDAG region’s total annual VMT for the 2020 and 2035
target years.

2.6.13

T-6 MUNICIPAL FLEET TRANSITION

This measure estimates GHG reductions associated with transitioning the municipal vehicle fleet toward
alternative fuel vehicles, as analyzed in the Energy Roadmap Program. The Energy Roadmap Program analysis
identified five potential opportunities for vehicle fleet transitions, and estimated that two of the opportunities were
feasible by 2020. The CAP conservatively assumed that only those two vehicle transitions were pursued by 2020,
and that no additional municipal flee improvements would occur before the 2035 target year. GHG emission
reductions were estimated based on the fuel savings calculated in the City’s Energy Roadmap analysis.

2.6.14

W-1 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN PROGRAMS

This measure estimates energy savings associated with reduced water consumption city-wide. The City’s water
provider stated its objective to maintain the per capita water consumption levels achieved in 2015 through the
CAP’s 2020 target year, which also aligns with the target year in Senate Bill X7-7 Water Conservation Act of
2009. The 2020 emissions reductions are based on the difference between the City’s 2020 water consumption
forecast in the GHG inventory and Helix Water District’s objective to maintain the 2015 per capita water
consumption rates. The 2035 emissions reductions are based on a performance standard to achieve greater water
conservation in the future, and achieve a 20 percent reduction below 2010 per capita water consumption levels.
The State policy framework directing local water conservation targets currently only extends to the year 2020.

2.6.15

SW-1 FOOD SCRAP AND YARD WASTE

This measure estimates GHG reductions from diverting food scraps and yard waste from the solid waste disposal
stream, and represents an early implementation step toward the zero-waste goal described in Measure SW-3.
The GHG inventory solid waste emissions are modeled based on CalRecycle’s 2008 and 2014 statewide waste
characterization studies (i.e., what is the distribution of different waste types in the state’s solid waste disposal
stream), which aggregates rural, suburban, and urban waste disposal information.
3

For more detail, please see OPR’s website: http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sb-743/.
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The City’s contracted waste hauler provides green waste collection bins to customers in La Mesa, and this
measure assumes a high percentage (i.e., 85 percent) of yard waste generated in the City is disposed of in those
bins (rather than in solid waste collection bins) and avoids the landfill waste stream. The measure also assumes a
minor amount (i.e., 5 percent) of food waste diversion and/or decreased food waste begins to occur in the city by
the 2020 target year.

2.6.16

SW-2 CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION WASTE DIVERSION

This measure estimates GHG reductions associated with continued implementation of the City’s existing
requirements for construction and demolition waste diversion, which already exceed State requirements.
The GHG reductions are calculated based on the marginal diversion improvement from the State requirement of
50 percent to the City’s requirement of 75 percent. The City’s solid waste disposal profile is modeled based on
CalRecycle’s 2014 Disposal Facility-Based Characterization of Waste in California. The emissions generationpotential of different waste types is calculated using the methane commitment methodology described in the
Global Protocol for Community-Scale Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories.

2.6.17

SW-3 75% WASTE DIVERSION STRATEGY

This measure estimates GHG reductions associated with the City’s long-term zero waste goal, to include an
interim target of 75 percent waste diversion by 2035.
The GHG reductions are calculated to assume that 75 percent waste diversion occurs evenly across all waste types
by 2035, with the result that 75 percent of the City’s solid waste emissions forecast in 2035 would not occur as a
result of recycling/reuse, composting, source reduction, and other waste diversion strategies.

2.6.18

GI-1 URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT

This measure estimates reductions associated with the carbon sequestration potential of new trees planted as part
of City landscaping requirements and development agreements from the 2010 baseline year through the 2020
target year.
Carbon sequestration rates for a sample plant palette were collected from the Center for Urban Forest Research
(CUFR) Tree Carbon Calculator and used to calculate the annual sequestration potential of the trees from 2010 –
2020.

2.6.19

GI-2 EXPANDED URBAN FORESTRY PROGRAM

This measure estimates the carbon sequestration potential of expanding the City’s urban forest based on the
results of an October 2016 San Diego Tree Canopy Assessment presentation using 2014 LiDAR data.
The presentation provided La Mesa’s existing tree canopy coverage and a range of maximum feasible urban
forestry coverage; the measure assumes La Mesa’s maximum feasible coverage is the mid-point in the range
provided, and that half of the new urban forestry coverage could be achieved by the 2035 target year.
The carbon sequestration potential of the new urban forest acreage was calculated based on inputs from the i-Tree
Canopy module, which includes a carbon sequestration potential variable expressed as pounds per acre per year.
AECOM
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2.7

CAP IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

As with any long-term plan, the CAP is based on numerous assumptions and the best data available at the time of
its preparation. However, land use change assumptions, emission reductions, technology, and other important
elements of the CAP will change over time and, as such, the CAP will need to be monitored and may need to be
revised periodically to ensure the City is on target to achieve the reduction target.
Chapter 4 of the CAP, “Benchmarks and Implementation,” includes sections entitled “Implementation and
Monitoring” and “Plan Evaluation and Evolution,” which establish how the City will track parties responsible for
implementation of each measure, performance indicators, and guidance for inventory updates. The performance
indicators are to be evaluated to ensure each measure is on track to achieve its stated emissions reductions. If,
during the implementation review process a measure is found to be falling short of its performance goals, then
additional attention can be given to modifying the implementation actions. Further, if implementation review
indicates that a measure will be unable to achieve its stated reduction level, then new CAP measures would need
to be developed to make up the difference, or other existing measures could be enhanced to increase their
emissions reduction potential. CAP implementation should be an iterative process to reflect future changes in
technology, available budget, and staff resources. Emissions inventory updates will be the best predictor of future
target achievement, and will help the City to identify emissions sectors that need additional attention. Emissions
forecasts are based partly on estimates of future year population and employment levels. If the City grows faster
than anticipated in the emissions inventories or more slowly than anticipated, an update may be appropriate.
The CAP will need to be updated as the State further implements its own emissions reduction actions, when new
data becomes available for analysis, and as additional emissions reduction technologies and strategies are
developed. The City will continue to monitor the State’s efforts designed to achieve its long-term 2050 reduction
target. Should additional statewide actions be developed, or existing actions enhanced, that would have local
application to La Mesa, the City will analyze the local reduction potential and incorporate those reductions into
future CAP updates.
New technologies that further reduce energy or transportation-related emissions (e.g., more efficient appliance
standards, fuel efficient vehicles) may be developed in the future. Existing technologies may also become more
effective or financially viable, which could accelerate their purchase and use within the community.

2.8

REQUIRED APPROVALS AND ACTIONS

This SEIR is prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.). The City
of La Mesa, as lead agency for the proposed project under CEQA, has the principal responsibility for certification
of the SEIR and adopting and implementing the CAP.
A number of other agencies may issue permits related to implementation of the CAP, including, but not
necessarily limited to:
►

►

California Department of Fish and Game (streambed alteration agreements pursuant to Section 1600 of the
California Fish and Game Code);
California Department of Transportation (encroachment permits);
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►

California Public Utilities Commission (certificates of public convenience and necessity);

►

Helix Water District (verifications of water supply availability)

►

►

►

San Diego Air Pollution Control District (monitors air quality and has permit authority over certain types of
facilities);
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (consistency with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan);
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (water quality certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits);

►

San Diego Association of Governments (transportation planning and financing); and

►

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit), and

►

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Section 7 consultation or Section 10a Habitat Conservation Plan/Section 9
incidental take permit pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act).

2.9

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL PROGRAMS AND COORDINATION

Numerous countywide and other regional efforts have also been established to support broad action towards
emissions reductions within the San Diego region. These programs are led by organizations that serve the greater
San Diego region, such as SANDAG, the San Diego Gas & Electric Company, and the Center for Sustainable
Energy, among others. The following programs provide a sample of efforts to promote emissions reductions and
support broader community health goals within the region:
►
►
►
►
►
►

SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
SANDAG Regional Climate Action Strategy
SANDAG Regional Energy Strategy
SANDAG Energy Roadmap Program
San Diego Regional Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan
San Diego Regional Clean Cities Coalition

2.10 INTENDED USE OF THE SEIR
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 includes the provision for tiering and streamlining the analysis of GHG
emissions in CEQA documents. Under this provision, lead agencies may analyze and mitigate the effects of GHG
emissions at a programmatic level, such as in a general plan, a long range development plan, or a separate plan to
reduce GHG emissions, such as a climate action plan developed by a local jurisdiction, or a sustainable
communities strategy developed by the metropolitan planning organization. Later project-specific CEQA
documents may tier and/or incorporate by reference that existing programmatic review if the proposed project is
consistent with the GHG reduction program. State guidance suggests a greenhouse gas reduction program should
include the following plan elements:
►

Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, resulting from
activities within a defined geographic area;
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►

►

►

►

►

Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions
from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively considerable;
Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories of actions
anticipated within the geographic area;
Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that substantial evidence
demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, would collectively achieve the specified
emissions level;
Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level and to require amendment if
the plan is not achieving specified levels; [and]
Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.

La Mesa’s CAP and this SEIR have been prepared consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5. The City’s CAP will be used to streamline CEQA review when projects demonstrate consistency.
The City has prepared estimates of existing and future GHGs, as detailed in the CAP (Chapter 2) and also in
Section 3.4 of this SEIR, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” The CAP (Chapter 3) includes reduction strategies
demonstrated to reduce emissions consistent with its emissions reductions targets for 2020 and 2035, as well as
details on implementation and monitoring (Chapter 4) to ensure these targets are achieved. This SEIR represents
the required environmental review for the CAP.
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3
3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

APPROACH TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Sections 3.1 through 3.12 of this SEIR present the environmental impact analysis for the anticipated effects of
implementation of the City of La Mesa Climate Action Plan (CAP). The environmental topics addressed in these
sections are as follows:
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use Planning
Noise
Paleontological Resources
Population, and Housing
Public Services, Utilities, and Energy
Transportation and Traffic

This SEIR presents an alternatives analysis in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” and the cumulative analysis in Chapter 5,
“Cumulative,” and a discussion of other analyses required under CEQA (including growth-inducing impacts) in
Chapter 6, “Other CEQA Considerations,” of this SEIR.

3.0.1

INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 encourages incorporation by reference of previously analyzed and publicly
circulated information. CEQA Guidelines Section 15150(c) states that the incorporated part of the referenced
document shall be briefly summarized, where possible, or briefly described if the data or information cannot be
summarized, and the relationship between the incorporated part of the referenced document and the EIR shall be
described.
This SEIR hereby incorporates by reference the City of La Mesa 2012 General Plan Final Environmental Impact
Report, State Clearinghouse Number 2012061053 (General Plan EIR) (City of La Mesa 2013). Printed copies of
the General Plan EIR are available to the public at the La Mesa City Hall, 8130 Allison Avenue, La Mesa,
California, and are also available on the City of La Mesa’s Website, at http://www.cityoflamesa.com/1077/2012General-Plan-EIR. The General Plan EIR analyzed the adoption and implementation of the City of La Mesa
Centennial General Plan (City General Plan). The General Plan EIR provides a program-level assessment of the
environmental impacts resulting from development accommodated under the General Plan and implementation of
policies established within the General Plan. The General Plan EIR presents mitigation measures, where feasible,
to reduce potentially significant and significant impacts. Each mitigation measure is a procedure, program, or
technique that requires City action, either alone or in collaboration with non-City organizations or State and
federal agencies. Some of the implementation programs are processes or procedures that the City currently
administers (such as development project review), while others identify new programs or projects.
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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Where information from the General Plan EIR is incorporated by reference in this SEIR, the relationship of the
referenced material to the analyses in this SEIR is explained in each topic-specific resource section. Updates to
environmental setting, impact, and mitigation discussions in this SEIR are provided only where information has
been modified since preparation of the General Plan EIR that is relevant to the impact analysis.

3.0.2

SECTION CONTENTS

Sections 3.1 through 3.12 of this SEIR are each organized into the following major components:
►

►

►

►

►

Existing Environmental Setting: This subsection provides an overview of the existing physical
environmental conditions (i.e., the environmental baseline). This SEIR provides updates to the environmental
setting where changes have occurred since the adoption of the General Plan EIR.
Regulatory Setting: This subsection describes federal, State, regional, and local plans, policies, regulations,
and laws that may apply to the environmental topic under evaluation. This SEIR summarizes updated federal,
State, regional, and local plans, policies, regulations, and laws that have been adopted since preparation of the
General Plan EIR and that pertain to environmental effects associated with the CAP.
Thresholds for Determining Significance: The significance criteria (or “thresholds of significance”) are
provided to define the level at which an impact would be considered potentially significant or significant in
accordance with CEQA. Thresholds may be quantitative or qualitative. They may be based on agency or
professional standards or on legislative or regulatory requirements relevant to the impact analysis. Generally,
the thresholds of significance are derived from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as amended; factual or
scientific information and data; and regulatory standards. Following the thresholds of significances are the
issues not addressed further in this SEIR and why.
Analysis of Environmental Impacts: This subsection focuses on an analysis of the potential environmental
impacts of the project described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this SEIR. The impact analysis
examines the impacts that would occur with implementation of the CAP and compares the impacts of the
CAP to those previously analyzed in the General Plan EIR.
Mitigation Measures: Following each discussion of a significant or potentially significant impact, feasible
mitigation measures are provided, where available and applicable, to reduce significant or potentially
significant impacts of the proposed CAP. Many of these mitigation measures are the same as those measures
included in the General Plan EIR. Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines defines mitigation as including:
•

avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action,

•

minimizing impacts by limiting the degree of magnitude of the action and its implementation,

•

rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment,

•

reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life
of the action, or

•

compensating for the impact over time by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

AECOM
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.0-2

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

►

Significance after Mitigation: This section identifies whether impacts would remain significant following
application of mitigation measures. For each impact, either the impact would be reduced to a level below the
significance threshold (fully reduced to a less-than-significant level) or applicable feasible mitigation is not
available or is insufficient to fully reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

3.0.3

DETERMINING THE LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

For each potential environmental impact identified in this SEIR, a statement of the level of significance of the
impact is provided. Impacts are assessed as one of the following categories:
►

►

►

►

►

►

No impact indicates that the construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project would not have
any direct or indirect effects on the physical environment. It means no change from existing conditions. This
impact level does not need mitigation.
A less-than-significant impact is one that would not result in a substantial or potentially substantial adverse
change in the physical environment. This impact level does not require mitigation under CEQA.
A significant impact is defined by California Public Resources Code Section 21068 as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” Levels of significance can vary by project, based
on the setting and the nature of the change in the existing physical condition. CEQA Guidelines Section
15382 defines a significant effect as a “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall
not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”
A potentially significant impact is one that, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant impact as
described above; however, the occurrence of the impact cannot be immediately determined with certainty. For
CEQA purposes, a potentially significant impact is treated as if it were a significant impact. Therefore, under
CEQA, feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to the proposed project must be provided, where
necessary and applicable, to eliminate or reduce the magnitude of potentially significant impacts.
A potentially significant and unavoidable impact or significant and unavoidable impact is one that would
result in a potentially substantial or substantial adverse effect on the environment, and that could not be
reduced to a less-than-significant level even with any feasible mitigation or project alternatives. Under
CEQA, a project with significant and unavoidable impacts could proceed, but the lead agency would be
required (i) to conclude in findings that there are no feasible means of substantially lessening or avoiding the
significant impact in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3) and (ii) to prepare a statement of
overriding considerations, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, explaining why the lead
agency would proceed with a project, in spite of the potential for significant impacts.
A beneficial impact is an impact that is considered to cause a positive change or improvement in the
environment and for which no mitigation measures are required.
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3.1

AESTHETICS

Aesthetic resources include scenic vistas or scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings
within a State scenic highway. In addition, the degradation of the existing visual character of a project site or the
generation of light and glare which adversely affects day or nighttime views can be an aesthetic impact.
Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” of the General Plan EIR described the character and quality of the visual resources
within the city and analyzed the potential impacts from the General Plan (General Plan EIR, pages 4.1-1 to
4.1-12). That information is hereby incorporated by reference, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and
Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.1.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.1-1 to 4.1-5),
is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference. The
setting provides the general scenic quality of the city, identifies the scenic highway corridor on State Route (SR)
125, summarizes scenic vistas and panoramic views in the community, and describes the existing sources of light
and glare.

3.1.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR remains largely unchanged as it relates to potential effects
associated with the City’s CAP and is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, page 4.1-5 to 4.1-7).
The following regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances addressed in the General Plan EIR are listed below.

FEDERAL
The General Plan EIR did not identify any federal plans, policies, regulations, policies, or laws related to aesthetic
resources that were applicable to the General Plan.

STATE
►

California Scenic Highway Program

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►

La Mesa Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance

►

La Mesa Sign Ordinance

►

La Mesa Urban Design Program

►

Specific Plans

►

Parks Master Plan
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UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 in September 2013, which creates a process to change the way that
transportation impacts are analyzed under CEQA. More details on SB 743 are provided in Section 3.12 of this
SEIR, “Transportation and Traffic.” However, SB 743 also indicated that “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a
residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall
not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Aesthetic impacts for qualifying projects within a
transit priority area are not considered significant effects on the physical environment (Public Resources Code
Section 21099).

3.1.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the checklist in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to
evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus
on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to aesthetics would occur if the
CAP would:
►

►

have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock outcrops, and historic buildings,
within a State scenic highway;

►

substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or

►

create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

3.1.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

CHANGES IN SCENIC VISTAS AND SCENIC RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.1-7 to 4.1-12) found that new development, redevelopment, and intensification,
specifically near the Grossmont Shopping Center and in other visually sensitive areas, could affect nearby
panoramic views and result in a potentially significant impact to scenic resources. However, implementation of
Mitigation Measure AES-1 would ensure the ongoing preservation of scenic views and vistas by requiring that
developers prepare visual simulations and shadow studies for proposed buildings taller than four stories high.
Where visual impacts are identified, building design will be modified, as necessary, to minimize negative effects.
Thus, impacts were determined to be less than significant.
The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. However, it encourages construction, retrofits, and other activities that
may have impacts on scenic vistas.
Earth-moving activities would occur from construction of additional bicycle lanes (Reduction Measure T-1) and
tree planting (Reduction Measures E-2, G-1, and G-2). Additional trees planted could block views of scenic
resources. The CAP also supports mixed-use and transit-oriented development, which could involve structures
that are tall enough to impact views and scenic vistas within the city. Future development projects that incorporate
AECOM
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CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Reduction
Measure E-6), could involve changes to the visual environment. The CAP also establishes policies that encourage
energy-saving retrofits to existing buildings (Reduction Measure E-1). Solar facilities or energy-saving retrofits
would likely be visible to visitors, employees, and residents, depending on the location and design of
improvements and the location of affected publicly accessible viewpoints. Depending on the size and mass of
these energy-generating components, future redevelopment or development could result in degradation of the
scenic vistas and scenic resources. Future development that would incorporate renewable energy systems on the
building, such as photovoltaic panels, would be required to comply with proposed policies that regulate the design
of new buildings, as well as protect the existing visual quality of the city. Specifically, future development would
be required to meet the City’s zoning requirements, landscaping standards, and the regulations of any applicable
specific plan. Projects such as new or substantially renovated commercial properties, multi-family residential
developments, projects within the City’s mixed-use corridors, and sites within the Downtown Village Specific
Plan area are subject to the Urban Design Program, which promotes and ensures design excellence.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Thus, this impact would be less
than significant.

CHANGES IN SCENIC RESOURCES WITHIN A STATE SCENIC HIGHWAY
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.1-7 to 4.1-12) found that development of vacant sites in the area surrounding
SR-125 could affect scenic resources. However, building height, setback, grading limitations, and additional
discretionary review requirements are already in place as described above to avoid significant impacts associated
with scenic resources within a State scenic highway. In addition, design review required for other future
development projects would avoid significant impacts associated with scenic resources. The General Plan EIR
found that impacts to scenic resources within a State scenic highway would be less than significant.
As previously stated, the CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from GHG emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. The CAP uses land use change assumptions consistent with those used
as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP does not
increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the absorption rate of future development. The
CAP does not propose add any new residences, commercial, or industrial uses. The CAP would not change any
land use designations. Future development would be required to comply with the discretionary review
requirements in place within the Scenic Preservation Overlay Zone. All alteration of the surface of the land by
construction, excavation, filling, or otherwise, through which trees would be removed, water courses would be
altered, or earth banks exceeding three feet in height would be created within the Scenic Overlay Zone must be
approved by the Planning Commission. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts
or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the City’s General
Plan EIR. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

IMPACTS TO VISUAL CHARACTER
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.1-7 to 4.1-12) found that new development and redevelopment activities, as well
as landscaping and infrastructure improvements at the Grossmont Shopping Center site and in the General Plan’s
opportunity sites, could significantly impact existing visual character. However, compliance with existing City
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regulations intended to preserve the existing visual character and the implementation of Mitigation Measure AES1 were determined to reduce impacts to less than significant.
Although the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development, future activities encouraged by the CAP
could lead to changes in visual character. Depending on the size and mass, future redevelopment or development
associated with the CAP could result in degradation of the visual character and quality of an individual site and its
surroundings, depending on the location and scale of future development, the placement of publicly accessible
viewing locations relative to future development, and other factors that are currently unknown. Future
development that would incorporate renewable energy systems on the building, such as photovoltaic panels,
would be required to comply with building height, setback, grading limitations, and additional discretionary
review requirements that regulate the design of new buildings, as well as protect the existing visual quality of the
city, as described above. Additionally, General Plan Policy UD-2.1.1 states that new development and
redevelopment should give careful attention to Urban Design Standards related to building scale, architectural
materials, landscaping, and other elements to emphasize attractive building and site design. General Plan Policy
UD-2.1.2 states that the review of projects should place a priority on compatibility with adjacent land uses.
As described in the General Plan EIR, future development could change visual character within the city. Future
development would be required to meet the City’s zoning requirements, landscaping standards, and the
regulations of any applicable specific plan. Projects such as new or substantially renovated commercial properties,
multi-unit residential developments, projects within the City’s mixed-use corridors, and sites within the
Downtown Village Specific Plan area are subject to the Urban Design Program, which promotes and ensures
design excellence. In addition, the implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AES-1 would limit
impacts from buildings taller than four stories. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new
impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the City’s
General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LIGHT AND GLARE
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.1-7 to 4.1-12) found that new development of projects permitted under the
General Plan could result in an increase in light and glare. However, with adherence to the City’s Zoning Code,
which requires that lighting be designed, installed, and maintained to avoid light spillage and glare, impacts
related to light and glare were determined to be less than significant. No mitigation measures were determined to
be necessary.
Implementation of the CAP would encourage energy-efficient or energy-generating rooftop structures, such as
photovoltaic arrays, that could introduce substantial new sources of glare. Rooftop solar panels, to be effective,
must be oriented to maximize solar radiation absorption. However, solar panels are designed to maximize sunlight
absorption and are generally constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and are composed of a minimum of
reflective surfaces. Therefore, it is not anticipated that solar arrays would result in an increased amount of glare
even if they were oriented in such a way as to face sensitive receptors or drivers.
The CAP could also lead to changes in the City’s traffic signals and street lights through installation of energyefficient lighting technology (Reduction Measure E-4). In addition, the CAP supports energy efficiency in parking
lot lighting community wide through outreach programs and information sharing (Reduction Measure E-5).
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
AECOM
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increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.

3.1.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

As stated above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Thus, there are no direct impacts
from the adoption of the CAP and no mitigation would be required. However, the CAP uses land use change
assumptions that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so impacts on visual character,
including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the
General Plan EIR. The following mitigation measure from the General Plan EIR is provided for future ground
disturbance, construction, building retrofits, or other actions that could impact aesthetics.
Mitigation Measure AES-1
As new development and revitalization projects come forward, the City shall work with developers to preserve
scenic views and vistas of natural and built landmarks that are visible from public locations and streets. For
proposed buildings taller than four stories, visual simulations and shadow studies shall be required to be provided
by the applicant during the development review process so that the City can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In
response to City review of the simulations and studies, if significant visual impacts are identified by the City,
building designs shall be modified by the applicant to reduce such impacts.

3.1.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

CHANGES IN SCENIC VISTAS AND SCENIC RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR concluded than implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AES-1 would
reduce impacts to less than significant. As with the General Plan EIR, impacts associated with implementation of
the CAP on changes in scenic vistas and scenic resources are considered less than significant.

CHANGES IN SCENIC RESOURCES WITHIN A STATE SCENIC HIGHWAY
Because impacts related to scenic resources within a State scenic highway associated with implementation of the
CAP are considered less than significant, no mitigation would be required.

IMPACTS TO VISUAL CHARACTER
The General Plan EIR determined that the implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure AES-1 would
limit impacts from buildings taller than four stories and that the impact under the General Plan would be less than
significant. As with the General Plan EIR, the impact associated with implementation of the CAP on visual
character are considered less than significant.

LIGHT AND GLARE
Because impacts related to light and glare associated with implementation of the CAP are considered less than
significant, no mitigation would be required.
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3.2

AIR QUALITY

Air quality is defined by the concentration of pollutants related to human and environmental health.
Concentrations of air pollutants are determined by the rate and location of pollutant emissions released by
pollution sources, and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural factors that affect
transport and dilution include terrain, wind, and sunlight. Therefore, ambient air quality conditions within an air
basin are influenced by such natural factors as topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of
air pollutant emissions released by air pollutant sources.
Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-1 to 4.2-26) described the existing air quality
conditions, summarized applicable regulations, and analyzed the potential short-term construction and long-term
operational air quality impacts of the General Plan. That information is hereby incorporated by reference, and
summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.2.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.2-1 to 4.2-7)
and is hereby incorporated by reference. The setting provides information on the climate, topology and
meteorology within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The setting summarizes the existing air quality in the
SDAB and describes existing sensitive receptors.
The setting also describes each criteria air pollutant (i.e., ozone, carbon monoxide [CO], nitrogen dioxide [NO2],
sulfur dioxide [SO2], PM10, PM2.5, and lead) and odor, including source types and impacts to health, along with
the most current monitoring station data and attainment designations for the planning area.
The monitoring station referred to in the General Plan EIR, El Cajon monitoring station, located on Redwood
Avenue, was closed in 2014. The new closest air quality monitoring station opened in 2016 and is located at 533
S. First Street, El Cajon CA 92019. Table 3.2-1 presents the most recent available data from the El Cajon
monitoring stations, with summaries of the exceedances of standards and the highest pollutant levels recorded for
years 2013 through 2016, except 2015.
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Table 3.2-1. Ambient Air Quality Summary – El Cajon Monitoring Stations
Pollutant Standards
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm)
State maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm)
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded
NAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm)
CAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm)
CAAQS 1-hour (>20.0 ppm)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
State maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Annual Average (ppm)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded
CAAQS 1-hour
Ozone
State max 1-hour concentration (ppm)
National maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm)
Number of Days Standard Exceeded
CAAQS 1-hour (>0.09 ppm)
CAAQS 8-hour (>0.070 ppm)/ NAAQS 8-hour
(>0.075 ppm)
Particulate Matter (PM10) a
National maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
State maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
State annual average concentration (µg/m3)
Estimated Number of Days Standard Exceeded
NAAQS 24-hour (>150 µg/m3)
CAAQS 24-hour (>50 µg/m3)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) a
National maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
State maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3)
National annual average concentration (µg/m3)
State annual average concentration (µg/m3)
Estimated Number of Days Standard Exceeded
NAAQS 24-hour (>35 µg/m3)

2013 (Redwood)

2014 (Redwood)

2016
(First Street)

*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
1.6075

*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*

0.051
0.012

0.048
*

0.048
*

0

0

0

0.090
0.078

0.059
0.053

0.087
0.074

0

0

0

3/1

0/0

1/0

41.0
41.1
24.4

48.0
47.0
*

43.0
44.1
*

0
0

*
*

*
*

23.1
23.1
10.6
10.6

38.1
43.4
*
*

23.9
31.0
*
*

0

*

*

Notes:
* Data unavailable
a

State and national statistics may differ for the following reasons: State statistics are based on California-approved samplers, whereas
national statistics are based on samplers using federal reference or equivalent methods. State and national statistics may, therefore, be
based on different samplers. State statistics are based on local conditions; national statistics are based on standard conditions. State criteria
for ensuring that data are sufficiently complete for calculating valid annual averages are more stringent than the national criteria.

ppm
µg/m

=
3

=

parts per million
micrograms per cubic meter

NAAQS =

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAAQS =

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Source: ARB 2017
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3.2.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, pages
4.2-7 to 4.2-10). The following regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances addressed in the General Plan EIR are
listed below.

FEDERAL
►

Clean Air Act (CAA)

STATE
►

California Clean Air Act (CCAA)

►

California’s adopted 2007 State Strategy (Superseded)

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►

►

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San
Diego County (Superseded)
2004 Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide Updated Maintenance Plan
for Ten Federal Planning Areas

The General Plan EIR also included a description of toxic air contaminants (ozone, carbon monoxide [CO],
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns
(PM10), particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and lead) and asbestos.

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
In 2008, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) strengthened the 8-hour ozone standard
to 75 parts per billion (ppb). There were 16 areas in California designated nonattainment in 2012. In 2012, U.S.
EPA also strengthened the annual fine particulate matter (PM2.5) standard to 12 micrograms per cubic meter
(µg/m3). U.S. EPA designated four areas in California as nonattainment for this standard. ARB will be
considering State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for both of these standards in 2017. The updated standards can be
found in Table 3.2-2.
On March 23, 2017, the Air Resources Board (ARB or Board) adopted the Revised Proposed 2016 State Strategy
for the State Implementation Plan (State SIP Strategy), describing the proposed commitment to achieve the
reductions necessary from mobile sources, fuels, and consumer products to meet federal ozone and PM2.5
standards over the next 15 years. The State SIP Strategy proposes a suite of regulatory and incentive programs,
referred to as State SIP measures, which, in combination with local actions, are designed to achieve the required
emission reductions to meet federal air quality standards.
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Table 3.2-2. National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
a

Pollutant
Ozone k
f

Respirable particulate matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
Carbon monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)

Lead

g

h

i, j

Visibility-reducing particles
Sulfates
Hydrogen sulfide
i
Vinyl chloride

k

f

Averaging Time
1 hour
8 hours
24 hours
Annual arithmetic mean
24 hours
Annual arithmetic mean
8 hours
1 hour
8 hours (Lake Tahoe)
Annual arithmetic mean
1 hour
Annual Arithmetic Mean
24 hours
3 hours
1 hour
30-day average
Calendar quarter
Rolling 3-month average
8 hours
24 hours
1 hour
24 hours

California Standards
c
Concentration
3
0.09 ppm (180 μg/m )
3
0.070 ppm (137 μg/m )
3
50 μg/m
3
20 μg/m
–
3
12 μg/m
3
9.0 ppm (10 mg/m )
3
20 ppm (23 mg/m )
3
6 ppm (7 mg/m )
3
0.030 ppm (57 μg/m )
3
0.18 ppm (339 μg/m )
–
3
0.04 ppm (105 μg/m )
—
3
0.25 ppm (655 μg/m )
3
1.5 μg/m
–
–
See footnote j
3
25 μg/m
3
0.03 ppm (42 μg/m )
3
0.01 ppm (26 μg/m )

b

National Standards
c,d
c,e
Primary
Secondary
–
Same as primary standard
3
0.070 ppm (147 μg/m )
3
150 μg/m
Same as primary standard
–
3
35 μg/m
Same as primary standard
3
12 μg/m
15 μg/m
3
9 ppm (10 mg/m )
None
3
35 ppm (40 mg/m )
–
–
3
0.053 ppm (100 μg/m )
Same as primary standard
3
100 ppb (188 μg/m )
None
h
0.030 ppm (for certain areas)
–
h
0.14 ppm (for certain areas)
–
3
–
0.5 ppm (1,300 μg/m )
3
75 ppb (196 μg/m )
–
–
–
3
j
1.5 μg/m (for certain areas)
Same as primary standard
3
0.15 μg/m
No national standards

Notes: mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a
California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-hour),
compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted from
nitrogen dioxide, and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility-reducing particles), are values that are not to be
100 ppb to 0.100 ppm.
h
exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the
On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual
Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.
primary standards were revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the
b
National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be 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
exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration
measured at each site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the
hour is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above
1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain
150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily
the 2010 standards are approved. To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California
standard, the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is
concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standards.
c
identical of 0.075 ppm.
Concentration expressed first in the units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are
i
based upon a reference temperature of 25 degrees Celsius and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most
ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold level of
measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and reference pressure of 760
exposure for adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of
torr; (ppm) in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.
control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.
d
j
National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the
The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The
public health.
1978 lead standard (1.5 µg/m3 as a quarterly average) remains in effect until 1 year after an area is
e
National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect public welfare from any known or
designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.
standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the
f
3
3
2008 standards are approved.
On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 μg/m to 12.0 μg/m . The
3
k
existing national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 μg/m , as was the annual
In 1989, ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe
3
3
secondary standard of 15 μg/m . The existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 μg/m also
30-mile visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer”
and the “extinction of 0.07 per kilometer” for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards,
were retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3
respectively.
years.
g
k
To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily
On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 100 ppb. California standards are in units of ppm. To
0.075 to 0.070 ppm.
directly
Source: ARB 2016
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Thus, the SDCAPCD prepared and adopted a revision to the 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego
County on March 23, 2017. The revised attainment plan meets the standards of the SIP.
The General Plan includes a number of goals, policies, and programs that address air quality and would reduce
criteria pollutant emissions:
►

Goal CS-1: A City that prioritizes the conservation and efficient use of natural resources and uses effective
methods of preserving sensitive lands.
•

Objective CS-1.1: Create compact, mixed-use projects with amenities to enhance the City’s natural
setting.
−

►

•

Objective CS-1.2: Encourage the use of local, non-polluting, renewable and recycled resources.

•

Objective CS-1.4: Collaborate with partner agencies, utilities, and businesses to support a range of
energy efficiency and conservation measures.
−

Policy CS-1.4.1: Facilitate savings-by-design and address energy-efficient building and site design in
the retrofit or renovation of new and existing development.

−

Policy CS-1.4.2: Encourage the use of local, non-polluting, renewable and recycled resources.

Goal CS-2: Minimal negative impacts to environmental and public health.
•

►

Policy CS-1.1.2: Promote the Mixed Use Overlay Zone and related design guidelines to encourage
infill along the City’s transit corridors.

Objective CS-2.2: Minimize the level of pollutants entering the air.
−

Policy CS-2.2.1: Establish local thresholds by City Council adoption required as mitigation to the
Environmental Impact Report for emissions that could have a significant negative impact on air
quality.

−

Policy CS-2.2.2: Encourage infrastructure, such as fueling stations, for alternative fuel vehicles.

−

Policy CS-2.2.3: Collaborate with public, private, and regional entities to develop and implement
clean-energy-fueled fleet, bus, and train vehicles.

Goal CS-3: Safe mobility and access for all without compromising our ability to protect public health and
safety.
•

Objective CS-3.1: Facilitate a reduction of automobile dependency in favor of affordable alternative,
sustainable modes of travel.
−

Policy CS-3.1.1: Encourage businesses, organizations, and residents to participate in the
implementation of regional transportation demand management, including carpooling programs.
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3.2.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the checklist in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to
evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus
on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to air quality would occur if the
CAP would:
►

►

►

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;
violate any air quality standard (i.e., National Ambient Air Quality Standards [NAAQS] or California
Ambient Air Quality Standards [CAAQS]) or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation;
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);

►

result in CO hotspots;

►

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

►

create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

3.2.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APPLICABLE AIR QUALITY PLAN
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that the General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Regional Air Quality Standards (RAQS) and/or applicable portions of the SIP. Because the
RAQS and the General Plan are based on projections using the same data developed by SANDAG, the General
Plan is consistent with SDAPCD’s current air quality planning efforts. Therefore, this impact was determined to
be less than significant.
Like the General Plan, because the CAP was prepared with updated land use forecasts from SANDAG, it is
consistent with the SDAPCD’s air quality planning efforts. The CAP would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the RAQS and/or applicable portions of the SIP. The CAP would not result in any new impact
or an impact that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the City’s
General Plan EIR. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR
PROJECTED AIR QUALITY VIOLATION
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that it was not possible to accurately estimate the
construction schedule and future emissions from development activities associated with the General Plan and that
construction activities could lead to the violation of an applicable air quality standard for reactive organic gas
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(ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), CO, PM10, or PM2.5. Although Mitigation Measure AQ-1 was required, this
impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR also found that, although the General Plan includes a number of goals, policies, and
programs that address air quality and would reduce criteria pollutant emissions, long-term operational emissions
associated with the General Plan would potentially violate an ambient air quality standard. Although Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 was required, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable.
Implementation of the CAP would encourage building retrofits and other construction. Earth-moving activities
would occur from construction of additional bicycle lanes (Reduction Measure T-1) and tree planting (Reduction
Measures E-2, GI-1, and GI-2). Future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as
new construction that incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV)
facilities (Reduction Measure E-5), would result in construction activities. However, the CAP uses land use
assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so impacts on air quality associated with
development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, are not any different than that
reported under the General Plan EIR. Similar to the General Plan, it is not possible to accurately estimate the
construction schedule and future emissions from construction activities. Thus, construction activities could lead to
the violation of an applicable air quality standard for ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5. Impacts could be
significant.
The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. The CAP uses land use change assumptions consistent with those used
as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP does not
increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the absorption rate of future development. The
CAP does not propose add any new residences, commercial, or industrial uses. However, the operation of future
development could potentially violate an ambient air quality standard. Impacts could be significant, as with the
General Plan EIR. The CAP does not result in any new impact or an impact that would be substantially increased
in severity as compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR.

RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that General-Plan-generated emissions would potentially
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant (ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5) for
which the region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. As a result,
the General Plan’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact was determined to be considerable. Although
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 were required, this impact was determined to be significant and
unavoidable.
As discussed above, construction-related criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions could exceed significance
thresholds. Thus, the CAP would potentially result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria
pollutant (ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5) for which the region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or
State ambient air quality standard. As a result, the CAP’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact would
be considerable. This impact would be significant. The CAP does not result in any new impact or an impact that
would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR.
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RESULT IN CO HOTSPOTS
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that the CO concentrations resulting from the General Plan
would not violate the CAAQS for either the 1-hour (20 ppm) or 8-hour period (9.0 ppm). Therefore, it was not
anticipated that implementation of the General Plan would cause a CO hotspot and this impact was determined to
be less than significant.
As stated above, the CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
and does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Implementation of the CAP would not significantly
increase traffic or vehicle miles traveled (VMT). See Section 3.12 of the SEIR. In fact, the goal of policies in the
Transportation and Land Use Strategy is to reduce VMT and associated emissions. Therefore, it is not anticipated
that implementation of the CAP would cause a CO hotspot. Implementation of the proposed project would not
result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed
in the City’s General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than significant.

RESULT IN THE EXPOSURE OF SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that due to the highly dispersive nature of diesel PM, and
the fact that construction activities would occur intermittently and at various locations over approximately 23
years (i.e., 2012 to 2035), it was not anticipated that construction related to the General Plan would expose
sensitive receptors to substantial toxic air contaminant (TAC) concentrations. The impact from construction
impact was determined to be less than significant. However, the impact from operation was determined to be
significant due to the possibility that individual projects could expose sensitive receptors to adverse health
impacts. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 was required.
The CAP would also encourage construction for building retrofits or other measures, as described above. Heavyduty construction equipment, on-site generators, and construction worker vehicles could generate diesel PM,
which has been identified as a TAC by ARB. Receptor dose is the primary factor used to determine health risk
and is a function of exposure concentration and duration. However, even in intensive phases of construction, there
would not be substantial pollutant concentrations, with the potential exception of the immediate vicinity of the
construction site, as concentrations of mobile-source DPM emissions are typically reduced by approximately 60
percent at a distance of around 300 feet (100 meters) (Zhu and Hinds). However, like the General Plan, building
construction activities for individual projects in the CAP are not anticipated to last more than one year. As a
result, exposure of sensitive receptors to construction emissions would be short term, intermittent, and temporary
in nature. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a
function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent to which a person is
exposed to the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer exposure period would
result in a higher exposure level for the maximally exposed individual. Thus, the risks estimated for such an
individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of time. Health effects from TACs are often
described in terms of individual cancer risk, which is based on a 30-year lifetime exposure to TACs. Construction
activities might last for 12 to 24 months and would cease following completion of future projects. Even during
this period of time, construction activities would vary in activity and equipment intensity, and would take place
throughout the entirety of a project site.
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Considering this information, the highly dispersive nature of diesel PM, and the fact that construction activities
would occur intermittently and at various locations during implementation of the CAP, it is not anticipated that
construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations. This impact would be less than
significant.
Stationary sources of TACs are generally industrial sources and commercial land uses, such as dry-cleaning
establishments and diesel-fueled back-up generators. The CAP does not include the addition of any industrial
sources or commercial land uses that may increase emissions of TACs. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than significant.

RESULT IN OBJECTIONABLE ODORS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.2-12 to 4.2-26) found that all new development projects are required to meet
existing regulations, including permitting requirements and disclosure laws. Individual development projects
would also be required to undergo project-specific environmental review, and mitigation measures would be
identified to reduce any project-specific significant impacts. Therefore, the General Plan would not create
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people and with adherence to existing regulations and plans,
impacts associated with odors were determined to be less than significant.
The CAP does not include the placement of any new odor-producing land uses (such as wastewater treatment
facilities) adjacent to existing sensitive receptors, or the placement of new sensitive receptors near odor-producing
land uses. All new development projects are required to meet existing regulations, including permitting
requirements and disclosure laws. With adherence to existing regulations and plans, impacts associated with odors
would be less than significant.

3.2.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

As stated above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Thus, there are no direct impacts
from the adoption of the CAP and no mitigation would be required. However, implementation of CAP strategies
and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing,
and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The following mitigation
measures from the General Plan EIR are provided for future ground disturbance, construction, building retrofits,
or other actions that could impact air quality.
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Reduce Construction-Related Emissions.
The City and project contractors shall implement the following measures during all construction
activities:
•

Comply with and implement all applicable SDAPCD rules and regulations that pertain to construction
activities (e.g., asphalt paving ROG requirements, administrative requirements, and fugitive dust
management practices). Implement all construction-related requirements recommended by the
SDAPCD or local government.

•

Water all exposed surfaces three times a day or sufficiently to prevent visible dust emissions.
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•

Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers, or dust suppressants, or use tarps or other suitable
material in all disturbed areas that will not be used for 10 days or more.

•

Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive dust on construction vehicles. Methods to limit carryout
and track-out include using wheel washers; sweeping any track-out on adjacent public streets at the
end of each work day; and lining access points with gravel, mulch, or wood chips.

•

Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment of all transport trucks to limit visible dust emissions
during transport, and maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space from the top of a container.

•

Install sandbags or other erosion-control measures on sites with a slope greater than 1 percent to
prevent silt runoff to public roadways.

•

Maintain all construction equipment according to the manufacturers’ specifications. The equipment
must be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition before it is
operated.

•

Minimize idling time either by shutting off equipment when it is not in use or reducing the time of
idling to no more than 5 minutes. Provide clear signage regarding idling at site access points.

•

Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane), or electricpowered construction equipment where feasible.

•

Use equipment with diesel oxidation catalysts, catalyzed diesel PM filters, or other applicable
SDAPCD-approved emissions reduction retrofit devices where feasible.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Reduce Operational Emissions.
The City shall work with the SDAPCD and SANDAG to implement measures in the RAQS and meet all
federal and state air quality standards for pollutants. The City shall also implement, review, and interpret
the General Plan and future discretionary projects in a manner consistent with the RAQS to meet
standards and reduce overall emissions from mobile and stationary sources. The City shall require each
project applicant, as a condition of discretionary approval, to implement measures to reduce operational
emissions of criteria air pollutants. Example measures follow:
•

Install solar, wind, or geothermal power systems and solar hot water heaters.

•

Install solar panels on unused roof and ground space and over carports and parking areas.

•

Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and facilities into street systems, new subdivisions, and large
developments.

•

Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as secure and convenient bicycle parking.

•

Institute teleconferencing, telecommute, and/or flexible work hour programs to reduce unnecessary
employee transportation.

AECOM
Air Quality

3.2-10

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

•

Provide information on alternative transportation options for consumers, residents, tenants, and
employers/employees to reduce transportation-related emissions.

•

Purchase, or create incentives for purchasing, low or zero-emissions vehicles.

•

Create a ride sharing program. Promote existing ride sharing programs by designating a certain
percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and
unloading for ride sharing vehicles, and providing a website or message board for coordinating rides.

•

Enforce and follow limits for idling time for commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction
vehicles.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to TAC Emissions
The City shall require new development with sensitive uses located near mobile and stationary TACs to
be designed with consideration of site and building orientation, location of trees, and incorporation of
appropriate technology for improved air quality (i.e., ventilation and filtration) to lessen any potential
health risks.
The City shall require every new land use that has the potential to be a source of air pollution from being
located closer than the specified minimum distance from any sensitive land use, as provided in Table 1-1,
“Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive Land Uses,” of the ARB Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook (ARB 2005), or subsequent revisions to that document. The City shall require that land uses
located closer than the recommended buffer distances must (1) implement all commercially feasible
design, equipment, and control technology to reduce exposure and emissions to the maximum extent
feasible, and (2) perform a health risk assessment to ensure that implementation of mitigation would
reduce health risks to less-than-significant levels pursuant to the most current SDAPCD guidelines at the
time of analysis before development of the proposed project.

3.2.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APPLICABLE AIR QUALITY PLAN
Implementation of the CAP would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality
plan. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR
PROJECTED AIR QUALITY VIOLATION
The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would ensure that all
construction activities associated with the General Plan EIR would minimize fugitive dust and exhaust emissions.
Compliance with all requirements of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce significant impacts associated with
construction emissions that could violate any air quality standard or result in cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants, but not necessarily to a less-than-significant level. Adherence to SDAPCD rules
and regulations, General Plan policies, and implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce the impact
associated with operational emissions that could violate any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants. However, since the timing and intensity of construction activities
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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could not be accurately identified during preparation of the General Plan EIR, it is not possible to estimate the
reductions associated with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. Therefore, impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.
Future activities associated with the CAP would adhere to SDAPCD rules and regulations and General Plan
policies and implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to
the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As stated previously, it is not possible to estimate the emissions reductions
associated with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. Therefore, implementation of the CAP
could result in emissions that violate air quality standards or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants. Impacts associated with the CAP on air quality standards and violations would be significant
and unavoidable.

RESULT IN CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS
The General Plan EIR concluded that adherence to SDAPCD rules and regulations, General Plan policies, and
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce the impact associated with operational emissions that
could violate any air quality standard or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants,
but not to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of the General Plan could result in emissions in excess of
thresholds for criteria air pollutants and precursors for which the region is in nonattainment. No additional
feasible mitigation is available. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
Future activities associated with the CAP would adhere to SDAPCD rules and regulations and General Plan
policies and implement Mitigation Measure AQ-2. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, implementation of the CAP could result in
emissions in excess of thresholds for criteria air pollutants and precursors for which the region is in
nonattainment. Therefore, impacts associated with the CAP on increases in criteria pollutants would be
significant and unavoidable.

RESULT IN CO HOTSPOTS
The General Plan EIR concluded that the potential for hot spots would be less than significant. Implementation of
the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity
as compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with hot spots are
considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

RESULT IN THE EXPOSURE OF SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS
The General Plan EIR concluded that where environmental review under CEQA indicates the need to identify
health issues, individual projects would require preparation of a health risk assessment. The General Plan EIR
further concluded that implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would lessen health-related risks associated
with operational sources of TAC emissions. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan
EIR, where environmental review under CEQA indicates the need to identify health issues, individual projects
would require preparation of a health risk assessment, and implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would
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reduce the impact associated with TAC emissions to a less-than-significant level. No mitigation measures are
required.

RESULT IN OBJECTIONABLE ODORS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE
The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of the City General Plan would not result in impacts
associated with odor and the impact would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with odors are considered less than
significant. No mitigation measures are required.
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3.3

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources include archaeological traces such as Native American occupation sites and artifacts, historicera buildings and structures, and places used for traditional Native American practices or other properties with
special cultural significance. Section 4.4, “Cultural Resources,” of the General Plan EIR described cultural
resources identified in the city limits and addressed potential impacts associated with the implementation of the
General Plan on identified and previously undiscovered cultural resources and human remains. That information
is hereby incorporated by reference, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.
Paleontological resources are discussed in Section 3.5 of this General Plan EIR, “Paleontological Resources.”

3.3.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-3),
is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference. The
setting describes the history of La Mesa, the archaeological and historical resources that have been identified in
the city, and the results of a request sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for a search of
the Sacred Lands File for information on Native American resources.

3.3.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR has remained largely unchanged and is hereby incorporated by
reference (General Plan EIR, pages 4.4-2 to 4.4-5). The General Plan EIR addressed the regulations, laws, and
ordinances listed below.

FEDERAL
►

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

STATE
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
California Historical Landmarks Program
California Points of Historical Interest Program
California Register of Historic Places
California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 2001
California Health and Safety Code Public Resources Code
Government Code Sections 65352.3, 65352.4, 65562.5, and others collectively referred to as Senate Bill (SB) 18.

LOCAL
►
►
►

City of La Mesa Historic Preservation Element
City of La Mesa Historic Preservation Commission
City of La Mesa Register of Designated Landmarks
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►
►
►
►

City of La Mesa Inventory of Historical Resources
City of La Mesa Design and Resource Management Guidelines
City of La Mesa Incentives and Benefits Program
City of La Mesa Municipal Code Title 25 (Historic Preservation Ordinance)

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
In addition to the regulatory requirements summarized above from the General Plan EIR, Public Resources Code
Section 21084.2 (Assembly Bill [AB] 52) was approved in September 2014 and went into effect on July 1, 2015.
AB 52 requires that lead agencies consult with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project, if so requested by the tribe. The bill, chaptered
in Section 21084.2 of the Public Resources Code, also specifies that a project with an effect that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource is a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment.
Defined in Section 21074 (a, b, and c) of the Public Resources Code, Tribal Cultural Resources are:
(A.1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places and objects with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe that are either of the following:
a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or
b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1.
(A.2) 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 Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
(B)

A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a Tribal Cultural Resource to the extent that
the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape; and

(C)

A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined in
subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h)
of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms to the criteria of subdivision (a).

Mitigation measures for Tribal Cultural Resources must be developed in consultation with the affected California
Native American tribe pursuant to Section 21080.3.2, or according to Section 21084.3. Section 21084.3 identifies
mitigation measures that include avoidance and preservation of Tribal Cultural Resources and treating Tribal
Cultural Resources with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values and meaning
of the resource.

3.3.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and Section 106 of the NHPA and are the same as those used in
the General Plan EIR, with the exception of the threshold for tribal cultural resources, which was added in
AECOM
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compliance with AB 52. These thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects
attributable to implementation of the adoption of the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the
General Plan EIR. A significant impact to cultural resources would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Section
15064.5;
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA
Section 15064.5;

►

disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; or

►

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource.

Paleontological resources are discussed in Section 3.9 of this SEIR, “Paleontological Resources.”

3.3.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

HISTORICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.4-6 to 4.4-10) found that land use change and infill development permitted under
the General Plan could affect historic structures or the historic character of neighborhoods or districts. The
General Plan includes a Historic Preservation Element that contains specific policies, programs, and
incentives/benefits that encourage property owners to retain, preserve, rehabilitate, and reuse La Mesa’s historic
building stock in a way that maintains their historic integrity. In compliance with Policy HP-3.2.1 and GP-3.2.2,
the city provides the Mills Act Historic Preservation Property Tax Abatement Program and provides land use
incentives that encourage property owners to designate their historical properties as Registered Historical
Landmarks. Even with adherence to these policies and programs, significant impacts to historic resources were
anticipated from new development and redevelopment associated with the General Plan. Implementation of
General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 reduced impacts from the General Plan to less than
significant.
The CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent
with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP is intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and does not entitle or directly facilitate development. However, implementation of CAP strategies and
actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and
other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. Future development projects
that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design
(Reduction Measure E-8) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Reduction Measure E-6), would result in
construction activities. However, the CAP uses land use assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the
General Plan EIR, so impacts on historical resources associated with development, including development that
incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR. Energyefficiency retrofit activities encouraged by Reduction Measure E-1 have the potential to result in significant
impacts on buildings or structures of historic age (50 years old or older), or buildings or structures which may
eventually be of historic age, and which may qualify as historical resources pursuant to CEQA upon evaluation.
Similarly, any ground disturbing activities have the potential to result in significant impacts on historical
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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resources if they are present. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts
that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR.
However, if these actions adversely changed the significance of a historical resource, this impact would be
significant.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.4-6 to 4.4-10) found that ordinary excavation and construction activities
associated with future development and redevelopment could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a known or previously undiscovered archaeological resource. Implementation of General Plan EIR
Mitigation Measure CR-2 and CR-3 reduced impacts from the General Plan to less than significant.
As stated above, the CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR
and consistent with SANDAG development forecasts and does not directly entitle development. However,
implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their
location, character, design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical
environmental effects. Earth-moving activities would occur from construction of additional bicycle lanes
(Reduction Measure T-1) and tree planting (Reduction Measures E-2, G-1, and G-2). Future development projects
that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design
(Reduction Measure E-8) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Reduction Measure E-6), would result in
construction activities. However, the CAP uses land use assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the
General Plan EIR, so impacts on archaeological resources associated with development, including development
that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR. The
CAP includes strategies developed in the City’s General Plan to facilitate mixed-use and transit-oriented
development (Reduction Measure T-4), which would involve development, but development consistent with, and
analyzed as a part of the General Plan EIR. Any ground disturbing activities have the potential to result in
significant impacts on archaeological resources if they are present. Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the General Plan EIR. However, if these actions adversely changed the significance of an
archaeological resource, this impact would be significant.

HUMAN REMAINS
Ground-disturbing activities, such as construction associated with infill, redevelopment, and/or expansion of
infrastructure associated with implementation of the General Plan have the potential to impact buried human
remains. Native American human remains have specific provisions for treatment in Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98, as amended by Assembly Bill 2641, which address the disposition of Native American burials,
protects such remains, and establishes the NAHC to resolve any related disputes. Additionally, Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5 has specific provisions for the protection of human burial remains if they are discovered,
Native American or otherwise. Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event of discovery or
recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there would be no further
excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent remains, until
the County Coroner has examined the remains.
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The General Plan EIR (page 4.4-6 to 4.4-10) found that implementation of the General Plan had the potential to
disturb human remains, but that compliance with existing regulations would reduce impacts to less than
significant.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. There could be some ground
disturbance associated with CAP strategies related to building retrofits, new mixed-use and transit-oriented infill
development, and installation of trees. This ground disturbance could lead to the discovery of previously unknown
human remains. Disturbance of these remains would be a significant impact. However, compliance with existing
regulations would reduce impacts to less than significant. No mitigation measures would be required.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
The City contacted the NAHC, and requested a tribal consultation list. In their response dated July 25, 2017, the
NAHC provided a list of Native American tribes that might have knowledge of any traditional lands or cultural
resources in the city, including Tribal Cultural Resources. The following tribes were sent letters requesting input
on the proposed project to ensure consideration of Tribal Cultural Resources in accordance with Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ewiiaapaayp
Inaja Band of Mission Indians
Jamul Indian Village
Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians
La Posta Band of Mission Indians
Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians
San Pasqual of Mission Indians
Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation
Viejas Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

After describing the nature of the CAP, Native American representatives indicated that they do not have further
comment.

3.3.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

As stated above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Thus, there are no direct impacts
from the adoption of the CAP and no mitigation would be required. However, implementation of CAP strategies
and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing,
and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The following mitigation
measures are provided for future ground disturbance, construction, building retrofits, or other actions that could
impact cultural resources.
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Mitigation Measure CR-1
Prior to construction of specific development projects that would disturb a historic structure listed or
eligible to be listed in the NRHP, the CRHR, or the Inventory of Historic Resources, the City shall require
the development of feasible project-level mitigation measures, identified in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Office when appropriate, to avoid or substantially reduce impacts to significant
cultural resources. Feasible project-level mitigation measures include maintenance, repair, stabilization,
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation, relocation, or reconstruction of any impacted
historic resource, which shall be conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.
Mitigation Measure CR-2
During construction of specific development projects, the City shall require monitoring by a qualified
archeologist of grading, ground-disturbing, and other major earth-moving activities in previously
undisturbed areas with known archaeological resources. The archaeologist shall observe grading, grounddisturbing, and other major earth-moving activities.
Mitigation Measure CR-3
The City shall require a qualified archaeologist to evaluate and determine the significance of any cultural
resources discovered during site construction activities. Should an archaeological deposit and/or feature
be encountered during construction, an archaeological data recovery program shall be prepared and
implemented, including consultation with interested Native American tribes. The archeologist and Native
American monitor shall strive for agreement on the determined significance of an artifact or cultural
resource. Once in agreement, either the archeologist or Native American monitor may divert or halt
ground-disturbing activities for the purposes of implementing a data recovery program. A data recovery
program for archaeological sites consists of excavation of a percentage of the site, determined in
consultation with the project implementer, to provide information necessary to answer significant
research questions.
All Native American human remains and associated grave goods discovered shall be returned to their
Most Likely Descendent and repatriated. The final disposition of artifacts not directly associated with
Native American graves shall be negotiated during consultation with interested Native American tribes.
Artifacts shall consist of material recovered from all phases of work, including initial survey, testing,
indexing, data recovery, and monitoring.
The qualified archaeologist shall apply mitigation measures prior to the resuming of construction work.
Local Native American tribes shall be consulted in the identification of mitigation measures to address
impacts, consistent with California requirements, including provisions to address inadvertent discoveries.

3.3.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-1 would
reduce impacts to less than significant. Implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-1 would
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require feasible project-level mitigation measures prior to construction of specific development projects that
would disturb a historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), or the Inventory of Historic Resources. Implementation of
the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity
as compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with historical
resources from implementation of the CAP are considered less than significant after mitigation.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures CR-2 and CR-3
would reduce impacts to less than significant. General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires that a
qualified archaeologist monitor any grading and ground-disturbing operations on sites located within proximity of
a known archaeological resource. General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-3 requires that a qualified
archaeologist evaluate and determine the significance of any cultural resources discovered during any
construction activities. General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure CR-3 further requires that an archaeological data
recovery program be prepared in consultation with interested Native American tribes. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as
compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with archeological
resources from implementation of the CAP are considered less than significant after mitigation.

HUMAN REMAINS
Because impacts on human remains associated with implementation of the CAP are considered less than
significant, no mitigation measures are required.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Because impacts on Tribal Cultural Resources associated with implementation of the CAP are considered less than
significant, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.4

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) have the potential to adversely affect the environment because such
emissions contribute cumulatively to global climate change. Cumulative emissions from many projects and
activities affect global GHG concentrations and the climate system. Unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminants (TACs) that tend to have more localized or regional impacts, GHG emissions tend to disperse more
broadly and are more of a global concern because of their relatively longer atmospheric lifetimes compared to air
quality emissions. Therefore, the total amount and types of GHG emissions, regardless of their location, have the
most significant effect on climate change globally.
Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.5-1 to 4.5-21) described existing
GHG emissions, provided a summary of applicable regulations, analyzed the potential short-term construction and
long-term operational GHG emissions impacts from implementation of the General Plan, and identified mitigation
measures to reduce significant GHG emissions impacts. That information is hereby incorporated by reference into
this SEIR, summarized below, and summarized in the Executive Summary of this EIR and Appendix B to this
EIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects, where applicable, attributable to the City’s CAP.

3.4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The “Existing Environmental Setting” for GHG emissions provided in the General Plan EIR (pages 4.5-1 to 4.56) is hereby incorporated by reference. That setting discusses meteorology and climate change science, identifies
GHG emission sources, and provides State and regional GHG inventories.
The following discussion updates the GHG emissions setting presented in the General Plan EIR based on
information presented in the CAP. It identifies primary GHG emission sectors and provides a statewide GHG
emissions inventory, the City’s baseline inventory (2010), and projected community-wide emissions in 2020 and
2035.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION SECTORS
The Assembly Bill (AB) 32 Scoping Plan (the Scoping Plan) identifies the primary GHG emission sectors that
account for the majority of GHG emissions generated within California. A brief description of each of the GHG
emission sectors is provided below.
►

►

Transportation: This sector represents the GHG emissions associated with on-road motor vehicles, off-road
equipment, recreational vehicles, aviation, ships, and rail.
Electricity: This sector represents the GHG emissions associated with use and production of electrical
energy. Approximately 25 percent of electricity consumed in California is imported; thus, GHG emissions
associated with out-of-state electricity production are also included as part of this sector.
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►

►

►

►

►

Industry: This sector represents the GHG emissions associated with industrial land uses (e.g., manufacturing
plants and refineries). Industrial sources are predominantly composed of stationary sources (e.g., boilers and
engines) associated with process emissions.
Commercial and Residential: Commercial and residential GHG emission sources include area sources such
as landscape maintenance equipment, fireplaces, and natural gas consumption for space and water heating.
Agriculture: This sector represents the GHG emissions associated with agricultural processes. Agricultural
sources of GHG emissions include off-road farm equipment, irrigation pumps, residue burning, livestock, and
fertilizer volatilization.
High Global Warming Potential: This sector represents the generation of high GWP GHGs. Examples of
high GWP GHG sources include refrigerants (e.g., hydrofluorocarbons [HFCs], chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs])
and electrical insulation (e.g., sulfur hexafluoride). Although these GHGs are typically generated in much
smaller quantities than carbon dioxide (CO2), their high GWP results in considerable carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO2e).
Recycling and Waste: This sector represents the GHG emissions associated with waste management
facilities and landfills.

STATEWIDE GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY
The California Air Resources Board (ARB) prepares an annual GHG inventory for emissions produced in the
state. Greenhouse gases are typically analyzed by “sector” or type of activity that results in GHG emissions.
California produced 440.4 million metric tons of equivalent carbon dioxide (MMT CO2e) in 2015. Combustion of
fossil fuel in the transportation category was the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions in 2015,
accounting for 39 percent of total GHG emissions in the state. The transportation category was followed by the
industrial category, which accounts for 23 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions, and the electric power
category (including in-state and out-of-state sources), which accounts for 11 percent of total GHG emissions in
California (ARB 2017a).

CITY OF LA MESA GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORY
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description,” the City drafted a CAP in 2015, focusing on a 2020 GHG
reduction target, and preliminary strategies to achieve the 2020 target. Since that time, the City has decided to
additionally pursue a 2035 GHG reduction strategy to demonstrate consistency with the State’s own longer-term
(post-2020) reduction targets and to be consistent with the City’s 2035 General Plan horizon.
As part of the current CAP development process, a baseline inventory was prepared using community-wide
activity data from 2010 and current industry practices in inventory preparation. The 2010 base year inventory
reports community-wide emissions in the following five sectors:
►

►

Transportation: The transportation sector estimates emissions for vehicle trips occurring within the
community and half of trips that either originate or terminate within the city.
Energy: Energy emissions are generated through the combustion of fossil fuels to generate electricity or
directly provide power (e.g., natural gas combustion for water heating) and through the use of electricity and
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natural gas in residential, commercial, industrial, and government land uses within the jurisdictional
boundaries of the city.
►

►

►

Solid Waste: Solid waste emissions are generated from the waste decomposition process, during which only
organic (i.e., carbon-based) materials release GHGs.
Potable Water: The potable water sector includes energy emissions associated with water treatment,
distribution, and conveyance.
Wastewater: The wastewater sector includes emissions resulting from the wastewater treatment process.

As shown in Table 3.4-1, the City’s baseline emissions inventory totals 422,672 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MT CO2e)/yr in 2010. For context, San Diego County’s 2010 emissions inventory was estimated to be
32 MMT CO2e, or 10 MT CO2e per capita compared to approximately 7.37 MT CO2e per capita in 2010 in La
Mesa. 1
Table 3.4-1. 2010 Community-Wide Emissions
Emission Sector

Emissions
(MT CO2e/yr)
246,015
147,309
96,604
52,166
44,438
50,705
13,183
37,522
19,465
7,442
2,441
422,672

Subsector

Transportation
Energy
Electricity Subtotal
Commercial
Residential
Natural Gas Subtotal
Commercial
Residential
Solid Waste
Water Supply Demand
Potable Water
Wastewater Treatment
Wastewater
Total
Total per Capita (MT CO2e/capita/yr)

Community-wide Total (%)
58.2
34.9
22.9
12.3
10.5
12.0
3.1
8.9
4.6
1.8
0.6
100.0
7.37

Note: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
Source: City of La Mesa 2017

As shown in Exhibit 3.4-1, transportation is the largest contributor of GHG emissions in the City (58 percent),
with energy related emissions contributing the majority of the remainder (35 percent). The energy and
transportation sectors account for more than 90 percent of total emissions, suggesting that local reduction efforts
should focus on these areas. Solid waste emissions provide 5 percent of the inventory. Potable water and
wastewater are both small contributors by comparison, making up less than 3 percent of the inventory.

1

Countywide emissions from the Energy Policy Initiatives Center, University of San Diego School of Law. 2013 (March). San Diego
County Updated Greenhouse Gas Inventory. Population data from the California Department of Finance. 2014. Population and
Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2014, with 2010 Benchmark.
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Exhibit 3.4-1: 2010 Baseline Emissions by Sector

EMISSIONS FORECASTS
The Draft CAP process also included development of community-wide emissions forecasts for 2020 and 2035.
Table 3.4-2 shows the City’s community-wide emissions by sector in 2010, 2020, and 2035. Emissions are
forecast to decrease by 46,530 MT CO2e/yr (-11.0%) between 2010 and 2020, and decrease by 81,625 MT
CO2e/yr (-19.3%) between 2010 and 2035. The declining emissions forecasts are a result of statewide actions
influencing the City’s future transportation and electricity emissions. All other emissions sources are forecast to
increase based on population and employment growth in the City. See Appendix A of the CAP for further details
on how the emissions forecasts were estimated.
Table 3.4-2. Community-Wide Emissions (2010, 2020, and 2035)
2010 Emissions
(MT CO2e/yr)
246,015

2020 Emissions
(MT CO2e/yr)
228,852

2035 Emissions
(MT CO2e/yr)
180,449

147,309

115,992

126,290

96,604

61,831

66,918

Commercial

52,166

33,889

36,577

Residential

44,438

27,943

30,340

50,705

54,161

59,372

Commercial

13,183

14,082

15,437

Residential

37,522

40,079

43,935

Solid Waste

19,465

20,741

22,736

Potable Water

7,442

7,949

8,714

Wastewater

2,441

2,607

2,858

422,672
-

376,142

341,047

-46,530

-81,625

-

-11.0%

-19.3%

Emission Sector
Transportation
Energy
Electricity Subtotal

Natural Gas Subtotal

Total
Increase from 2010 (total)
Increase from 2010 (%)

Note: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; Columns may not sum to total shown due to rounding
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3.4.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR addressed the federal, State, and local regulations, laws,
policies, and ordinances listed below and these are hereby incorporated by reference (pages 4.5-6 to 4.5-13).

FEDERAL
►
►
►

Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule
Proposed Findings for Greenhouse Gases under the Federal Clean Air Act
Council on Environmental Quality Guidance (Superseded)

STATE
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Executive Order S-3-05
Assembly Bill 32, Health and Safety Code Section 38500 et seq.
Climate Change Scoping Plan (Superseded)
Executive Order S-1-07
Senate Bill 97, California Public Resources Code Section 21083.05
Senate Bill 375
California Code of Regulations Title 17
Senate Bill X1-2

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
Federal
While the following federal guidance does not directly apply to the City, since GHG emissions are a cumulative
issue, the application of this guidance would be relevant to the cumulative context within which the CAP was
developed.
Council on Environmental Quality Guidance
On December 18, 2014, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released revised draft guidance that
supersedes the draft GHG and climate change guidance released by CEQ in February 2010. The revised draft
guidance applies to all proposed federal agency actions, including land and resource management actions. This
guidance explains that agencies should consider both the potential effects of a proposed action on climate change,
as indicated by its estimated GHG emissions, and the implications of climate change for the environmental effects
of a proposed action (CEQ 2014). The guidance encourages agencies to draw from their experience and expertise
to determine the appropriate level (broad, programmatic or project- or site-specific) and type (quantitative or
qualitative) of analysis required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The guidance
recommends that agencies consider 25,000 MT CO2e on an annual basis as a reference point below which a
quantitative analysis of GHG emissions is not recommended unless it is easily accomplished based on available
tools and data (CEQ 2014).
On August 1, 2016, updated CEQ guidelines were published. In this document, no numeric threshold was
established for GHG. Agencies are directed to consider the potential effects of a proposed action and alternatives
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on climate change as indicated by assessing GHG emissions (e.g., to include, where applicable, carbon
sequestration) (CEQ 2016).
Renewable Fuel Standard Program
The original 2005 Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) Program established requirements for volumes of renewable
fuel used to replace petroleum-based fuels. The four renewable fuels accepted as part of RFS include biomassbased diesel, cellulosic biofuel, advanced biofuel, and total renewable fuel. The 2007 Energy Independence and
Security Act (EISA) expanded the program and its requirements to include long-term goals of using 36 billion
gallons of renewable fuels and extending annual renewable fuel volume requirements to year 2022. The four
renewable fuels have specific renewable fuel-blending requirements for obligated parties such as refiners and
importers of gasoline or diesel fuel.
State
ARB Advanced Clean Cars Program/Zero Emission Vehicle Program
AB 1493 (Chapter 200, Statutes of 2002), also known as the Pavley regulations, required ARB to adopt
regulations by January 1, 2005, that would result in the achievement of the “maximum feasible” reduction in
GHG emissions from vehicles used in the state primarily for noncommercial, personal transportation.
In January 2012, ARB approved a new emissions-control program for model years 2017 through 2025. The
program combines the control of smog, soot, and global warming gases and requirements for greater numbers of
zero-emission vehicles into a single package of standards called Advanced Clean Cars (13 CCR 1962.1 and
1962.2). The Advanced Clean Cars requirements include new GHG standards for model year 2017 to 2025
vehicles. ARB anticipates that the new standards will reduce motor vehicle GHG emissions by 34 percent in 2025
(ARB 2012).
The Advanced Clean Cars Program also includes the LEV III amendments to the LEV regulations (13 CCR 1900
et seq.); Zero Emission Vehicle Program and the Clean Fuels Outlet Regulation. The Zero Emission Vehicle
Program is designed to achieve California’s long-term emission reduction goals by requiring manufacturers to
offer for sale specific numbers of the very cleanest cars available. These zero-emission vehicles, which include
battery electric, fuel cell, and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, are now entering the marketplace. They are
expected to be fully commercial by 2020. The Clean Fuels Outlet regulation ensures that fuels, such as electricity
and hydrogen, are available to meet the fueling needs of the new advanced technology vehicles as they come to
market.
Executive Order B-30-15
In April 2015, Governor Edmund Brown issued an executive order establishing a statewide GHG reduction goal
of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The emission reduction target acts as an interim goal between the AB
32 goal (i.e., achieve 1990 emission levels by 2020) and the Executive Order S-3-05 goal of reducing statewide
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In addition, the executive order aligns California’s 2030 GHG
reduction goal with the European Union’s reduction target (i.e., 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030) that was
adopted in October 2014. ARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of State and local air
pollution control programs in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act.
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Senate Bill 32
Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) extends the provisions of AB 32 from 2020 to 2030 with a new target of 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. The companion bill, AB 197, adds two non-voting members to the ARB, creates the Joint
Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies consisting of at least three Senators and three Assembly
members, requires additional annual reporting of emissions, and requires Scoping Plan updates to include
alternative compliance mechanisms for each statewide reduction measure, along with market-based compliance
mechanisms and potential incentives.
Executive Order B-16-12
Executive Order B-16-12 orders State entities under the direction of the Governor including ARB, the Energy
Commission, and Public Utilities Commission to support the rapid commercialization of zero emission vehicles
(ZEV). It directs these entities to achieve various benchmarks related to zero emission vehicles, including:
►

Infrastructure to support up to one million zero emission vehicles by 2020;

►

Widespread use of zero emission vehicles for public transportation and freight transport by 2020;

►

Over 1.5 million zero emission vehicles on California roads by 2025;

►

Annual displacement of at least 1.5 billion gallons of petroleum fuels by 2025; and

►

A reduction of GHG emissions from the transportation sector equaling 80 percent less than 1990 levels by
2050.

California Air Resources Board Scoping Plan Update
The California Air Resources Board’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (ARB 2017b) (Scoping Plan
Update) establishes a proposed framework of action for California to reduce GHGs by 40 percent by 2030
compared to 1990 levels. This goal builds on California’s success in establishing effective policies that are
reducing emissions of greenhouse gases while delivering substantial economic and environmental benefits. The
Scoping Plan Update is designed to continue to shift the California economy away from dependence on fossil
fuels to a thriving sustainable future that delivers continued economic growth, job generation, and a wide range of
environmental benefits to all California communities through the coming decade and beyond.
The October 27, 2017 Draft 2017 Scoping Plan “recommends statewide targets of no more than six metric tons
CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050…CARB recommends that
local governments evaluate and adopt robust and quantitative locally-appropriate goals that align with the
statewide per capita targets and the State’s sustainable development objectives and develop plans to achieve the
local goals (ARB 2017c, page 148).” If these two target points are interpolated at 5-year intervals, the resulting
2035 efficiency target would be 5.0 MT CO2e per capita. These per-capita goals are consistent with the statewide
emissions limits established in SB 32, SB 391, SB 197, and Executive Orders (EOs) S-3-05 and B-30-15.
Green Building Standards
First adopted in 2010 (and taking effect in 2012), the California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR Part 11
[CALGreen]) is the State’s primary sustainability code. The CALGreen code was updated in 2016 (and took
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effect January 1, 2017). These comprehensive regulations will achieve major reductions in GHG emissions,
energy consumption, and water use. CALGreen will require that every new building constructed in California
reduce water consumption by 20 percent, divert 50 percent of construction waste from landfills, and install lowpollutant-emitting materials. The code also requires separate water meters for non-residential buildings’ indoor
and outdoor water use, with a requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for larger landscape projects
and mandatory inspections of energy systems (e.g., heat furnace, air conditioner, and mechanical equipment) for
nonresidential buildings larger than 10,000 square feet to ensure that all are working at their maximum capacity
and according to their design efficiencies. The new standards address non-residential development, as well, and
build on the energy efficiency progress made within previous iterations. ARB estimates that the mandatory
provisions will reduce GHG emissions from buildings by approximately 3 MMT CO2e in 2020 in comparison
with GHG emissions without implementation of the Green Building Standards (ARB 2014).
Senate Bills 1078 and 107, Executive Orders S-14-08 and S-21-09, and Senate Bill 350
SB 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) required retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities
and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 20 percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017.
SB 107 (Chapter 464, Statutes of 2006) changed the target date to 2010. In January 2016, the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) reported that California’s three largest investor-owned utilities (IOUs), Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, Southern California Edison, and San Diego Gas and Electric Company, collectively
provided 26.6 percent of their 2014 retail electricity sales using renewable sources and are continuing progress
toward future 2020 requirements (CPUC 2016).
Executive Order S-14-08 expanded the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard to 33 percent renewable power by
2020. Executive Order S-21-09 directs ARB under its AB 32 authority to enact regulations to help the State meet
its Renewable Portfolio Standard goal of 33 percent renewable energy by 2020. The 33 percent-by-2020 goal and
requirements were codified in April 2011 with SB X1-2. This new Renewable Portfolio Standard applies to all
electricity retailers in the state, including publicly owned utilities, IOUs, electricity service providers, and
community choice aggregators. SB 350 (2015) increased the renewable requirement to 50 percent by 2030. These
requirements reduce the carbon content of electricity generation, and would reduce GHG emissions associated
with existing development, as well as new development, including the project.
Regional and Local
San Diego Association of Governments 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is designated by the State and federal governments as
the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and is responsible for developing a regional transportation plan
(RTP) in coordination the 22 cities within San Diego County. This plan incorporates county wide transportation
planning covering a 20-year planning horizon which must be updated every 4 years. As a requirement of SB 375,
MPOs need to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the MTP to identify strategies and
policies to reduce GHG emissions from passenger vehicles to meet state targets established by ARB.
The SANDAG Board of Directors adopted the RTP/SCS on October 9, 2015. The San Diego region’s targets are
to reduce per-capita emissions from passenger cars and light trucks by 15 percent by 2020 and 21 percent by 2035
compared to 2005 levels. The SCS also demonstrates how regional land use and transportation planning can work
AECOM
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.4-8

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

in tandem to facilitate new development patterns that reduce emissions from passenger vehicles. The goals of the
RTP/SCS are to provide innovative mobility choices and planning to support a sustainable and healthy region, a
vibrant economy, and an outstanding quality of life for all. The RTP/SCS includes the following six general
categories of policy objectives, each with its own set of specific objectives to address habitat and open space
preservation, regional economic prosperity, environmental stewardship, mobility choices, partnerships/
collaboration healthy and complete communities, and prosperous economy:
►

►

►

►

►

►

Habitat and Open Space Preservation: Growth should be focuses in areas that are already urbanized,
allowing the region to set aside and restore more open space in our less developed areas. The region’s urban
canyons, coastlines, beaches, and water resources should be protected and restored.
Regional Economic Prosperity: Transportation projects should provide access for all communities to a
variety of jobs with competitive wages. Infrastructure should be built to move freight more efficient and
environmentally friendly.
Environmental Stewardship: Transportation investments should result in cleaner air, environmental
protection, conservation, efficiency, and sustainable living. Energy programs should promote sustainability.
Mobility Choices: The transportation systems should provide safe, secure, healthy, affordable, and
convenient travel choices between the places where people live, work, and play. The transportation system
should take advantage of new technologies to make the system more efficient and accessible.
Partnerships/Collaboration: Development of the transportation system should occur through collaboration
with Native American tribes, Mexico, military bases, neighboring counties, infrastructure providers, the
private sector, and local communities.
Healthy and Complete Communities: The transportation system should connect communities through a
variety of transportation choices that promote healthy lifestyles, including walking and biking.

City of La Mesa General Plan
The La Mesa Centennial General Plan (2013) (General Plan) policies and programs that indirectly pertain to the
reduction of GHG emissions:
►

Land Use & Urban Design Element – As noted in the General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element:
“The advent of trolley service in La Mesa has encouraged the concentration of planning efforts
around the transit stations to encourage mixed use, Transit-Oriented Developments (TODs).
Examples include the La Mesa Village Plaza in Downtown La Mesa on the west side of Spring
Street and the La Mesa Archstone apartment project near the Amaya station. The most recent
example of a TOD in La Mesa is the Pravada and Alterra apartment project at the Grossmont
Trolley Station. These projects help La Mesa to continue fulfilling the Regional goal to locate
housing and employment opportunities close to transit services” (page LD-10).

La Mesa has five trolley stations and five bus routes. The General Plan anticipates development activity focused
around the City’s transit stations in the future. General Plan policy encourages infill development in these areas,
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including properties in the vicinity of La Mesa Boulevard Station, 70th Street Station, Amaya Station, and Spring
Street Station.
The City’s Mixed-Use Corridors represent another opportunity for development that would have the density,
location, and mix of land uses to reduce travel demand (vehicles miles traveled [VMT]) and associated GHG
emission. The General Plan identifies reinvestment opportunities along El Cajon Boulevard and University
Avenue, which are bus transit corridors. The General Plan applies the Mixed-Use Urban land use designation
along such corridors, which allows higher-density development.
Policies in the Land Use and Urban Design Element call for pedestrian-friendly improvements in areas with high
pedestrian activity, bicycle and pedestrian facility connections between neighborhoods and destinations, infill
development in the City’s Mixed-Use Overlay Zone, add housing to areas with substantial commercial
development, transit-oriented development that is compact in areas with existing transit service, reduced and
shared parking Downtown and in areas with transit, and incentives for transit-oriented and mixed-use
development.
The General Plan Land Use & Urban Design Element includes specific goals and policies to encourage resourceefficient building techniques, materials, and principles of sustainable design in new construction and renovation;
create development standards to accommodate new technologies related to solar and wind energy; ensure that the
built environment prepares for adaptation to adverse climate change impacts such as increasingly intense heat
waves and water shortages; and increase the amount of foliage, especially street trees. As a result, potential GHG
emissions impacts related to urban development would be reduced.
►

►

Circulation Element – The Circulation Element promotes the use of public transit by working with MTS to
increase the access, aesthetics, and safety of trolley and bus infrastructure, and ensuring that future
development improves access to public transit. The Circulation Element also encourages pedestrian and
bicycle transportation by applying a “complete streets” approach to future transportation infrastructure
projects, implementing the bicycle-related policies and programs contained in the 2012 Bicycle Facilities and
Alternative Transportation Plan, and focusing on “Safe Routes to Schools” around school sites. These actions
would reduce GHG emissions related to transportation within the City.
Conservation and Sustainability Element – This element promotes alternative energy sources for buildings
and transportation vehicles, use of recycled water where feasible, conservation of potable water, mixed-use
development along transportation corridors, incorporation of energy efficiency practices in new and existing
development, and increased recycling and composting to reduce the amount solid waste sent to landfills.

3.4.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The following thresholds were used to evaluate impacts in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to GHGs
would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

result in an emissions level that cannot be reduced by 15 percent from baseline (2005) levels by 2020;
conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs; and
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►

result in additional risk of physical harm related to flooding, public health, wildfire risk, or other impacts
resulting from climate change.

The CAP focuses on the achievement of reducing 2010 baseline emissions by 15 percent by 2020. This level of
reduction is consistent with the State’s target to reduce statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 under AB 32.
The 2020 target in the CAP is consistent with the first threshold presented in the General Plan EIR (15 percent
reduction from baseline levels by 2020).
Since the State has now developed longer-term, post-2020 targets, the City has elected to extend the CAP’s
planning horizon to be consistent with the General Plan planning horizon of 2035. This also allows the CAP to
develop a longer-term reduction target that is supportive of the State’s longer-term reduction goals embodied in
SB 32 for 2030 and Executive Order S-3-05 for 2050. Although Executive Order S-3-05 does not apply to the
City, the City has prepared a CAP that nonetheless demonstrates GHG emissions reductions consistent with that
which will be required statewide to achieve this more ambitious, longer-term target.
The GHG emissions efficiency of a project or plan is measured as the amount of emission per specified unit of
measurement. For development projects and plans, appropriate metrics could be population or service population
(population plus employment). The City considered both population and service population approaches when
developing the CAP and ultimately selected a population-based reduction target (per capita) in order to be able to
demonstrate consistency with the latest State guidance presented in ARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan and
recommendations from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) that suggest local governments
should plan to reduce their emissions on a trajectory that would contribute to the State’s long-term 2050 target
expressed in EO-S-3-05 (i.e., 80% below 1990 levels). La Mesa’s reduction targets and CAP are consistent with
both the ARB 2017 Scoping Plan and also the 2017 OPR General Plan Guidelines (OPR 2017).
When dividing total GHG emissions by population, a community is able to evaluate its overall growth and
conservation plans and consider whether emissions will decrease on a per-unit basis in a way that is consistent
with the State’s emissions goals. The intent of AB 32 (and by extension SB 32) is to accommodate population and
economic growth in California, but do so in a way that achieves a lower rate of GHG emissions (ARB 2008).
With a reduced rate of emissions per resident and employee, California can accommodate expected population
growth and achieve economic development objectives, while also abiding by AB 32’s emissions target and
supporting efforts to reduce emissions beyond 2020 (consistent with SB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05).
An efficiency target can be developed that is consistent with statewide emissions reduction legislation and
applicable executive orders for the target year. To create an efficiency target, the statewide emissions target for a
specified target year can be divided by the forecast population for the same year. This yields an emissions
“budget” for each resident, and allows a community to assess whether or not its emissions rate is consistent with
the statewide emissions budget.
Because the General Plan’s planning horizon is 2035, the City developed a CAP reduction target for the year
2035, expressed in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per capita, per year (MT CO2e/cap/year) for year
2035 based on the original AB 32 year 2020 target, the SB 32 year 2030 target, and the Executive Order S-3-05
year 2050 target. By using this methodology, if La Mesa can demonstrate that it would achieve the 2035
efficiency target, which is interpolated from the State’s own goals for 2030 and 2050, the City demonstrates
consistency with the State’s SB 32 year 2030 target and the Executive Order S-3-05 goal for 2050.
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The statewide emissions targets, population, and employment must be tailored, however, to ensure that it applies
specifically to La Mesa’s context. The analysis must be tailored to focus in on the emission sources that are
relevant for La Mesa and to be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies and future planning context.
Statewide emissions and service populations include emissions that are not directly associated with land uses that
would be accommodated under La Mesa’s General Plan. In order to develop a GHG efficiency target that is
appropriate for the City, the non-land use-related emissions and jobs were removed from consideration.
In order to develop an appropriate reduction target for La Mesa, for emissions, this means removing consideration
of agriculture and forestry, aviation, industrial combined heat and power, manufacturing, mining, national
security, oil and gas extraction, petroleum refining, pipelines, rail, and water-borne vehicles. By removing these
emissions from the calculation of statewide GHG efficiency, the efficiency target is tailored for the land uses
consistent with the City’s General Plan and CAP.
There different options for the City to consider in a reduction target that is consistent with State directives. ARB’s
2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (Draft) recommends per-capita emissions targets for local communities for
2030 and 2050. As cited in the Scoping Plan Update under “Recommended Local Plan-Level Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction Goals” (ARB 2017c):
Recommended Local Plan-Level Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Goals. CARB
recommends statewide targets of no more than six metric tons CO2e per capita by 2030 and no
more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. The statewide per capita targets account for
all emissions sectors in the State, statewide population forecasts, and the statewide reductions
necessary to achieve the 2030 statewide target under SB 32 and the longer term State emissions
reduction goal of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The statewide per capita targets are also
consistent with Executive Order S-3-05, B-30-15, and the Under 2 MOU that California
originated with Baden-Württemberg and has now been signed or endorsed by 188 jurisdictions
representing 39 countries and six continents. Central to the Under 2 MOU is that all signatories
agree to reduce their GHG emissions to two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. This limit
represents California’s and these other governments’ recognition of their “fair share” to reduce
GHG emissions to the scientifically based levels to limit global warming below two degrees
Celsius. This limit is also consistent with the Paris Agreement, which sets out a global action plan
to put the world on track to avoid dangerous climate change by limiting global warming to below
2°C…Numerous local governments in California have already adopted GHG emissions reduction
goals for year 2020 consistent with AB 32. CARB advises that local governments also develop
community-wide GHG emissions reduction goals necessary to reach 2030 and 2050 climate
goals. Emissions inventories and reduction goals should be expressed in mass emissions, per
capita emissions, and service population emissions. To do this, local governments can start by
developing a community-wide GHG emissions target consistent with the accepted protocols as
outlined in OPR’s General Plan Guidelines Chapter 8: Climate Change. They can then calculate
GHG emissions thresholds by applying the percent reductions necessary to reach 2030 and 2050
climate goals (i.e., 40 percent and 80 percent, respectively) to their community-wide GHG
emissions target. Since the statewide per capita targets are based on the statewide GHG emissions
inventory that includes all emissions sectors in the State, it is appropriate for local jurisdictions to
derive evidence-based local per capita goals based on local emissions sectors and population
projections that are consistent with the framework used to develop the statewide per capita
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targets. The resulting GHG emissions trajectory should show a downward trend consistent with
the statewide objectives. The recommendation for a community-wide goal expands upon the
reduction of 15 percent from “current” (2005-2008) levels by 2020 as recommended in the 2008
Scoping Plan.
A community could directly apply statewide targets locally. Statewide emissions would need to be 50 percent
below 1990 levels by 2035 in order to maintain a linear trajectory between the SB 32 2030 target and the EO-S-305 2050 goal.
However, the direct application of this percentage-based mass emissions target is not necessarily appropriate,
depending on the community context. In La Mesa, the direct application of the State’s mass emissions target to
the City would ignore existing local GHG efficiencies. As described earlier with the 2010 baseline inventory, the
City generated 7.37 MT CO2e/capita in 2010 compared to San Diego County’s 10.0 MT CO2e/capita for the same
year. Emissions efficiency in La Mesa is the result of a number of existing programs that help to reduce GHG
reductions related to building energy efficiency, solar-ready construction, municipal energy efficiency retrofits,
and implementation of General Plan policies that support compact, transit-oriented development along the City’s
transit corridors and around transit hubs. General Plan buildout anticipates development to occur along existing
bus routes and near trolley stations. Applying an efficiency target takes into account the City’s relatively transitoriented, compact land use development pattern and past success in energy efficiency improvements and
renewable energy development.

SUPPORTIVE CONTEXT FOR LOW-VMT DEVELOPMENT
La Mesa has oriented its policy and regulatory framework in a way that promotes future low-VMT development
and the City has experienced successful infill, mixed-use, relatively compact, transit-oriented development. The
City’s supportive policies and regional efforts to reduce VMT are applied to a supportive local context. La Mesa
is well-served by transit, with five trolley stations and seven bus routes. General Plan policies support compact,
transit-oriented development along the City’s transit corridors and around transit hubs. General Plan buildout
anticipates development to occur along existing bus routes and near trolley stations. In addition, La Mesa has the
third highest population density of any city in the entire San Diego region (see Table 3.4-3). La Mesa has the
highest gross residential density of any city in the region. These characteristics are important for achieving
relatively low VMT per capita– both under existing and future conditions.
If ARB’s two recommended per-capita efficiency targets were interpolated for La Mesa’s planning horizon year
(2035), this would yield an efficiency target would be 5.0 MT CO2e per capita. However, if the City of La Mesa
matched the statewide mass emission targets, the resulting 2035 target would be approximately 53 percent below
the 2010 baseline. As noted, direct use of this reduction target is not appropriate for La Mesa since this approach
would not recognize existing programs and characteristics of the City (built out City with transit service, for
example) that make the baseline GHG emissions rate relatively efficient. Therefore, in order to apply State
guidance in a way that is specifically appropriate for La Mesa, the City has applied the 53 percent statewide
emission target reduction level to the 2010 baseline emissions efficiency level (i.e., 7.37 MT CO2e/capita), to
calculate a new community-wide emissions efficiency target of 3.46 per capita in 2035. This target approach
allows the City to acknowledge its existing emissions efficiency, while still establishing a target that requires
focused local action toward achievement, consistent with the policy framework established in the City’s General
Plan, particularly the Conservation & Sustainability Element. The selected target approach sets the City on a path
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to achieve its 2050 target of 2.0 MT CO2e per capita, as described in the Under 2 MOU and recommended for
community CAPs in the Scoping Plan Update. Finally, this target exceeds that which would be required on a percapita level to be consistent with ARB Guidance in the Scoping Plan Update, and demonstrates consistency with
State-level guidance under SB 32 for 2030 and Executive Order S-3-05 for 2050.
Table 3.4-3. Residential Density, San Diego Region (2013)
Population

Occupied Dwelling
Units

Population/Square Mile

Dwelling Units/Total
Gross Acre

La Mesa

58,328

24,807

6,481

4.3

El Cajon

100,602

34,179

6,986

3.7

Lemon Grove

25,590

8,439

6,562

3.4

Imperial Beach

26,533

9,107

6,030

3.2

National City

58,915

15,508

6,404

2.6

Solana Beach

13,006

5,653

3,825

2.6

Vista

95,398

29,483

5,129

2.5

Chula Vista

251,973

77,260

4,950

2.4

San Diego

1,328,073

485,881

3,878

2.2

Oceanside

169,593

59,522

4,019

2.2

Escondido

146,115

45,719

4,036

2

Encinitas

60,568

24,263

3,090

1.9

Santee

55,110

19,666

3,340

1.9

San Marcos

87,165

27,916

3,632

1.8

Del Mar

4,205

2,064

2,336

1.8

Carlsbad

108,401

42,131

2,772

1.7

Coronado

23,201

7,434

1,657

0.8

Poway

48,628

16,241

1,244

0.6

Unincorporated

493,170

161,660

138

0.1

3,154,574

1,096,933

740

0.4

Jurisdiction

Total

Sources: Population and dwelling unit data is from the California Department of Finance for 2013 to match the date of VMT collection data
from SANDAG used to prepare the emissions inventory and forecasts. State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and
Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011- 2017. Sacramento, California, May 2017. Estimate of land area is
from the San Diego County Fact Sheet, prepared by the San Diego County Finance & General Government Group, Office of Financial
Planning.

The State has established a long-term 2050 GHG goal through Executive Order S-3-05 to achieve emissions
reductions of 80 percent below 1990 levels, but this target has not yet been codified into State law. The revised
Scoping Plan recommends a target of two metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. Although there are no
requirements for a local government to plan for a 2050 GHG target, the 2035 selected target approach allows the
City to demonstrate a trajectory toward the State’s 2050 reduction target.
Preparing long-term emissions forecasts through 2050 and estimating the reduction potential from statewide and
local actions is highly speculative at this time, and can be more thoroughly addressed through future CAP
updates, as outlined in Chapter 4 of the CAP. Several variables will influence long-term emissions growth in the
community as well as opportunities for emissions reductions, including:
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►

►

►

►

The State’s continued role in implementing policies and programs that result in local GHG reductions. The
Scoping Plan provides an outline for State action through the SB 32 target year of 2030; ARB may prepare
additional Scoping Plan updates to address the State’s 2050 GHG target.
New technology that supports additional emissions reductions. Existing technologies may also become more
cost-effective and lead to greater than expected implementation.
New sources of emissions or increased consumption rates in existing sectors. For example, as use of personal
electronics, such as smartphones and tablets, increases emissions from electricity plug-load may also increase.
Faster or slower local population and employment growth upon which emissions forecasts are based.

CAP Measure I-2, CAP Implementation and Monitoring, provides direction on how to ensure the CAP analysis
and direction are kept up to date. Implementation Action 5 within that measure calls for CAP updates on a fiveyear cycle. These regular updates will include, in part, inventory and projection updates, and potentially
development of longer-term emissions forecasts to 2050 or another horizon year. Chapter 4 of the CAP also
provides additional detail on CAP maintenance and revisions.
The CAP’s 2035 reduction target is consistent with the State’s longer-term goals expressed in SB 32 for 2030. La
Mesa’s 2050 target demonstrates the City’s commitment to California’s long-term GHG goal expressed under
Executive Order S-3-05. SB 32 calls for a statewide reduction in GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030. Executive Order S-3-05 calls for a reduction to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
These four sets of guidance for the State government – AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and Executive
Order S-3-05 – though they do not directly create any obligation for local governments – represent the framework
for CEQA analysis of GHG emissions impacts in California. For development projects and plans, it is important
to evaluate whether a subject project “incorporates efficiency and conservation measures sufficient to contribute
its portion of the overall greenhouse gas reductions necessary” for the State to achieve its own mandates (Center
for Biological Diversity, et al. v. California Department of Fish And Wildlife, the Newhall Land And Farming
Company, California Supreme Court, Case No. 5217763). If a project or plan demonstrates that the rate of GHG
emissions is efficient enough to provide its share of AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15 (and the same goal
expressed in SB 32), and Executive Order S-3-05 emissions reductions, the impact is not cumulatively
considerable (Center for Biological Diversity, et al. v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, page 12;
Crockett 2011).
Table 3.4-4 presents the City’s emissions target selection process. As shown below, the 2020 reduction target was
selected to implement the City’s General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5.5, GHG-1 (which calls for a CAP and
a 15 percent reduction target). The 2035 reduction target was established to demonstrate local commitment to the
State’s longer-term GHG targets (i.e., SB 32, Executive Order S-3-05), while aligning with the City’s General
Plan horizon year (2035). Chapter 2,”Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the CAP provides a more detailed
description of the target selection process.
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Table 3.4-4. La Mesa’s Emissions Reduction Targets
Target
Year

Target Description

Target Basis

2020

15% below 2010
baseline levels

Based on General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5.5 and consistent with the State’s GHG
emission reduction target expressed in AB 32.

2035

3.46 MT CO2e per
capita

Based on an interpolation of statewide GHG targets in SB 32 and EO-S-3-05, which set
mass emissions targets of 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990 levels by
2050, respectively. A 2035 target value between these two points would require GHG
reductions of 50% below 1990 levels. The City’s 2020 target approximates a return to 1990
levels, so the 2035 target should be 50% below the 2020 target. This value equals 53%
below the 2010 baseline inventory.
To align with the long-term 2050 target described below, the 53% reduction was applied to
the City’s 2010 emissions efficiency on a per-capita basis. The 2010 emissions efficiency
baseline in the City was 7.37 MT CO2e per capita. A 53% reduction below La Mesa’s 2010
baseline of 7.37 MT CO2e per capita is 3.46 MT CO2e per capita.

2050

2.0 MT CO2e per
capita

Based on Governor Brown’s Under 2 Memorandum of Understanding and ARB’s 2017
Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, which each set a 2050 efficiency target of no more
than 2.0 MT CO2e per capita.

Notes: MT CO2e/yr = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year

Having established the statewide legislative framework for assessing GHG emissions, and the City’s desire to
evaluate both 2020 emissions levels and also longer-term (post-2020) emissions, the three thresholds have been
combined for this EIR into the following two:
►

►

conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs; and
result in additional risk of physical harm related to flooding, public health, wildfire risk, or other impacts
resulting from climate change.

The first threshold, which is intended to evaluate consistency with applicable plans and policies, is encompassing
of the State’s 2020 emissions target expressed in AB 32, as well as longer-term goals identified in SB 32 and
Executive Order S-3-05.

3.4.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
directly or indirectly, have a significant impact on the environment and if it would conflict with any applicable
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs (pages 4.5-14
to 4.5-19), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The General Plan EIR described construction-related emissions and operational emissions for 2005, 2020, and
2035 (see Tables 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 of the General Plan EIR). The General Plan EIR assumed that federal fuel
efficiency standards for vehicles, measures identified in ARB’s Scoping Plan, the State’s Low Carbon Fuel
Standard, and the Renewable Portfolio Standard would be implemented during activities associated with the
AECOM
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General Plan. The General Plan EIR determined that these measures would decrease emissions from the BAU
estimate, but the emissions reductions would not be sufficient to meet the General Plan EIR threshold of reducing
emissions by 15 percent from 2005 levels by 2020 (see Table 4.5-4 of the General Plan EIR). The General Plan
EIR further determined that, while additional measures promulgated under the AB 32 mandate and the Scoping
Plan may be implemented to reduce future GHG emissions associated with the General Plan, the level of potential
reductions was not then known, and, therefore, was not quantified. The General Plan EIR concluded that
implementation of the General Plan would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have
a significant impact on the environment. In addition, because it was then unknown if GHG emission reductions
would be consistent with State reduction targets, implementation of the General Plan would conflict with
applicable plan, policy, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Therefore, the
General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to the significant cumulative impact of climate change.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts. It demonstrates how the City will achieve the 2020
target. Further, the CAP provides a 2035 efficiency target consistent with the City’s General Plan horizon year,
and extrapolated from the State’s goals to reduce GHGs by 40 percent compared to 1990 levels by the year 2035
and by 80 percent compared to 1990 levels by 2050. As demonstrated in the CAP and this EIR, achievement of
this target would be supportive of the State’s GHG emissions reduction goals, would represent La Mesa’s
contribution toward these reduction goals, and would avoid cumulatively considerable contributions to the
significant cumulative impact of climate change.
The CAP demonstrates achievement of these targets using the recommendations included in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5, and the City will be able to use the CAP, rather than project-level analysis for GHG emissions
impact assessment under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 establishes the criteria for GHG reduction
plans. In general, GHG reduction plans should:
►

Quantify GHG emissions within a defined area,

►

Establish a level where GHG emissions are not cumulatively considerable,

►

Identify emissions from activities covered by the plan,

►

Specify measures to achieve the emissions reduction goal,

►

Monitor progress and amend if necessary, and

►

Be adopted in a public process following environmental review.

Section 15183.5(b)(1)(B) establishes that a GHG reduction target should “[e]stablish a level, based on substantial
evidence, below which the contribution to [GHG] emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be
cumulatively considerable.” The CAP describes development of the City’s 2020 and 2035 reduction targets,
detailing their consistency with State legislation and executive orders, and establishing that meeting the reduction
targets would avoid cumulatively considerable effects.
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 recommendations, the CAP summarizes the results of the
City of La Mesa GHG Emissions Inventory Update, which identifies the major sources and quantities of GHG
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emissions produced within La Mesa and forecasts how these emissions may change over time. Also consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 recommendations, the CAP identifies the quantity of GHG emissions
that the City of La Mesa will need to reduce to meet the City’s targets, demonstrates how the City’s target’s
support the State’s efforts under AB 32 and SB 32, and establishes the City’s trajectory toward longer-term
reductions consistent with Executive Order S-3-05. The CAP sets forth municipal operations and communitywide
GHG reduction measures, including actions and progress indicators which will collectively achieve the specified
emissions reduction targets. Finally, the CAP sets forth procedures to implement, monitor, and verify the
effectiveness of the CAP measures and adjust efforts moving forward, if necessary, to achieve the City’s targets.
The City’s 2020 CAP reduction target supports the State’s AB 32 reduction target and is consistent with the
Scoping Plan recommendation that local governments reduce communitywide and municipal operation emissions
to a level approximately 15 percent below baseline levels by 2020. The CAP also includes a longer-term 2035
reduction target that is consistent with the State’s own targets established under SB 32 (for 2030) and Executive
Order S-3-05 (for 2050). The City has conducted many forms of public outreach and input for the CAP over the
course of several years, and continues to invite public input. This EIR represents the environmental review
conducted to support the CAP, consistent with the last bullet in the list of recommended plan elements included in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.
In addition to reducing the City’s GHG emissions consistent with statewide goals and mitigating the community’s
contribution to global climate change, implementation of the CAP will help achieve multiple community goals,
such as lowering energy costs, reducing air pollution, supporting local economic development, and improving
public health and quality of life. Table 3.4-5 summarizes the City’s emissions reduction targets, contributions
from statewide actions, and the remaining emissions reduction gaps to be addressed through implementation of
local actions at the community-wide level.
Table 3.4-5. 2020 and 2035 Emissions Reduction Target
2020
(MT CO2e/yr)

2035
(MT CO2e/yr)

Emissions Forecast (including statewide reductions)

376,142

341,047

La Mesa Emissions Reduction Target

359,271

237,6401

Local Action Reductions Needed to Achieve Target

16,871

103,407

Note: MT CO2e/yr = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year.
1

3.46 MT CO2e/per capita with projected resident population of 68,682 in 2035.

Source: City of La Mesa 2017

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, “Project Description,” the CAP is organized into reduction strategies that
consist of a collection of reduction measures related to a certain emissions source area or topic. The emission
reduction strategies consist of: Energy, Transportation and Land Use, Water, Solid Waste, and Green
Infrastructure. Table 3.4-6 summarizes the measures developed for the City of La Mesa and the emissions
reductions anticipated from their implementation. Total emissions reductions, including those from statewide
actions, are compared to the City’s reduction targets to show how implementation of this CAP will allow the City
to achieve its 2020 and 2035 emissions targets. Please see Chapter 3, “Emissions Reduction Measures,” in the
CAP for a detailed description of each strategy and reduction measure.
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Table 3.4-6. Summary of Strategies and Quantified Reductions
2020
2035
Emissions
Percent of Local
Emissions
Percent of Local
Strategy
(MT CO2e/yr)
Reductions
(MT CO2e/yr)
Reductions
Energy
6,670
40
68,450
59
Transportation and Land Use
4,100
25
23,080
20
Water
450
3
1,590
1
Solid Waste
5,350
32
17,050
15
Green Infrastructure
50
<1
6,300
5
Total
16,620
100
114,470
100
15%
3.46 MT CO2e
Reduction Target
below baseline
per capita
Estimated Achievement
Level

15% below baseline1

3.27 MT CO2e
per capita2

Source: AECOM 2017
Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
1

2010 baseline level: 422,672 MT CO2e/yr

2

Estimated mass emissions level (224,577) / 2035 population estimate (68,682) = 3.27

The CAP strategies identified in Table 3.4-6 combined with statewide actions are estimated to reduce communitywide emissions by 15 percent below baseline levels. The CAP strategies and statewide actions are estimated to
reduce community-wide emissions to 3.27 MT CO2e per capita, per year by 2035.
This level of reduction is consistent with the State’s target to reduce statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020
under AB 32 and consistent with the State’s target to reduce statewide emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by
2030 as expressed in SB 32 and Executive Order B-30-15. This level of reduction also sets the City on a path to
achieve its 2050 target expressed under Executive Order S-3-05 (i.e., 80 percent below 1990 levels).
The CAP has developed reduction targets that are consistent with the State’s 2020 and longer-term targets. The
CAP includes each of the recommended plan elements outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. Having
demonstrated reduction targets consistent with State goals and applicable to the specific context in La Mesa,
reduction measures that would achieve these targets, and each of the plan elements outlined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5, the GHG emissions impact associated with implementing the General Plan consistent with the
CAP is less than cumulatively considerable.

RISK OF PHYSICAL HARM RELATED TO IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential risk of physical harm related to impacts from climate change (pages
4.5-19 to 4.5-20), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The General Plan EIR determined that some impacts of climate change are predicted to be unavoidable. In the
study on regional impacts to the San Diego area, the California Energy Commission (CEC 2009) lists possible
impacts that will affect the city, including decreased water supply, increased risk of wildfires, increased risk of
heat-related public health impacts, and increased strain on the regional ecosystem. The General Plan EIR
identified the following General Plan policies that are intended to reduce the impacts:
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►

►

►

►

Water supply: Through General Plan policies in the Conservation and Sustainability Element (CS 1-3-1 and
CS 1-3-2), the City will support regional and local water efficiency efforts and encourage the use of recycled
water, where applicable.
Wildfire risks: Policies S 4-2-1 and S 4-2-2, included in the Safety Element of the General Plan, work to
mitigate wildfire risk in La Mesa.
Public health: The City has partnered with the County of San Diego and San Diego Gas & Electric
(SDG&E) to set up cooling centers in and around La Mesa. These will provide at-risk citizens the ability to
escape the heat.
Ecosystem: As stated in the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan (policies RO 2-1-1, RO
2-1-2, and RO 2-1-3), the City will work to preserve and restore open space and natural lands, where feasible.
These efforts, in conjunction with other regional efforts such as San Diego County’s MSCP, will assist in the
preservation of existing ecosystems.

In addition, the CAP strategies and reduction measures would further reduce these potential impacts on water
supply, public health, and ecosystems. The CAP’s Water Strategy considers reduction measures that would
support and promote conservation of potable water supplies (Reduction Measures W-1 and W-2). Together,
Reduction Measure E-2 in the Energy Strategy and Reduction Measure GI-1 in the Green Infrastructure Strategy
support planting of shade trees, and Reduction Measure GI-2 will increase the city’s urban forest canopy coverage
to reduce impacts of the heat-island effect, provide additional habitat, and maximize carbon sequestration.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, although it is not possible to predict the level of impact to the City due to
climate change, General Plan policies would help mitigate changes anticipated by 2035. Therefore, the General
Plan EIR determined impacts related to the significant risk of physical harm from climate change would be less
than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Rather, In addition,
the CAP contains reduction measures that would further reduce potential impacts on water supply, public health,
and ecosystems. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

3.4.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The General Plan EIR identified Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to reduce potential GHG emissions impacts.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires a CAP that would quantify GHG emissions, both existing and projected over
a specified time period; establish a GHG emissions limit, below which GHG emissions resulting from
implementation of the General Plan would not be cumulatively considerable, including achieving 15 percent
reduction from 2005 emissions levels by 2020; establish policies, measures, and actions that will be implemented
to reduce GHG emissions in the city that will achieve the specified emissions target; and implement a mechanism
to monitor progress.
The CAP implements General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that called for the adoption of a CAP that
complies with the requirements of CEQA Section 15183.5. The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions
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impacts. It was developed consistent with State guidelines that pertain to local plans “for the reduction or
mitigation of GHG emissions” (pursuant to SB 97 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5).
The CAP establishes strategies and reduction measures to reduce GHG emissions and describes development of
the City’s 2020 reduction target pursuant to Mitigation Measure GHG-1, as well as a 2035 reduction target,
detailing consistency with State legislation and executive orders, and establishing that meeting the reduction
targets would avoid cumulatively considerable effects. The 2035 reduction target is consistent with the 2035
planning horizon of the General Plan. No additional mitigation measures are required.

RISK OF PHYSICAL HARM RELATED TO IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE
The General Plan EIR determined impacts associated with risk of physical harm related to impacts from climate
change would be less than significant with implementation of General Plan policies. The proposed project would
not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with
implementation of the CAP are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

3.4.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The General Plan EIR determined implementation of measures developed in the CAP (Mitigation Measure GHG1) would result in reductions that, at a minimum, would meet the performance measure of 1990 levels by 2020, or
15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. In addition, the General Plan EIR determined implementation of
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would comply with the 2020 target identified in AB 32 and the Scoping Plan.
However, the level of GHG emissions reductions that could be achieved through State programs and measures
beyond 2020 were unknown, as was the City’s role in developing local measures to parallel the State’s efforts.
The General Plan EIR concluded that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would not reduce cumulatively considerable
significant impacts associated with GHG emissions attributable to development accommodated under the General
Plan to less than cumulatively considerable or reduce impacts associated with conflicts with applicable plans,
policies, and regulations to a less-than-significant level. The impacts were determined to be significant and
unavoidable.
For the reasons discussed above, the CAP reduces significant and unavoidable GHG emissions impacts identified
in the General Plan EIR to less than cumulatively considerable and reduces significant impacts related to
conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations to a less-than-significant level. No mitigation measures
are required.

RISK OF PHYSICAL HARM RELATED TO IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE
Because impacts related to increase the risk of physical harm related to impacts from climate change are
considered less than significant, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.5

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Section 4.6, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.6-1 to 4.6-26) described the
environmental setting for hazards and hazardous materials at the time the General Plan was prepared; summarized
applicable regulations; considered the range and nature of foreseeable hazardous materials use, storage, and
disposal that could occur with implementation of the General Plan; and identified the primary ways that these
hazardous materials could expose individuals or the environment to health and safety risks. That information is
hereby incorporated by reference into this SEIR, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B
of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects, where applicable, attributable to the City’s CAP.

3.5.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The “Existing Environmental Setting” for hazards and hazardous materials is provided in the General Plan EIR
(pages 4.6-1 to 4.6-6) is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated
by reference. That setting lists the known hazardous materials and sites identified in the State Water Resources
Control Board’s Geotracker database; describes the location, status, and chemicals of concern for each open site
on the Cortese List; identifies interstate and City-designated truck routes that could be used for the transportation
of hazardous materials; and discusses development restrictions resulting from the City’s location within the
Montgomery Field and Gillespie Field Review Area 2.

3.5.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by reference (pages 4.6-6 to 4.6-21).
The General Plan EIR identified the federal, State, and local laws, plans, and ordinances listed below.

FEDERAL
►

Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions (Part 68 of the Code of Federal Regulations)

►

Clean Air Act

►

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

►

Federal Aviation Regulations, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration

►

Regulation of Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Lead-Based Paint (Title 40, Section 761 of the Code of Federal
Regulations)

►

The Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992

►

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

►

U.S. Department of Defense Air Installations Compatible Use Zone Program
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►

U.S. Environmental Protection Act Region 9 Regional Screening Levels

STATE
►

California Education Code

►

California Health and Safety Code, Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory

►

California Health and Safety Code Section 25270, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act

►

California Human Health Screening Levels

►

California Integrated Waste Management Act

►

California OSHA

►

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List)

►

Business Plan Act

►

Hazardous Waste Control Act

►

Medical Waste Management Program

►

Underground Storage Tank Program

►

Unified Program

LOCAL
►

Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

►

Gillespie Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

►

San Diego County Local Enforcement Agency

►

San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan

►

San Diego County Site Assessment and Mitigation Program

►

County of San Diego, Underground Storage Tank Program

►

Voluntary Assistance Program

►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Chapter 11.04

►

City of La Mesa Municipal Chapter 14.04
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UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
City of La Mesa General Plan
►

The following policies of the La Mesa Centennial General Plan (2013) (General Plan) are intended to reduce
potential effects related to hazards and hazardous materials.

Circulation Element
►

►

Policy CE-1.1.11: Use truck route designations to prevent unnecessary neighborhood impacts, maintain
public safety, and limit street maintenance costs.
Policy CE-1.1.12: Regulate the transportation of hazardous materials within and through La Mesa in
compliance with state and federal regulations.

Safety Element
►

Policy S-5.1.6: Continue to support programs that will ensure the safe transportation of hazardous materials
within La Mesa City limits.

3.5.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the checklist in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to
evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus
on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to hazards and hazardous
materials would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

►

►

►

create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials;
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;
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school;
is located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites that was compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, creates a significant hazard to the public or the
environment; and
for a project within the vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip, results in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area.

Impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency evacuation plan and exposure of people or structures to
wildland fire hazards were determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study prepared for the City General
Plan (Appendix A of the General Plan EIR) and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
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Implementation of the CAP would not change impacts related to emergency evacuation plans or wildland fire
hazards from what has already been analyzed as a part of the General Plan EIR. The Initial Study determined that
because existing street locations and through-street access is not anticipated to change and the General Plan
features an updated Safety Element that has been drafted with input from police and fire department personnel
who are familiar with emergency response, impacts related to interference with an adopted emergency response
plan would be less than significant. The Initial Study further found that the risk of wildland fires is low because
the city is mostly built out, and future development would come primarily in the form of infill development on
small vacant parcels and redevelopment of existing developed areas. The CAP land use assumptions are
consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so interference with an adopted emergency evacuation
plan and exposure of people or structures to wildland fire hazards associated with development, including
development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General
Plan EIR. Therefore, these issues are not discussed further in this SEIR.

3.5.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

ROUTINE USE, TRANSPORTATION, DISPOSAL, AND RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
violate water quality standards from construction activities and increases in impervious surfaces (pages 4.6-23 to
4.6-25), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical changes. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Many CAP reduction measures provide a framework to support regional coordination on CAP implementation
and provide plans and programs to support reduction measures and ensure emissions reductions occur. However,
implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their
location, character, design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical
environmental effects. Construction of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure (Reduction Measure T-1), alternative
refueling infrastructure development (Reduction Measure T-5), and planting shade trees on public and private
property (Reduction Measures E-2, GI-1, and GI-2) would involve the storage, use, and transport of small
amounts of hazardous materials.
Building retrofits (Reduction Measure E-1) could result in some exposure risk from hazardous materials, such as
lead-based paint or asbestos. However, various regulations and guidelines pertaining to abatement of, and
protection from, exposure to asbestos and lead have been adopted for demolition activities, including Cal-OSHA
guidelines, San Diego Air Pollution Control District Rules and Regulations pertaining to asbestos abatement, Title
8 of the California Code of Regulations, and lead exposure guidelines provided by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development. In California, asbestos and lead abatement must be performed and monitored
by contractors with appropriate certifications from the State Department of Health Services.
Solar PV panels that could be installed under CAP Reduction Measure E-5 can contain any number of chemicals,
such as arsine, arsenic compounds, copper, hydrogen fluoride, lead, nitric acid, and sodium hydroxide. However,
health-related environmental issues are related to the generation of liquid and solid wastes during manufacturing,
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processing, and assembling of solar cells. The operation of PV systems does not produce any emissions of toxic
or hazardous materials (Fthenakis 2003). New development accommodated under the General Plan may
incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction
Measure E-7) or installs solar hot water heaters (Reduction Measure E-6). However, the CAP’s land use
assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so the storage, use, and transport
hazardous materials associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction
measures, is not any different than that reported in the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, City General Plan policies would ensure the continued implementation of
current regulations and support the safe handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials by providing
truck route designations to prevent unnecessary neighborhood impacts, maintain public safety, and limit street
maintenance costs (Policy CE-1.1.11 of the City General Plan); regulating the transportation of hazardous
materials within and through La Mesa in compliance with State and federal regulations (Policy CE-1.1.12 of the
City General Plan); and continuing to support programs that ensure the safe transportation of hazardous materials
within La Mesa City limits (Policy S-5.1.6 of the City General Plan). The General Plan EIR further concluded that
with implementation of federal, State, and City regulations, permits, and programs; City ordinances; and policies
of the City General Plan, impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would
be less than significant. Implementation of the CAP would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR because projects
implemented under the CAP would implement the same federal, State, and City regulations, permits, and
programs; City ordinances; and policies of the City General Plan related to the routine use, transport, and disposal
of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts associated with the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous
materials are considered less than significant.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS WITHIN 0.25 MILE OF SCHOOLS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to result
in hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of schools (page 4.6-25), and
that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as tree planting on private or public property or construction of
new bicycle lanes, would not result in hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials. Future
residential development projects could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that
incorporates solar-ready design or installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions
that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so impacts associated with the use of hazardous
materials within 0.25 mile of schools, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not
any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the General Plan includes commercial, industrial, and mixed-use designations
within 0.25 mile of schools. As stated in the General Plan EIR, the siting of schools, including existing facilities
and upgrading construction projects, are regulated by the California Department of Education; new school
facilities would not be constructed within 0.25 mile of facilities emitting or handling hazardous materials.
Furthermore, permitting requirements for individual hazardous material handlers or emitters, including
enforcement of Public Resources Code Section 21151.4, would require evaluation and notification when potential
hazardous materials handling or emissions could occur in proximity to schools.
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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The General Plan EIR concluded that, with compliance with federal, State, and City laws and regulations, impacts
related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of schools would be
less than significant. Implementation of the CAP would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts
associated hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of schools are
considered less than significant.

DEVELOPMENT ON A KNOWN HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SITE
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to occur
on a site included on the Cortese List (pages 4.6-25 and 4.6-26), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by
reference.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as tree planting on public or private property or construction of
new bicycle lanes, could occur on sites included on the Cortese List. Future residential development projects
could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or
installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP’s land use assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the
General Plan EIR, so the potential for new development to occur on a site included on the Cortese List, including
development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General
Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, all new development accommodated under the General Plan that occurs on
contaminated property would involve the cleanup and/or remediation of the property in accordance with federal,
State, and local laws and regulations and recommendations of any environmental assessments. In addition,
General Plan policies described above (Policies CE-1.1.11, CE-1.1.12, and Policy S-5.1.6 of the City General
Plan) are intended to protect residents from exposure to hazardous materials. These same federal, State, and local
laws and regulations and General Plan policies would apply to implementation of CAP reduction measures.
The General Plan EIR concluded that with compliance with federal, State, and local laws and regulations and
policies of the General Plan, impacts related to the potential for new development to occur on a site included on
the Cortese List would be less than significant. Implementation of the CAP would not result in new impacts or
impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan
EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with development on a site included on the Cortese List are considered less
than significant.

AIRPORT AND AIRCRAFT HAZARDS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to result
in airport and aircraft hazards (page 4.6-26), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as tree planting on public or private property or construction of
new bicycle lanes, would not be considered land uses that result in airport and aircraft hazards. Installation of
solar PV systems on existing building rooftops or carports would likely not be sized such that solar PV panels
pose an aviation hazards from glare. Future residential development projects could incorporate CAP reduction
measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design. However, the CAP’s land use change
assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so the potential for new development to
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create airport or aircraft hazards, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any
different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the City is currently in conformance with Airport Land Use Commission Plan
height and land use policies and new development accommodated under the General Plan would not affect the
development or function of the Montgomery Airport or Gillespie Airport. Federal, State, and local regulations,
including the Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and Gillespie Field Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan, govern the operation of airports and the regulation of development within the Airport
Influence Areas. In addition, Policy LU-7.1.2 of the General Plan requires the City to collaborate with the San
Diego County Regional Airport Authority by reviewing local land use proposals for consistency with the Airport
Land Use Commission Plan. Therefore, the General Plan EIR concluded that impacts related to the airport and
aircraft hazards would be less than significant. Although unlikely, any installation of solar PV systems as part of
the CAP that could result in glare that potentially causes aviation hazards would be comply with the State and
local regulations and General Plan policies described above. Therefore, impacts associated with airport and
aircraft hazards are considered less than significant.

3.5.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

The General Plan EIR determined that impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be less
than significant with adherence to and implementation of applicable federal, State, and local plans and
regulations, as well as General Plan policies. The proposed project would not result in changes to the conclusions in
the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP on
hazards and hazardous materials are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

3.5.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Because impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are considered less than significant, no mitigation
measures are required.
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3.6

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.7-1 to 4.7-20) described hydrology
and water quality within and adjacent to the city at the time the General Plan was prepared, provided regulatory
setting, and analyzed the impacts to hydrology and water quality associated with implementation of the General
Plan. That information is hereby incorporated by reference into this SEIR, and summarized in the “Executive
Summary” and Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects, where applicable, attributable to the City’s CAP.

3.6.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The “Existing Environmental Setting” for hydrology and water quality in the General Plan EIR (pages 4.7-1 to
4.7-7) is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference.
That setting describes the city’s stormwater drainage system; surface and groundwater hydrology; surface water
quality, including 303(d) listed waterbodies and beneficial uses; groundwater quality; and the potential for
flooding.

3.6.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by reference (pages 4.7-8 to 4.7-14).
The General Plan EIR identified the federal, State, and local laws, plans, permits, and ordinances listed below.

FEDERAL
►

Federal Clean Water Act

►

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

►

Section 303(d) Impaired Waters List

►

Federal Emergency Management Agency

STATE
►

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

►

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

►

Statewide General National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit for Construction Activity

LOCAL
►

►

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board Municipal Storm Water National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permit
City of La Mesa Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
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►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Municipal Code Section 7.18, “Storm Water Management”

►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Section 14.29, “Water Efficient Landscape”

►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Section 24.08, “Floodway Overlay Zone – F”

►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Section 7.19, “Floodplain Management”

►

San Diego River Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan

►

City of La Mesa Hydromodification Management Plan

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
City of La Mesa General Plan
The following goals, objectives, and policies of the La Mesa Centennial General Plan (2013) (City General Plan)
are intended to reduce or avoid hydrological and water quality effects.
Public Services and Facilities Element
►

Goal PSF-6: Infrastructure of streets, sewers, and storm drains that sustains a high quality of life.
•

Objective PSF-6.1: Reduce sewer spills to limit environmental and property damage.
−

Policy PSF-6.2.1: The City will maintain a Storm Drain Master Plan to help plan and coordinate
necessary improvements to the storm water drainage system.

−

Policy PSF-6.2.4: The City will maintain a program to ensure that it is in compliance with the
NPDES permit.

−

Policy PSF-6.2.5: The Public Works Department will develop a program to monitor storm drain
water quality and identify BMPs necessary to deal with contaminants.

Safety Element
►

Goal SE-1: Protection from the adverse effects of flooding.
•

Objective SE-1.1: Provide adequate flood control facilities.
−

Policy SE-1.1.1: Conduct City-wide storm drain master planning, to include mapping of existing
storm drain infrastructure, assessing conditions, prioritizing drainage problems, and developing
solutions.

−

Policy SE-1.1.4: Require that all proposed development be designed to minimize the volume and
velocity of surface runoff and to prevent adverse downstream effects.
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3.6.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the checklist in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to
evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus
on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to hydrology and water quality
would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

►

►

►

violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise impact local or regional
water quality;
result in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff;
place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary; Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), or other flood hazard delineation map.
place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows; and
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of a failure of a levee or dam.

Impacts related to groundwater supplies and recharge and inundation by sieche, tsunami, or mudflow were
determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study prepared for the City General Plan (Appendix A of the
General Plan EIR) and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference. The City is located in the Helix Water
District, which purchases imported surface water through the County Water Authority. Groundwater is not a
component of the City's water supply and therefore implementation of the General Plan would result in no
impacts related to groundwater supply or groundwater recharge The City is not located in an area that where
sieche, tsunami, or mudflow are concerns. Implementation of the CAP would not change impacts related to
groundwater supplies and recharge, and inundation by sieche, tsunami, or mudflow from what has already been
analyzed in the General Plan. Therefore, these thresholds are not discussed further in this SEIR. While many of
the CAP strategies, such as those which relate to an expansion of urban forestry, may have environmental
benefits, the following analysis focuses on CAP strategies and reduction measures, the implementation of which
could have potentially significant effects on water quality and hydrology.

3.6.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

VIOLATION OF WATER QUALITY STANDARDS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
violate water quality standards from construction activities and increases in impervious surfaces (pages 4.7-15 to
4.7-17), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical changes. Many CAP reduction measures
provide a framework to support regional coordination on CAP implementation and provide plans and programs to
support reduction measures and ensure emissions reductions occur. However, implementation of CAP strategies
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing,
and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Temporary, short-term water quality effects during earth-moving activities would occur from construction of
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure (Reduction Measure T-1) and planting shade trees on public and private
property (Reduction Measures E-2, GI-1, and GI-2).
New development accommodated under the General Plan may incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new
construction that incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV)
facilities (Reduction Measure E-5). However, the CAP uses land use assumptions are consistent with those
assumed for the General Plan EIR, so impacts on water quality and increases in impervious surfaces associated
with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than
that reported under the General Plan EIR. As stated in the General Plan EIR, the City employs many methods to
reduce pollutants found in urban runoff, following the guidelines of clean water regulations, water quality
permits, and water quality plans described in Section 4.7.2 of the General Plan EIR and listed in Section 3.6.2
above. Depending on the area of disturbance, implementation of CAP reduction measures would obtain and
comply with the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits, which require preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan that contains best management practices specifically designed to prevent erosion and protect water quality.
The City requires construction and operation of new development to comply with the City’s Standard Urban
Storm Water Mitigation Plan, the City of La Mesa Municipal Storm Water Management Ordinance (Chapter 7,
Section 7.18 of the City Municipal Code), and the City of La Mesa Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(Chapter 14, Section 14.29 of the City Municipal Code). If required, a hydromodification plan would be prepared
to demonstrate that predevelopment runoff volumes would not be exceeded. Implementation of City General Plan
policies would further serve to minimize water quality impacts by maintaining a program to ensure compliance
with the NPDES permit (Policy PSF-6.2.4 of the City General Plan) and monitoring storm drain water quality and
identifying best management practices necessary to deal with contaminants (Policy PSF-6.2.5 of the City General
Plan).
The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of State, regional, and City regulations, permits,
programs, ordinances, and policies of the City General Plan, impacts related to violation of water quality
standards would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts
or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan
EIR. Therefore, impacts associated violation of water quality standards are considered less than significant.

SURFACE HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
substantially increase the amount of existing impervious surfaces or substantially change the flow velocity or
volume of stormwater runoff (pages 4.7-17 to 4.7-18), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference
As stated previously, many CAP reduction measures provide a framework to support regional coordination on
CAP implementation and provide plans and programs to support reduction measures and ensure estimated
reductions occur. However, implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve some physical changes,
which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have
adverse physical environmental effects. Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as building retrofit
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improvements, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements, or planting shade trees, would result in small
increases or no increase in impervious surfaces. Future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction
measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or installs solar PV systems, could
increase impervious surfaces and change the volume of stormwater runoff. However, the CAP uses land use
assumptions that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so changes to the flow velocity or
volume of storm water runoff related impacts associated with development, including development that
incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the City is mostly built out, and future development would come primarily in
the form of infill development on small vacant parcels and redevelopment of existing developed areas, which
would not be expected to substantially increase the amount of existing impervious surfaces or substantially
change the flow velocity or volume of storm water runoff. Existing City regulations reduce the effects of
hydromodification during new development and redevelopment activities through implementation of the City’s
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Order R9-2007-0001. The City requires all development
projects to retain runoff on-site and to include water-quality improvement techniques to reduce potential
pollutants and hydromodification effects. In addition, implementation of City General Plan policies would further
serve to minimize surface water runoff by maintaining a Storm Drain Master Plan (Policy PSF-6.2.1 of the City
General Plan), maintaining a program to ensure compliance with the NPDES permit (Policy PSF-6.2.4 of the City
General Plan), and requiring all proposed development be designed to minimize the volume and velocity of
surface runoff and to prevent adverse downstream effects (Policy SE-1.1.4 of the City General Plan).
The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of State, regional, and City regulations and permits,
existing City programs and practices, and policies of the City General Plan, impacts related to surface water
hydrology and drainage would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in
new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the
City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts on surface hydrology and drainage are considered less than
significant.

FLOODING AND INUNDATION HAZARDS
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for implementation of the City General Plan to place houses or
structures in flood hazard and inundation areas (pages 4.7-18 to 4.7-20), and that analysis is hereby incorporated
by reference.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as tree planting or construction of new bicycle lanes, would not
result in housing or structures within a flood hazard or inundation area. Future residential development projects
that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or installs
solar PV systems, could occur in areas of the city designated as 100-year flood hazard areas or inundation areas.
However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan
EIR, so flood hazard and inundation impacts associated with development, including development that
incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
The City requires development of property within flood zones adhere to flood-control regulations outlined in the
Floodway Overlay Zone Ordinance (Chapter 24, Section 24.08 of the City Municipal Code) and in the Floodplain
Management Ordinance (Chapter 7, Section 7.19 of the City Municipal Code). In addition, Policies S-1.2.1 and SClimate Action Plan SEIR
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1.2.4 minimizes losses caused by flooding within the 100-year floodplain and potential dam inundation areas by
requiring new development in flood-prone areas to be elevated and maintaining storm drains in low-lying areas.
The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of City ordinances and policies of the City General
Plan, impacts related to flooding and inundation hazards would be less than significant. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as
compared with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with flooding and
inundation hazards are considered less than significant.

3.6.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

The General Plan EIR determined impacts associated with violation of water quality standards, substantial
changes to surface hydrology and drainage, and flooding or inundation hazards would be less than significant with
adherence to and implementation of applicable federal and State permits and regulations, as well as the City’s
Municipal Code and City General Plan policies. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions
in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP on
hydrology and water quality are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

3.6.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Because impacts on hydrology and water quality associated with implementation of the CAP are considered less
than significant, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.7

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Section 4.8, “Land Use,” of the General Plan EIR addressed existing land uses within the city; described the
relationship between the General Plan and adopted State, regional, and local planning goals and policies related to
land use and agricultural resources; and analyzed the potential impacts that the implementation of the General
Plan would have on adjacent and nearby land uses and agricultural resources (General Plan EIR, pages 4.8-1 to
4.8-20). That information is hereby incorporated by reference, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and
Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.7.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (pages 4.8-1 to 4.8-7), is current as it
relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference. The setting provided
an overview of land use designations and zoning and described existing land uses in the city.

3.7.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR remains current as it relates to potential effects attributable to
the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, pages 4.8-8 to 4.8-14). The General Plan
EIR addressed the regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances listed below.

FEDERAL
The General Plan EIR did not identify any federal plans, policies, regulations, policies, or laws related to land use
planning that were applicable to the General Plan.

STATE
►

►

California Planning and Zoning Law, Government Code Sections 65000 et seq.
Local Agency Formation Commission (Government Code Section 56000 et seq., titled the Cortese-KnoxHertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000)

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) (Public Resources Code 21675)

►

Multiple Species Conservation Program

►

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan

►

2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

►

San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy
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►

City of La Mesa Zoning Ordinance, Title 24 of the La Mesa Municipal Code

►

City of La Mesa Subdivision Ordinance

►

City of La Mesa Urban Design Program

3.7.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These
thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of
the adoption of the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant
impact land use would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact; or
physically divide an established community.

3.7.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.8-15 to 4.8-20) found that impacts related to potential conflicts with the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plans, SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan, and 2050 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy would be less than significant. The General Plan was determined to be
consistent with these plans and included a variety of actions aimed at coordinating with regional planning efforts.
The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. However, implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve
some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and other operational
characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The General Plan EIR used land use
assumptions developed by SANDAG for the City’s planning horizon year, and the CAP uses updated forecasts for
land use from SANDAG, using the same planning horizon as the General Plan. The CAP does not increase
development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the absorption rate of future development. The CAP
does not propose the addition of any new residences, commercial, or industrial uses. The CAP furthers the goals
and policies in the identified land use plans by providing specific measures and programs that reduce GHG
emissions, improve air quality, and facilitate transit-oriented development, thus reducing vehicle miles traveled.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. This impact would be less than
significant.

PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY
Impacts related to the division of an established community were determined to be less than significant in the
Initial Study prepared for the General Plan and were not discussed in the General Plan EIR.
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The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from GHG emissions and does not entitle or directly
facilitate development. The strategies and reduction measures proposed under the CAP would similarly not
include any physical barriers that could divide an established community. The CAP includes Bicycle and
Pedestrian Infrastructure Development (Reduction Measure T-1), which could involve new transportation
facilities, but bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities, unlike high-volume roadways or freight railroad
lines, would be expected to connect, rather than physically divide existing communities. The CAP’s Shade Tree
Program (Reduction Measure E-2), Urban Forest Management measure (Reduction Measure G-1), and Expanded
Urban Forestry Program (Reduction Measure G-2) would involve additional trees on public and potentially also
private property, but trees are not a physical improvement that would divide existing communities. Many of the
CAP’s measures involve improvements to existing or new structures or facilities, which would not divide
communities, including the Building Retrofit Program (Reduction Measure E-1), Public Lighting (Reduction
Measure E-4), Solar Photovoltaic Program (Reduction Measure E-5), Solar Hot Water Program (Reduction
Measure E-6), Solar Ready Construction (Reduction Measure E-7), and Alternative Refueling Infrastructure
Development (Reduction Measure T-5). The CAP includes strategies developed in the City’s General Plan to
facilitate mixed-use and transit-oriented development (Reduction Measure T-4), which would involve
development, but development consistent with, and analyzed as a part of the General Plan EIR. The CAP’s Solid
Waste Strategy involves diverting waste from the landfill, which does not involve any physical division of
communities. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.

3.7.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

The General Plan EIR determined that impacts associated with conflicts with land use plan and physical division
of an established community would be less that significant. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, impacts associated with conflicts with land use
plan and physical division of an established community are considered less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

3.7.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS
Because impacts associated with conflicts with land use plans with implementation of the CAP are considered less
than significant, no mitigation measures are required.

PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY
Because impacts associated with physical division of an established community with implementation of the CAP
are considered less than significant, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.8

NOISE AND VIBRATION

Section 4.9, “Noise,” of the General Plan EIR included a summary of noise fundamentals, a description of
ambient noise conditions, a summary of applicable regulations related to noise and vibration, and an analysis of
the potential impacts resulting from the implementation of the General Plan (General Plan EIR, pages 4.9-1 to
4.9-32). That information is hereby incorporated by reference, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and
Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.8.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.9-1 to 4.9-12),
is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference. The
setting provides information on sound and noise fundamentals, vibration, and the ambient noise environment
within the city, including details on the ambient traffic noise study prepared for the General Plan, existing
roadway noise conditions, and trolley operations.

3.8.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR remains current as it relates to potential impacts associated with
the CAP and is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, pages 4.9-12 to 4.9-18). The following
regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances addressed in the General Plan EIR are listed below.

FEDERAL
►

Public Law 92-574, Oct. 27, Noise Control Act of 1972

►

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 49 Chapter 65

►

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment

STATE
►

California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of Regulations Title 24, Section 1207)

►

California Airport Noise Standards (California Code of Regulations Title 21)

►

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (Public Utilities Code Section 21670 et seq.)

►

►

Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual (Section 2 of Chapter 30: Highway Traffic Noise
Abatement) and 23 CFR 772
Caltrans Transportation and Construction Induced Vibration Guidance Manual: Transportation Related
Earthborne Vibrations, (Caltrans Experiences)
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►

Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, For New Highway Construction, Reconstruction, and Retrofit
Barrier Projects

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►

General Plan Noise Element

►

City’s Municipal Code Section 10.80.040, and 10.80.080 through 10.80.110

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
In addition, the City’s General Plan contained the following policies related to noise.
►

►

►

►

►

►

Policy NS-1.1.3: Incorporate noise reduction features during site planning to ensure that areas intended for
frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or less for singlefamily land uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multi-family residential land uses and multi-family residential
land uses within mixed-use developments.
Policy NS-1.1.4: Control and abate undesirable sounds through the use of the land use compatibility criteria
shown in Exhibit NS-1 and the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.
Policy NS-1.2.1: Enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title
24). Title 24 requires that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new multi-family residences in areas
where the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design
limits the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
Policy NS-1.2.2: Ensure that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new single-family residences in areas
where the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design
limits the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.
Policy NS-1.3.2: Ensure that the design and construction of commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use
structures includes noise attenuation methods to comply with Exhibit NS-1 and Municipal Code Chapter
10.80.
Policy NS-1.3.4: Limit delivery hours for businesses with loading areas or docks fronting, siding, or
bordering or gaining access on driveways adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

3.8.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These
thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of
the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact related to
noise would occur if the CAP would:
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►

result in exposure of sensitive receptors to future noise and vibration levels that exceed those established in
the adopted General Plan, community plans, noise ordinance, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP),
or applicable standards of other agencies;

►

result in a substantial increase in existing ambient noise levels; or

►

result in increased land use incompatibilities associated with noise.

3.8.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

LOCAL/APPLICABLE NOISE-LEVEL STANDARDS
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that long-term proposed General Plan buildout of
stationary- and area-source noise levels could exceed applicable standards of the General Plan or the City Noise
Ordinance. As a result, this impact was determined to be significant and Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and N-3
were required.
The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. However, implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve
some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and other operational
characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. Construction and operation of facilities
associated with the CAP could generate noise. For example, the development of renewable energy facilities,
building retrofits, or bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure could generate noise.
The CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent
with SANDAG development forecasts. As described in the General Plan EIR, implementation of the General Plan
would result in a change in development density of proposed land uses. The increased development of new land
uses in the City creates the potential for additional stationary sources of noise, such as pool pumps, air
conditioners, and mechanical vibrations. These additional noise sources could generate noise that would affect
adjacent residential and nonresidential land uses. New noise-sensitive land uses could also be located in areas
affected by existing stationary source noise, which would impact new noise-sensitive receptors in these areas.
Additionally, mixed-use development projects often include residential uses located above or in proximity to
commercial uses, and in areas served by public transit along major roadways. New mixed-use development is
likely to occur with implementation of the General Plan.
Noise sources associated with commercial land uses could include mechanical equipment operations, public
address systems, parking lot noise (e.g., opening and closing of vehicle doors, people talking, car alarms),
delivery activities (e.g., use of forklifts, hydraulic lifts), trash compactors, and air compressors.
The CAP does not increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the absorption rate of
future development. The CAP does not propose to add any new residential, commercial, or industrial uses. The
CAP encourages mixed-use and transit-oriented development through General Plan land use and zoning
designations (Reduction Measure T-4) which could lead to a change in development density of proposed land
uses. As with the General Plan, this could lead to stationary- and area-source noise levels that exceed applicable
standards of the General Plan or the City Noise Ordinance. As a result, this impact would be significant and
General Plan EIR Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and N-3 are required.
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GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION AND NOISE
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that with adherence to existing regulations, vibration
impacts from construction would be less than significant. The General Plan EIR also found that groundborne
vibration levels attributable to transportation sources would not exceed the threshold of significance for exposing
sensitive receptors to vibration and groundborne noise. This impact was determined to be less than significant.
Last, the General Plan considered impacts from industrial and commercial operations accommodated under the
General Plan. The General Plan EIR found that light industrial and commercial operations would not result in
groundborne vibration levels that approach or exceed the FTA and Caltrans guidelines of 80 vibration decibels
(VdB) and 0.2 inches-per-second peak particle velocity. As a result, this impact was determined to be less than
significant. Overall, the impact of groundborne noise and vibration was determined to be less than significant.
Implementation of the CAP would encourage building retrofits and other construction. Earth-moving activities
would occur from construction of additional bicycle lanes (Reduction Measure T-1) and tree planting (Reduction
Measures E-2, G-1, and G-2). Future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new
construction that incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV)
facilities (Reduction Measure E-5), would result in construction activities. However, the CAP uses land use
assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so impacts associated with vibration and
noise associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any
different than that reported under the General Plan EIR. The CAP would not add significant construction,
transportation sources, or industrial and commercial operations beyond that of the General Plan. Future
development or redevelopment under the CAP would adhere to existing regulations and FTA and Caltrans
guidelines. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be
less than significant.

AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that short-term, construction-related noise levels could
exceed the applicable standards at nearby noise-sensitive receptors. As a result, this impact is considered
significant and Mitigation Measure N-4 was required. The General Plan EIR also found that long-term projectgenerated traffic-source noise levels may exceed the applicable standards and create substantial permanent
increases in ambient noise levels at existing and proposed noise-sensitive receptors. This impact was considered
significant and Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, N-3, and N-5 were required.
As described above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development, expansion of facilities of facilities
or infrastructure, or other physical changes. However, implementation of CAP strategies and actions would
involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and other
operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. Construction associated with the
CAP retrofits, installation of trees, construction of renewable energy facilities, bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
development, or redevelopment could generate additional noise. The City’s Municipal Code exempts
construction-generated noise that occurs Monday through Saturday between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. This
regulatory exemption reflects the City’s acknowledgement that construction noise is a necessary part of new
development and does not create an unacceptable public nuisance when conducted within the least-noise-sensitive
hours of the day. However, if construction activities were to occur during the more noise sensitive hours (e.g.,
AECOM
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nighttime, including early morning), or if construction equipment is not properly equipped with noise-control
devices, project-generated noise levels from construction sources could exceed the applicable standards and result
in substantial temporary increase in the ambient noise environment at nearby noise-sensitive receptors.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. As a result, this impact is
considered significant and General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure N-4 is required.
Regarding operational effects, the CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and does not entitle or directly facilitate development. However, implementation of CAP strategies and
actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing, and
other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The CAP uses land use
assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent with SANDAG
development forecasts. As described in the General Plan EIR, implementation of the General Plan would result in
a change in development density of proposed land uses. The increased development of new land uses in the City
creates the potential for additional stationary sources of noise, such as pool pumps, air conditioners, and
mechanical vibrations. These additional noise sources could generate noise that would affect adjacent residential
and nonresidential land uses. New noise-sensitive land uses could also be located in areas affected by existing
stationary source noise, which would impact new noise-sensitive receptors in these areas. Additionally, mixed-use
development projects often include residential uses located above or in proximity to commercial uses, and in areas
served by public transit along major roadways. New mixed-use development is likely to occur with
implementation of the General Plan. Noise sources associated with commercial land uses could include
mechanical equipment operations, public address systems, parking lot noise (e.g., opening and closing of vehicle
doors, people talking, car alarms), delivery activities (e.g., use of forklifts, hydraulic lifts), trash compactors, and
air compressors. The CAP does not increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the
absorption rate of future development. The CAP does not propose to add any new residential, commercial, or
industrial uses. The CAP encourages mixed-use and transit-oriented development through General Plan land use
and zoning designations (Reduction Measure T-4) which could lead to a change in development density of
proposed land uses. As with the General Plan, this could lead to stationary- and area-source noise levels that
exceed applicable standards of the General Plan or the City Noise Ordinance. Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared
with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Mitigation measures N-1, N-2, N-3, and N-5 are required under the
General Plan EIR to address operational impacts.

AIRCRAFT NOISE
The General Plan EIR (pages 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that implementation of the General Plan would not expose
new or existing noise-sensitive land uses to elevated aircraft noise levels. The Gillespie Field 60 dBA CNEL
noise contour does not extend into city limits. Future forecast noise contours for Gillespie Field are not available;
however, the existing noise condition is expected to be similar in the year 2030. Similarly, helicopter operations
associated with the Sharp Grossmont Hospital helipad are not expected to significantly increase in the future. This
impact was considered less than significant.
As described above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development, but it could lead to or encourage
construction activities. However, the CAP would not add new noise-sensitive land uses or increase aircraft noise
levels. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
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substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Thus, this impact
would be less than significant.

RAILROAD NOISE
The General Plan EIR (page 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that the San Diego Imperial Valley Railroad and the
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) San Diego Trolley will continue to operate on existing tracks. No changes to
future daily operations were expected. Therefore, no impact would occur.
The CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent
with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP would not impact the San Diego Imperial Valley Railroad and
the MTS San Diego Trolley. Any changes to future operations would be required to comply with General Plan
Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and N-3. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts
or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan
EIR. No impact would occur.

STATIONARY SOURCES
The General Plan EIR (page 4.9-19 to 4.9-32) found that noise associated with stationary noise sources as a result
of the General Plan is expected to be similar to the existing conditions. The General Plan EIR stated that sufficient
spatial separation should be maintained between commercial and industrial uses and residential and other noisesensitive uses. A site-specific noise study is recommended whenever a noise-sensitive development is proposed to
be located in proximity to an industrial or commercial noise source.
As described above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. The CAP does not propose any
commercial, industrial, or residential development (or other noise-sensitive uses). In compliance with the General
Plan, sufficient spatial separation will be maintained between commercial and industrial uses and residential and
other noise-sensitive uses for any development resulting from the CAP. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the General Plan EIR. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

3.8.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

As stated above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Thus, there are no direct impacts
from the adoption of the CAP and no mitigation would be required. However, implementation of CAP strategies
and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing,
and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The following mitigation
measures were imposed by the General Plan EIR and would be applied, as appropriate, for future actions
associated with the CAP.

LOCAL/APPLICABLE NOISE-LEVEL STANDARDS
Exterior Noise-Level Standards
N-1

The City shall require all new projects to meet acceptable exterior noise standards:
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•

Review all development proposals, public and private, for consistency with the policies of the Noise
Element of the General Plan.

•

Discourage development of noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to existing or future noise
levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL.

•

Incorporate noise reduction features during site planning to ensure that areas intended for frequent
outdoor use are subjected to 60 dBA CNEL or less for single-family land uses and 65 dBA CNEL or
less for multi-family residential land uses and multi-family residential land uses within mixed-use
developments.

•

Control and abate undesirable sounds through the use of the land use compatibility criteria shown in
the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.

•

Provide developers and builders with noise policy guidelines. The guidelines shall provide specific
design criteria, minimum standards for submittal of acoustical studies, and descriptions of acceptable
noise mitigation measures.

Interior Noise-Level Standards
N-2

The City shall ensure that interior noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL for single-family and multifamily residential land uses:
•

Enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of Regulations Title 24). Title 24
requires that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new multi-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design
limits the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.

•

Ensure that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new single-family residences in areas where
the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design
limits the interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.

Land Use Compatibility Standards
N-3

The City shall achieve noise compatibility between industrial/commercial and surrounding land uses:
•

Control excessive noise through the planning and regulatory process with emphasis on noise/land-use
compatibility planning.

•

Ensure that the design and construction of commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use structures
includes noise attenuation methods to comply with Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.

•

Encourage commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use developments to locate loading areas,
parking lots, driveways, trash enclosures, mechanical equipment, and other noisier components away
from noise-sensitive land uses.
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•

Limit delivery hours for businesses with loading areas or docks fronting, siding, bordering, or gaining
access on driveways adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses.

AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL
Construction Noise
N-4

The City shall require construction contractors to implement the following measures during construction
activities through contract provisions and/or conditions of approval:
•

Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers’ specifications and fitted
with the best available noise-suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers, wraps).

•

Construction operations and related activities shall comply with the operational hours outlined in the
City Noise Ordinance.

•

Construction equipment shall not be idled for extended periods of time in the vicinity of noisesensitive receptors.

•

Fixed and/or stationary construction equipment (e.g., generators, compressors, rock crushers, cement
mixers) shall be located as far as possible from noise-sensitive receptors.

•

All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all intake and exhaust ports on powered
construction equipment shall be muffled or shielded.

•

Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the
receptor as possible to break the line of sight between the source and receptor where modeled levels
exceed applicable standards. Acoustical barriers shall be constructed of material having a minimum
surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class
rating of 25 or greater as defined by American Society for Testing and Materials Test Method E90.
Placement, orientation, size, and density of acoustical barriers shall be determined by analysis.

Operational Noise
N-5

The City shall control undesirable or objectionable noise:
•

Review traffic flow systems and synchronize signals to avoid traffic stops that produce excessive
noise, wherever possible.

•

Limit truck traffic in noise-sensitive areas.

•

Where feasible, finish roadway surfaces with rubberized pavement to minimize noise levels at
adjacent land uses.

•

Encourage the enforcement of state motor vehicle noise standards for cars, trucks, and motorcycles
through cooperation with the California Highway Patrol and the La Mesa Police Department.
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•

Encourage agencies outside of the City’s jurisdiction to incorporate noise-reduction methods in new
and existing roads, rail projects, and other mobile or stationary noise sources.

•

Coordinate with state and local agencies to maintain and enforce noise control policies and standards.

•

Review the Noise Element of the General Plan, and update as necessary, when major changes in the
noise environment occur.

•

Periodically review and update the standards found in the Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter
10.80).

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

LOCAL/APPLICABLE NOISE-LEVEL STANDARDS
The General Plan EIR determined implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and N-3 would address the
impacts and consistency with local/applicable noise-level standards. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1,
N-2, and N-3 would ensure that new development and other activities accommodated under the General Plan and
CAP is consistent with local and applicable noise-level standards, and would reduce impacts to less than
significant. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As with the
General Plan EIR, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP on noise-level standards are considered
less than significant with mitigation.

GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION AND NOISE
The CAP would not add significant construction, transportation sources, or industrial and commercial operations
beyond that of the General Plan. As with the General Plan EIR, future development or redevelopment under the
CAP would adhere to existing regulations and FTA and Caltrans guidelines. Impacts are considered less than
significant, no mitigation is required.

AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL
The General Plan EIR determined Mitigation Measures N-4 and N-5 would address the temporary or periodic and
permanent impacts associated with ambient noise levels. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-4 and N-5
would reduce ambient noise-level impacts to less than significant. The proposed CAP would not result in changes
to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, impacts associated with implementation
of the CAP on ambient noise levels are considered less than significant with mitigation.

AIRCRAFT NOISE
Implementation of the CAP would not result in an increase in aircraft noise. Impacts are considered less than
significant, no mitigation is required.

RAILROAD NOISE
Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and N-3 would ensure that new development is consistent with local and
applicable noise-level standards, and would reduce impacts to less than significant.
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STATIONARY SOURCES
In compliance with the General Plan, sufficient spatial separation will be maintained between commercial and
industrial uses and residential and other noise-sensitive uses for any development resulting from the CAP. Thus,
impacts are considered less than significant, no mitigation is required.
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3.9

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Section 4.10, “Paleontological Resources,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.10-1 to 4.10-8) described the
environmental setting for paleontological resources, summarized applicable regulations, and analyzed the
potential for ground disturbance to effect previously unknown paleontological resources. That information is
hereby incorporated by reference into this SEIR, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B
of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects, where applicable, attributable to the City’s CAP.

3.9.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The “Existing Environmental Setting” for paleontological resources in the General Plan EIR (pages 4.10-1 to
4.10-6) is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference.
That setting describes the regional geology, paleontological resource assessment criteria, and unique geological
features of the region.

3.9.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR remains current as it relates to potential effects attributable to
the CAP and is hereby incorporated by reference (page 4.10-6). The General Plan EIR addressed the State local
laws, plans, and ordinances listed below.

STATE
►
►

Senate Bill 18
Public Resources Code 5097.5

Local
►

City of La Mesa Municipal Code Section 25.03.010

3.9.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The threshold for determining the significance of impacts for this analysis is based on the environmental checklist
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and is the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. The threshold is
used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with
a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR:
►

directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site.

3.9.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE, SITE, OR UNIQUE GEOLOGICAL FEATURE
The General Plan EIR (page 4.10-7) discusses potential impacts to paleontological resources from implementation
of the General Plan, and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference. The General Plan EIR (page 4.10-7)
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defines the loss of any identifiable fossil that could yield information important to prehistory, or that embodies the
distinctive characteristics of a type of organism, environment, period of time, or geographic region, as a
significant impact. The General Plan EIR (page 4.10-7) further states that impacts to paleontological resources are
primarily concerned with the potential destruction of non-renewable paleontological resources and the loss of
information associated with these resources.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and reduction measures would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location,
character, design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental
effects.
Ground disturbance would occur from construction of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements
(Reduction Measure T-1), planting shade trees on public and private property (Reduction Measures E-2, GI-1, and
GI-2), and future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that
incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7). However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions
that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so paleontological resources impacts associated
with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than
that reported under the General Plan EIR.
A paleontological resource search was conducted during preparation of the General Plan EIR. Table 4.10-1 of the
General Plan EIR (page 4.10-5) shows 34 previously recorded paleontological localities within one mile of city.
Of the 34 fossil localities, three were located within the northern portion of the city and the remainder were
located within one mile of the city. All of the fossil remains collected from theses localities are from sediments
referable to the Mission Valley Formation and San Diego Formation.
The Mission Valley Formation and San Diego Formation were determined to be of high paleontological
sensitivity based on paleontological resource criteria provided in the General Plan EIR (pages 4.10-1 to 4.10-3).
In addition, the city is underlain with deposits of Pomerado Conglomerate and the Stadium Conglomerate, which
are high in paleontological sensitivity (General Plan EIR page 4.10-1). The fact that fossils have been recovered
within and near the city in sediments referable to the Mission Valley Formation and San Diego Formation and the
Pomerado Conglomerate and Stadium Conglomerate have high paleontological sensitivity, suggests that there is a
potential for uncovering additional fossil remains during ground-disturbing activities that may occur through
implementation of reduction measures outlined in the CAP.
The City General Plan EIR concluded that damage to unique paleontological resources during ground-disturbing
activities is a significant impact and Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 was required. Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared
with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with implementation of the
CAP on paleontological resources would be significant and General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure PALEO-1
(DEIR, page 4.10-6) is required.
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3.9.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE, SITE, OR UNIQUE GEOLOGICAL FEATURE
As stated above, the CAP does not entitle or directly facilitate development. Thus, there are no direct impacts
from the adoption of the CAP and no mitigation would be required. However, implementation of CAP strategies
and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character, design, phasing,
and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. The following mitigation
measures are provided for future ground disturbance, construction, building retrofits, or other actions that could
potentially affect paleontological resources.
PALEO-1 If it is determined during the environmental review process that projects implementing CAP reduction
measures would result in ground disturbance within an area of high or moderate paleontological
resource sensitivity, the City of La Mesa shall require a qualified researcher to be stationed on-site to
observe during grading operations and recover scientifically valuable specimens or enforce
avoidance of the paleontological feature. A certified paleontologist or qualified researcher shall be
retained (or required to be retained) by the project-implementing agency prior to construction to
establish procedures for surveillance and the preconstruction salvage of exposed resources if fossilbearing rocks have the potential to be impacted. The monitor shall provide preconstruction
coordination with contractors, oversee original cutting in previously undisturbed areas of sensitive
geologic formations, halt or redirect construction activities as appropriate to allow recovery of newly
discovered fossil remains, and oversee fossil salvage operations and reporting. This measure shall be
placed as a condition on all grading plans where grading is proposed in geologic units defined as
having a moderate or high potential for containing fossils.

3.9.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE, SITE, OR UNIQUE GEOLOGICAL FEATURE
The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce significant
impact on paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would require
assessment of potential impacts to paleontological resources prior to ground disturbance within an area of high or
moderate paleontological resource sensitivity. A qualified monitor would be stationed on-site of any future
development to monitor construction and identify valuable paleontological specimens. The on-site monitor would
recover and report on any significant resources found at the site. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
reduce impacts by overseeing construction and related project activities to ensure the recovery of discovered
paleontological resources.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would require comprehensive, proven procedures to assess the
magnitude of impact anticipated on a project level to avoid or substantially reduce the potential for
paleontological resources to be directly or indirectly destroyed. The City would be responsible for ensuring
adherence to the mitigation measure prior to construction.
Construction associated with construction of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements, planting shade
trees on public and private property, and future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction measures
would implement PALEO-1. As stated previously, the General Plan EIR determined that implementation of
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce significant impact on paleontological resources to a less-thansignificant level. The proposed project would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR.
Therefore, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP are considered less than significant with
mitigation.
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3.10 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Section 4.11, “Population and Housing,” of the General Plan EIR described the existing and projected population
and housing stock within the city and analyzed the potential impacts related to population and housing attributable
to implementation of the General Plan (General Plan EIR, pages 4.11-1 to 4.11-6). That information is hereby
incorporated by reference, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.10.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.11-1 to 4.112), is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference. The
setting provides 2012 population and housing unit counts; planned future development; and projections for
population, persons per household, and housing stock. Although the City has continued to grow in the ensuing
years, this SEIR relies on the General Plan estimates and projections.

3.10.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR remains current in relation to any impact attributable to
implementation of the City’s CAP and is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, page 4.11-2 to
4.11-4). The following regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances addressed in the General Plan EIR are listed
below.

FEDERAL
►

Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act)

STATE
►

Government Code Section 65008 and 65583 to 65590

►

Article 34 of the California Constitution

►

2011 California Building Standards Code

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►

2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
The 2011 California Building Standard Code referenced by the General Plan EIR has been updated. The 2016
California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24) went into effect on January 1,
2017. The update significantly reorganized sections of the regulations. Several updates were made, including the
water conserving Emergency Building Standards that were adopted into the 2013 Code. However, as stated in the
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General Plan EIR (page 4.11-3 to 4.11-4), the Building Standards Code serves to protect residents from hazards
and risks, and is not considered to be an undue constraint to housing production.
The City of La Mesa California Building Standards Commission completed the adoption and approval of the
building Standards and all applicable codes on January 1, 2017 (La Mesa 2016).

3.10.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These
thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of
the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to
population and housing would occur if the CAP would:
►

►

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); or
displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.

3.10.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL POPULATION GROWTH
The General Plan EIR (page 4.11-4 to 4.11-6) found that, although the General Plan accommodates the projected
growth in population, housing, and employment within La Mesa, this, in and of itself, is not an environmental
impact. Impacts related to inducing substantial population growth were found to be less than significant. Specific
physical impacts related to population, housing, and employment growth were addressed through the topicspecific chapters of the General Plan EIR.
The CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent
with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP does not increase development capacity within La Mesa, and
does not affect the absorption rate of future development. The CAP does not propose add any new residences,
commercial, or industrial uses. The CAP does not have measures that would induce substantial population
growth, either directly (by proposing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (by expanding infrastructure). The
CAP includes Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development (Reduction Measure T-1), which could involve
new transportation facilities, but bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities, do not generally lead to
substantial population growth. The CAP’s Shade Tree Program (Reduction Measure E-2), Urban Forest
Management (Reduction Measure GI-1), and Expanded Urban Forestry Program (Reduction Measure GI-2)
would involve additional trees on public and potentially also private property, but trees are not a physical
improvement that would induce population growth. Many of the CAP’s measures involve improvements to
existing or new structures or facilities, which would not induce population growth, including the Building Retrofit
Program (Reduction Measure E-1), Public Lighting (Reduction Measure E-4), Solar Photovoltaic Program
(Reduction Measure E-5), Solar Hot Water Program (Reduction Measure E-6), Solar Ready Construction (E-7),
and Alternative Refueling Infrastructure Development (Reduction Measure T-5). The CAP includes strategies
developed in the City’s General Plan to facilitate mixed-use and transit-oriented development (Reduction Measure
AECOM
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T-4), which would involve development, but development consistent with, and analyzed as a part of the General
Plan EIR. The CAP’s solid waste measures involve diverting waste from the landfill, which does not induce
population growth.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially
increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Thus, impacts would be less than
significant.

DISPLACE A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF EXISTING HOUSING UNITS OR PEOPLE
The General Plan EIR (page 4.11-4 to 4.11-6) found that the changes anticipated by the General Plan could
impact existing residential development. These changes were expected to result in the maintenance of or an
increase in the existing housing stock, with limited displacement or destruction of existing housing. Thus,
implementation of the General Plan was found to not result in the displacement of a substantial number of people
or housing units, and impacts were determined to be less than significant.
As stated above, the CAP does not change land use designations or propose future development, construction of
facilities, or installation of infrastructure that would displace a substantial number of existing housing units or
people. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be
substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. This impact would be
less than significant.

3.10.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

Impacts related to population and housing issues would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

3.10.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL POPULATION GROWTH
The CAP does not have measures that would induce substantial population growth, either directly (by proposing
new homes or businesses) or indirectly (by expanding infrastructure). Thus, impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

DISPLACE A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF EXISTING HOUSING UNITS OR PEOPLE
The CAP does not change land use designations or propose future development that would displace a substantial
number of existing housing units or people. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
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3.11 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Section 4.12, “Public Services, Utilities, and Energy,” of the General Plan EIR (pages 4.12-1 to 4.12-32)
described public services, including fire protection and emergency services, police protection, public schools, and
libraries; utilities, including water supply and infrastructure, wastewater service, solid waste management, and
stormwater drainage facilities; and energy resources; provided regulatory setting; and analyzed the impacts to
public services, utilities, and energy associated with implementation of the City General Plan. That information is
hereby incorporated by reference into this SEIR, and summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B
of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects, where applicable, attributable to the City’s CAP.

3.11.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The “Existing Environmental Setting” for public services, utilities, and energy provided in the General Plan EIR
(pages 4.12-1 to 4.12-32) is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby
incorporated by reference. That setting identifies public services and utility providers; describes fire protection
and emergency medical services and police protection services facilities, staffing, equipment, and service
standards; existing elementary, middle, and high schools facilities and design capacity of each school; and library
facilities and services. The setting further describes the city’s water supply sources and existing and future water
supply and demand in normal and dry water years; water transmission facilities; wastewater collection facilities;
wastewater treatment plant capacity and current average dry-weather flows conveyed to the wastewater treatment
plant; solid waste management and landfill capacity; and electrical and natural gas services.
The following discussion updates and expands the energy setting presented in the General Plan EIR. It describes
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) service area’s historic electrical consumption and forecasts for
future consumption, SDG&E’s sources of electricity, the SDG&E service area’s historic natural gas consumption
and forecasts for future consumption, and energy use for transportation.

ENERGY
Electrical Service
SDG&E generates, transmits, and distributes to approximately 3.3 million customers within its estimated 4,100square-mile service area, which covers San Diego County, (including the La Mesa), and a small portion of Orange
County (SDG&E 2017). In 2015, SDG&E generated approximately 19,722 million kilowatt-hours (kWh) of
electricity within its service area (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2016a). Residential uses accounted for
36 percent of the total electrical consumption in 2015 and commercial and industrial uses accounted for 61
percent of the total electrical consumption in 2015.
Table 3.11-1 shows SDG&E’s average historic electrical consumption and forecasts of future consumption. The
average annual growth rate of electrical consumption is expected to decrease over time with energy conservation
efforts (CEC 2009).
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Table 3.11-1.

SDG&E Service Area Average Electrical Consumption and Forecast

Year
1990
2000
2005
2010
2015
2020

Consumption (GWh)1
14,926
19,294
19,930
21,100
22,707
24,119

Notes: SDG&E = San Diego Gas and Electric Company; GWh gigawatt hours; CEC = California Energy Commission
1

Gigawatt equals 1 million kilowatts.

Source: CEC 2009

Electricity Sources
SDG&E receives power through varied sources, including natural-gas-fired generators; renewable energy from
solar, wind, geothermal, and biomass facilities; and coal. SDG&E produces electricity primarily at the Cabrillo
(Encina) Power Station, Otay Mesa Energy Center, and Palomar Energy Center, as well other smaller power
plants (SDG&E 2014).
As shown in Table 3.11-2, in 2013, SDG&E received 67 percent of its electricity from natural gas-fired power
plants, 0 percent from nuclear generation, 24 percent from eligible renewable resources, 3 percent from coal, 0
percent from large hydroelectric power plants, and 6 percent from other unspecified power sources (i.e.,
electricity that is not traceable to specific generation sources by any auditable contract) (SDG&E 2014). 1 As of
2015, 35 percent of SDG&E’s electricity was obtained from eligible renewable resources, which represents a
substantial increase (9 percent) over the 2-year period (City of La Mesa 2017).
Table 3.11-2.

SDG&E Electrical Power Mix, 2013

Electrical Sources

Percent
67
0
24
3
0
6

Natural Gas
Nuclear
Renewable1
Coal
Large Hydroelectric
Other Unspecified2
Notes:
1

Renewable energy sources include biomass & waste, geothermal, solar, wind, and small hydroelectric power plants that generate 30 MW or
less of electricity. These energy sources are considered eligible to meet California’s renewable portfolio standard of 33 percent renewable
energy generation by 2020.

2

Other unspecified sources refer to electricity that is not traceable to specific generation sources by any auditable contract.

Source: SDG&E 2014

Natural Gas Service
Natural gas service in San Diego County is provided by SDG&E through SDG&E’s approximately 14,600 miles
of natural gas distribution pipelines (SDG&E 2016b). In 2015, SDG&E delivered approximately 464 million
therms (MM therms) of natural gas throughout its service area (CEC 2016b). Residential uses accounted for 55
1

Renewable energy sources for the purposes of California’s renewable portfolio standard of 33 percent renewable energy generation by
2020 include biomass, solar, wind, geothermal, and small hydroelectric power plants that generate 30 MW or less of electricity.
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percent of the total natural gas consumption and commercial and industrial uses accounted for 44 percent of the
total natural gas consumption in 2015.
Table 3.11-3 shows SDG&E’s average historic natural gas consumption and forecasts of future consumption.
SDG&E actual 2015 natural gas consumption (464 MM therms) was approximately 10 percent less than CEC’s
forecasted natural gas consumption (513 MM therms). La Mesa’s natural gas consumption was 8.8 MM therms in
2012, which accounts for 2 percent of the natural gas consumption in the SDG&E service area (City of La Mesa
2017:Appendix A).
Table 3.11-3.

SDG&E Service Area Average Natural Gas Consumption and Forecast1
Year
Consumption (MM Therms)
1990
717
2000
565
2012
516
2015
513
2020
534
2024
545

Notes: SDG&E = San Diego Gas and Electric Company; MM therms = million therms; CEC = California Energy Commission
1

Based on the 2013 Final –Mid Forecast

Sources: CEC 2013

Energy Use for Transportation
Transportation is, by far, the largest energy consuming sector in California, accounting for more than 39 percent
of all energy use in the state (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2016). Since transportation accounts for
more energy consumption than heating, cooling, and powering of buildings, powering industry, or any other use,
travel demand is very important for consideration in an assessment of energy efficiency (Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory 2013).
SANDAG prepared a regional analysis of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the RTP/SCS. The regional VMT per
capita in 2008 was estimated to be 25.6. Regional per-capita VMT in 2020 and 2035 is estimated to be 22.3 per
day and 22.8 per day, respectively (SANDAG 2011). This represents a 9-percent decrease from 2008 per-capita
levels by 2020 and 7-percent decrease from 2008 per-capita levels by 2035. The decrease in per-capita VMT can
be attributed to several factors, including alternate modes of transportation in proximity to land uses within the
region.
Using the Regional Targets Advisory Committee methodology, where local VMT is calculated by summing
internal trips, half of internal to external trips, and half of external to internal trips, VMT per capita in La Mesa
decreases from 13 in 2008 (a base year for the regional travel demand model) to 12 in 2035 (SANDAG 2011,
2014, and 2016). In 2008, La Mesa’s per-capita VMT was approximately 52 percent lower than the regional
average in 2008 and approximately 51 percent lower than the regional average in 2035 (SANDAG 2011, 2014,
and 2016).
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3.11.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR and is hereby incorporated by reference (page 4.12-13 to 4.1219). The General Plan EIR identified the federal, State, and local laws, plans, permits, and ordinances listed
below.

FEDERAL
►
►

Clean Water Act
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976

STATE
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

California Fire Code
Senate Bill 50 Leroy F. Greene Schools Facilities Act of 1998
California Building Standards Code (Title 24, CCR)
State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards
Assembly Bill 885 – On-Site Wastewater Treatment Systems
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill 939)
California Code of Regulations Title 14
California Code of Regulations Title 27
Senate Bill 610 and Senate Bill 221
California Mutual Aid Plan
Assembly Bill 32

LOCAL
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Urban Water Management Plan
San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Plan
Regional Energy Strategy
Grossmont Union High School District Long Range Facilities Master Plan
La Mesa-Spring Valley School District Facilities Needs Assessment Plan
Lemon Grove School District Facilities Master Plan
City of La Mesa Municipal Code Titles 7, 14, 17, 22, 24, and 26

UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
State
California Green Building Standards Code
►

The standards included in the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) (Title 24,
Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations) became effective on January 1, 2017. The CALGreen Code
was developed to enhance the design and construction of buildings, and the use of sustainable construction
practices, through planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material
conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental air quality (California Building Standards
Commission 2016).
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►

►

Chapter 6 of the 2016 CALGreen Code describes measures to reduce indoor demand for potable water by 20
percent and to reduce landscape water usage by 50 percent. It also requires separate water meters for
nonresidential buildings’ indoor and outdoor water use, with a requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation
systems for larger landscape projects.
Chapter 7, Section 708, of the 2016 CALGreen Code requires all construction contractors to reduce
construction waste and demolition debris by 50 percent. Code requirements include preparing a construction
waste management plan that identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal by efficient usage, recycling,
reuse on the project, or salvage for future use or sale; determining whether materials will be sorted on-site or
mixed; and identifying diversion facilities where the materials collected will be taken. The code also specifies
that the amount of materials diverted should be calculated by weight or volume, but not by both. In addition,
the 2016 CALGreen Code requires that 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation and
soils resulting primarily from land clearing be reused or recycled.

Executive Order B-18-12
►

Executive Order B-18-12 orders all new State buildings and major renovations beginning design after 2025 be
constructed as Zero Net Energy facilities. The Executive Order sets an interim target for 50 percent of new
facilities beginning design after 2020 to be Zero Net Energy. It directs State agencies to take measures toward
achieving Zero Net Energy for 50 percent of the square footage of existing State-owned building area by
2025.

Regional
San Diego Association of Governments Regional Energy Strategy
►

This strategy establishes goals for energy efficiency, renewable energy development, and energy
infrastructure enhancements to meet the region’s growing energy demand. The Regional Energy Strategy
(RES) focuses on opportunities for member agencies to influence energy use through the areas of land use and
transportation planning, funding, and the building entitlement process. The RES also assesses the regional
need for additional energy resources and infrastructure. While this strategy does not replace regional energy
provider’s long-term planning efforts, it can inform their decision-making process. The San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) Board of Directors accepted the most recent Final RES Update on
December 18, 2009. A summary report was prepared in 2014 to show regional progress in meeting each RES
goal. In addition, the RES underwent a technical update in 2014 that extended its forecasts to 2050.

San Diego Association of Governments Energy Roadmap Program
►

SANDAG provides local governments with energy management plans, or “Energy Roadmaps” that identify
ways to save energy in municipal operations and community-wide, resulting in municipal cost savings and
benefits to the environment. This program is a local government partnership with SDG&E, and each
Roadmap is developed in consultation with city staff. Through energy audits, the program identifies potential
energy savings, cost savings, and GHG reductions for municipal buildings and parks. The program was
launched in July 2010, and is based on the Sustainable Region Program that SANDAG piloted from 2005 to
2009 with the cities of Carlsbad, Poway, and Solana Beach. Through the program, SANDAG offers
assistance to cities to pursue energy saving opportunities at the community-wide and municipal operations
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levels. Energy roadmaps have been initiated or completed for nearly all local governments within the region.
SANDAG published the City of La Mesa Energy Roadmap in March 2013.
San Diego Regional Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan
►

SANDAG partnered with the Center for Sustainable Energy (CSE) to develop a comprehensive plug-in
electric vehicle (PEV) readiness plan for the San Diego region. The SANDAG Board of Directors accepted
the plan in January 2014, which addresses barriers to PEV adoption through best practices, resources, and
recommendations. In order to inform the development of the Readiness Plan, CSE published a report in
December 2012 assessing levels of preparation for PEV deployment among jurisdictions in the region.

Local
City of La Mesa General Plan
►

The following goals, objectives, and policies of the La Mesa Centennial General Plan (2013) (City General
Plan) are applicable to the proposed project.

►

Conservation and Sustainability Element

►

Goal CS-1: The sustainable use of natural resources and land.
•

Objective CS-1.4: Collaborate with partner agencies, utilities, and businesses to support a range of
energy efficiency and conservation measures.
−

Policy CS-1.4.1: Facilitate savings-by-design and address energy-efficient building and site design in
the retrofit or renovation of new and existing developments.

−

Policy CS-1.4.2: Encourage the use of local, non-polluting renewable and recycled resources.

►

Goal CS-2: The improvement of environmental and public health in the City.

►

Objective CS-2.1: Facilitate solid waste reduction measures.
−

Policy CS-2.1.1: Encourage composting, recycling, and other appropriate techniques to reduce waste
by the City and its residents.

−

Policy CS-2.1.2.: Establish management policies and programs that will encourage recycling by the
City, residences, and businesses.

Public Services and Facilities
►

Goal PSF-6: Infrastructure of streets, sewers, and storm drains that sustains a high quality of life.
•

Objective PSF-6.1: Reduce sewer spills to limit environmental and property damage.
−

Policy PSF-6.1.1: The City will continue to update and use the Wastewater Collection System Master
Plan for guidance in maintaining and improving the sewer system.

AECOM
Public Services, Utilities, and Energy

3.11-6

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

−

Policy PSF-6.1.2: The public works department will work to complete the collection system
improvements as prioritized in the Wastewater Collection System Master Plan.

−

Policy PSF-6.2.1: The City will maintain a Storm Drain Master Plan to help plan and coordinate
necessary improvements to the storm water drainage system.

−

Policy PSF-6.2.4: The City will maintain a program to ensure that it is in compliance with the
NPDES permit.

−

Policy PSF-6.2.5: The Public Works Department will develop a program to monitor storm drain
water quality and identify BMPs necessary to deal with contaminants.

3.11.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The public services and facilities thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based
on the environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the
General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects
attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan
EIR. A significant impact to public services and energy would occur if the CAP would:
►

result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 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:
•
•
•
•
•

►

►

►

►

►

►

Police Protection
Fire Protection
Schools
Libraries
Other Public Facilities

exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB;
require or results in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;
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;
require or result in new or expanded water supply entitlements or resources;
result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments;
be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs; or
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►

comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for assessing impacts related to energy supplies, focusing
on the goal of conserving energy by ensuring that projects use energy wisely and efficiently including a list of six
environmental impacts related to use of energy in Section II (c). The thresholds for evaluating the significance of
energy-related impacts for the analysis in this SEIR are based on the environmental checklist in Appendix F of the
CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These thresholds are used to evaluate
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of the CAP, with a focus on
impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR:
►

►

►

►

result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy during construction, operation, or
maintenance of the project;
result in siting, orientation, or design that does not provide an opportunity to minimize energy consumption,
including transportation energy;
include features that would increase peak energy demand; and
not provide for alternative fuels (particularly renewable ones) or energy systems, or not provide for recycling
of non-renewable resources.

In addition, this SEIR considers an additional threshold from Appendix F not considered in the General Plan EIR.
For the purposes of this SEIR energy impacts are considered significant if the CAP would result in the following:
►

Require or result in the construction of new energy production and/or transmission facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

3.11.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

PUBLIC SERVICES
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
increase demand for fire protection and emergency services, police protection services, schools, and libraries
(pages 4.12-21 to 4.12-25), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. New development accommodated
under the General Plan may incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates
solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Reduction Measure E5). However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan
EIR, so impacts on public services associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP
reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR compared existing service capacity, including facilities, staffing, and equipment, against
anticipated future demand. Future service demands were analyzed to determine if increases require new or
expanded public facilities. The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of State and local
regulations and programs, City ordinances, and City General policies, impacts related to public services would be
AECOM
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less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that
would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Therefore,
impacts on public services are considered less than significant.

WATER SUPPLY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to result
in increased demand for water supplies (pages 4.12-25 to 4.12-27), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by
reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as building retrofit improvements and bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure improvements would not increase water supply demand, while planting shade trees would result in
the need for irrigation water. Future development projects could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as
new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP uses land
use change assumptions that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so increased demand for
water supplies to accommodate new development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction
measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As discussed in the General Plan EIR, the Helix Water District 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
forecast future water supplies required to serve the district’s customers through 2035. As shown in Tables 4.12-4
through 4.12-9 of the General Plan EIR, the Helix Water District would have water supplies that meet demands in
normal, single dry, and multiple dry years through 2035.
The CAP’s Water Strategy considers emissions reductions resulting from local implementation of statewide water
conservation legislation (Reduction Measure W-1) and potential opportunities for future recycled water use in
irrigation within the community (Reduction Measure W-2). Both reduction measures would support and promote
conservation of potable water supplies. CAP Reduction Measure W-1 supports the Helix Water District in
implementing outreach and community education programs related to water conservation policies contained
within the Urban Water Management Plan. Actions associated with W-1 include establishing an operational
framework for benchmarking, tracking, and reviewing municipal water use at meter level to allow identification
of improper irrigation system use, leaks, or other wasteful water activities; incorporate water use reporting into
overarching CAP progress reporting procedure that can be linked with annual General Plan implementation
reporting procedures and considering establishment of municipal water use reduction target to be achieved
through employee education, indoor plumbing and appliance retrofits, use of advanced irrigation systems, and
installation of additional low-water use landscapes in medians, parks, and around City buildings/facilities. In
addition, Reduction Measure W-2 is intended to conserve water through efficient landscaping design and
irrigation through upgrades to irrigation system at all City parks and some landscapes at other City buildings and
roadway medians and development of a graywater education program.
The General Plan EIR concluded that impacts associated with increased demand for water supplies associated
with future development accommodated under the General Plan would be less than significant. Implementation of
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the proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity
as compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Furthermore, the CAP’s Water Strategy is intended to
reduce water supply demand by supporting the Helix Water District’s water conservation policies contained
within the UWMP and conserving water through efficient landscaping design and irrigation. Therefore, impacts
associated with increased demand for water supplies are considered less than significant.

WASTEWATER CAPACITY
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
generate additional wastewater flows and result in the need for new or improved wastewater collection facilities
or wastewater treatment plant upgrades (pages 4.12-27 to 4.12-29), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by
reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as building retrofit improvements, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure improvements, or planting shade trees, would not generate wastewater. Future development projects
could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or
installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions that are consistent with those
assumed for the General Plan EIR, so wastewater generated by new development and new or improved
wastewater collection facilities or wastewater treatment plant upgrades to accommodate new development,
including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the
General Plan EIR.
As discussed in the General Plan EIR, the Wastewater Collection System Master Plan, completed in 2008, and
subsequently updated to provide SANDAG growth estimates through 2050, determined that the Point Loma
Treatment Plant has adequate capacity to accommodate future growth under the General Plan (Table 4.12-10 of
the General Plan). The General Plan EIR further concluded that most of the City’s collection system is adequately
sized to accommodate projected wastewater flows. If improvements are required to serve future development
accommodated under the General Plan, future environmental review would occur at that time.
Implementation of General Plan Policy PSF-6.2.2 ensures that City will continue to update and use the
Wastewater Collection System Master Plan for guidance in maintaining and improving the sewer system and
General Plan Policy PSF-6.1.2 ensures that the City will work to complete the collection system improvements as
prioritized in the Wastewater Collection System Master Plan.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, with implementation of City General Plan policies, impacts related to
wastewater generated by new development and new or improved wastewater infrastructure facilities or
wastewater treatment plant upgrades would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater collection and treatment
facilities are considered less than significant.
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SOLID WASTE
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to result
in the increased generation of solid waste (pages 4.12-29 to 4.12-30), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by
reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as building retrofit improvements, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure improvements, or planting shade trees, would result in debris and waste during construction that
would be disposed of at Otay Landfill. Future development projects could incorporate CAP reduction measures,
such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design or installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP
uses land use change assumptions that are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so increased
generation of solid waste associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction
measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the Otay Landfill has sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid-waste
disposal needs of future development accommodated under the General Plan. Construction of future development
accommodated under the General Plan would be required to comply with the CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part 11
of the California Code of Regulations) and the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste Diversion Ordinance
(Chapter 14.27, Title 14 of the City Municipal Code). Implementation of General Plan policies would reduce solid
waste from entering local landfills by encouraging composting, recycling, and other appropriate techniques to
reduce waste by the City and its residents (Policy CS-2.1.1 of the General Plan) and establishing management
policies and programs that will encourage recycling by the City, residences, and businesses (Policy CS-2.1.2 of
the General Plan).
The CAP’s Solid Waste Strategy is intended to prolong the operable life of local landfills by developing programs
to collect residential food scraps and compostable materials (Reduction Measure SW-1), by continuing to enforce
the City’s construction and demolition waste diversion ordinance (Reduction Measure SW-2), and by maximizing
waste diversion efforts to achieve 75 percent waste diversion (Reduction Measure SW-3).
The General Plan EIR concluded that, with implementation of state and City regulations, programs, ordinances,
and policies of the General Plan, impacts related to sufficient landfill capacity to accommodate solid-waste
disposal needs of the City would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project would not result
in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed in the
General Plan EIR. Furthermore, Reduction Measures SW-1, SW-2, and SW-3 are intended to prolong the
operable life of local landfills. Therefore, impacts associated with solid waste disposal capacity are considered
less than significant.
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STORM WATER DRAINAGE FACILITIES
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to
substantially increase stormwater runoff and/or result in the need for new or improved stormwater facilities (pages
4.12-30 to 4.12-31), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as building retrofit improvements, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure improvements, or planting shade trees, would result in small increases or no increase in stormwater
runoff and would not require new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities. Shade tree planting (Reduction
Measure E-2) would increase pervious surfaces resulting in increased stormwater drainage. Future development
projects could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready design
or installs solar PV systems. However, the CAP uses land use change assumptions that are consistent with those
assumed for the General Plan EIR, so stormwater runoff-related impacts and the need for new or expanded
stormwater drainage facilities associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP
reduction measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the city is mostly built out, and future development would come primarily in
the form of infill development on small vacant parcels and redevelopment of existing developed areas, which
would not be expected to substantially increase the amount of existing stormwater runoff, but may require new or
improved stormwater drainage facilities. Implementation of City General Plan Policy PSF-6.2.2 ensures that
stormwater drainage facilities are constructed or improved to serve new development and redevelopment as
appropriate. In addition, implementation of City General Plan policies would further serve to minimize surface
water runoff by maintaining a Storm Drain Master Plan (Policy PSF-6.2.1 of the City General Plan), maintaining
a program to ensure compliance with the NPDES permit (Policy PSF-6.2.4 of the City General Plan), and
developing a program to monitor storm drain water quality and identify best management practices to address
contaminants (Policy PSF-6.2.5 of the City General Plan). Furthermore, the City of La Mesa Municipal Code
includes Chapters 7.18, Storm Water Management and Discharge Control, and 7.19, Floodplain Management,
both of which present a set of prescriptions for responsible management of storm water quality and volume that
would be enforced at the time future development is entitled.
The General Plan EIR concluded that, with implementation of City ordinances and policies of the City General
Plan, impacts related to increases in stormwater runoff and result in the need for new or improved stormwater
facilities would be less than significant. Furthermore, implementation of CAP Reduction Measure E-2 would
provide additional pervious surfaces that increase stormwater drainage. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with stormwater drainage systems are
considered less than significant.
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ENERGY RESOURCES
Energy Efficiency and Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects. Impacts
associated with changes in energy efficiency that could result from the Community Choice Aggregation Program
(Reduction E-9) are addressed in Chapter 5, “Cumulative.”
The actual adverse physical environmental effects associated with energy use and the efficiency of energy use are
detailed in the General Plan EIR and throughout this SEIR in the environmental topic-specific sections. For
example, use of energy for transportation leads to air pollutant emissions, the impact of which is addressed in
Sections 3.2, “Air Quality,” and 3.12, “Transportation and Traffic,” of this SEIR and Sections 4.2, “Air Quality,”
and 4.13, “Transportation and Traffic,” of the General Plan EIR.
Construction-Related Energy Consumption
Construction of development anticipated under the General Plan in addition to short-term emissions associated
with renewable energy facility installations, energy efficiency building upgrades, tree planting, and other
measures included in the CAP would involve consumption of construction-related energy in the form of
electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel).
The primary energy demands during construction would be associated with construction equipment and vehicle
fueling. Energy in the form of fuel and electricity would be consumed during this period by construction vehicles
and equipment operating on-site, trucks delivering equipment and supplies to the site, and construction workers
driving to and from the site. The City does not anticipate unusual or project characteristics that would necessitate
the use of construction equipment that would be less energy efficient.
Building Energy Consumption
Development accommodated under the General Plan would be constructed to meet currently-applicable energy
efficiency standards at the time of construction. As discussed in the Regulatory Framework above and in Section
4.12 of the General Plan EIR, energy efficiency requirements have and will continue to become more stringent
over time. As a result, new projects would be more energy efficient than existing projects of the same type within
the city that were constructed prior to the existence of energy efficiency standards or under previous less stringent
energy efficiency standards.
The CAP includes reduction measures that provide energy efficiency guidance, increase energy efficiency, and
reduce energy demands (see the Energy Strategy of the CAP in particular). Reduction Measure E-1 encourages
voluntary energy efficiency retrofits in residential and non-residential buildings through promotion of utility
programs and PACE financing options. SDG&E has identified that approximately 17.9 million kWh and 150,000
therms have been conserved in La Mesa since 2010 through utility-sponsored efficiency programs. This reduction
measure would support continuation of SDG&E’s programs at the same rate experienced from 2010 through
2014, which could yield total savings of 54.1 million kWh and more than 760,000 therms by 2035.
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Reduction Measure E-5 promotes the installation of solar PV systems on residential and non-residential property
in the community and identifies opportunities for municipal installations on City property. Based on SDG&E
data, approximately 3.8 MW of PV generation capacity was installed community-wide between 2010 and 2014.
Currently available tax credits, utility rebates, and financing programs make solar PV installations increasingly
economically viable, which will likely lead to additional residential and non-residential installations in the future.
Therefore, the CAP conservatively assumed installation of another 2.3 MW of solar PV capacity by 2020 (i.e., in
addition to the capacity installed since 2010).
Reduction Measure E-8 would implement California’s zero net energy building standards for new residential
construction starting in 2020 and new non-residential construction starting in 2030. This reduction measure
assumes that 100 percent of new residential electricity and natural gas demand from 2020 through 2035 will be
offset through on-site renewable energy development or the purchase of 100 percent renewable energy from
community choice aggregation (see Chapter 5.0, “Analysis of Long-Term Effects,” for further discussion of
community choice aggregation programs) or another clean energy program. The calculations also assume that 100
percent of new non-residential electricity and natural gas demand from 2030 through 2035 will be similarly offset.
Other reduction measures that would further support energy efficiency include Reduction Measure E-3, which
establishes an energy-efficiency goal for municipal buildings and facilities that can be achieved through system
retrofits and increased employee conservation education; Reduction Measure E-6, which promotes installation of
solar water heaters in new construction and building retrofits through outreach campaigns; and Reduction
Measure E-7, which encourages builders to incorporate solar-ready design into new construction, including
building orientation for maximum solar exposure, pre-wiring and pre-plumbing for solar PV and solar hot water,
and roof system construction that can handle additional loads from potential future solar installations.
Transportation-Related Energy Consumption
As noted, transportation is, by far, the largest energy consuming sector in California, accounting for
approximately 39 percent of all energy use in the state (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2016). Since
transportation accounts for more energy consumption than heating, cooling, and powering of buildings, powering
industry, or any other use, the travel demand reducing features of the CAP are important for consideration in an
assessment of energy efficiency (Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 2013).
The location, density, mix of land uses, and quality of the multi-modal transportation system is directly related to
the amount of travel and transportation-related energy demands. Part of the CAP’s Transportation and Land Use
Strategy goal is to reduce VMT and corresponding transportation energy use. Reduction Measure T-1 includes
planning for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements to encourage walking and biking between nearby
destinations.
Reduction Measure T-3 encourages the use of SANDAG’s iCommute program to reduce single-occupancy
vehicle trips community-wide. Furthermore, Reduction Measure T-4 supports transit-oriented development that
encourages placing higher density and intensity development within walking distance of primary transit stops and
encourages development patterns that provide convenient pedestrian connectivity to parks, schools, retail, and
jobs also supports non-automotive transportation options.
Reduction Measure T-6 supports a transition to alternative fueled vehicles that can provide long-term emissions
reductions as the community-wide mix of vehicles shifts with broader vehicle market transformations.
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Transitioning to electric vehicle could potentially save 220 gallons of gasoline per year from passenger vehicle
replacement and 340 gallons of gasoline per year from light-duty truck replacement.
Summary of Impact Analysis
The General Plan EIR concluded that with implementation of State and City regulations, programs, ordinances,
and policies of the City General Plan, impacts related to the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of
energy and increased energy consumption would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that
addressed in the General Plan EIR.
In addition, the CAP contains reduction measures that would promote energy efficiency and reduce peak energy
demand in new and retrofitted development. Reduction measures included in the Transportation and Land Use
Strategy of the CAP would reduce travel demand and therefore reduce actual environmental effects associated
with transportation, such as air quality and GHG emissions. As stated above, the actual adverse physical
environmental effects associated with energy use and the efficiency of energy use is detailed in the General Plan
EIR and throughout this SEIR in the environmental topic-specific sections and there is no significant impact
associated with energy efficiency that is not addressed in those topic-specific sections. Therefore, impacts
associated with energy are considered less than significant.
New or Expanded Electrical and Natural Gas Utilities and Transmission Facilities
The General Plan EIR addressed the potential for land use change accommodated under the General Plan to result
in increased energy consumption, requiring delivery of additional energy resources to new residences and
businesses by SDG&E (page 4.12-31), and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change. However, implementation of CAP
strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their location, character,
design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical environmental effects.
Implementation of CAP reduction measures, such as bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements or
planting shade trees, would not require new or expanded electrical or natural gas utilities. In addition, building
retrofits and installation of solar PV systems generally do not require substantial alterations to electrical
transmission facilities.
Future development projects could incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that installs
solar PV systems. The CAP uses land use change assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General
Plan EIR, so the impacts associated with new or expanded electrical and natural gas utilities or transmission
facilities, including development that incorporates CAP reduction measures, is not any different than that reported
under the General Plan EIR. As stated in the General Plan EIR, future project proposals would be required to
complete an environmental review process to assess whether SDG&E can accommodate the energy needs of that
project and analyze specific impacts associated with new transmission facilities. Implementation of the proposed
project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared
with that addressed in the City’s General Plan EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with the new or expanded
electrical and natural gas utilities or transmission facilities are considered less than significant. Impacts
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associated new or expanded electrical facilities that could result from the Community Choice Aggregation
Program (Reduction E-9) are addressed in Chapter 5, “Cumulative.”

3.11.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

The General Plan EIR determined impacts associated with public services, utilities, and energy would be less than
significant with adherence to and implementation of applicable State and local plans and regulations, as well as
the City’s Municipal Code and City General Plan policies. The proposed project would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR; therefore, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP on public
services, utilities, and energy are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

3.11.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Because impacts related to public services, utilities, and energy are considered less than significant, no
mitigation measures are required.

AECOM
Public Services, Utilities, and Energy

3.11-16

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

3.12 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Section 4.13, “Transportation and Traffic,” of the General Plan EIR (page 4.13-1 to 4.13-28) described the
existing transportation and traffic conditions in the planning area and analyzes the changes that would occur as a
result of implementation of the General Plan. That information is hereby incorporated by reference, and
summarized in the “Executive Summary” and Appendix B of this SEIR.
This section provides updated information related to the environmental setting, the regulatory setting, and
potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to the City’s CAP, where applicable.

3.12.1

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The existing environmental setting is provided in the General Plan EIR (General Plan EIR, pages 4.13-1 to 4.1318), is current as it relates to potential effects attributable to the CAP, and is hereby incorporated by reference.
The setting provides information on the existing roadway system, traffic conditions, public transit system, and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the city.

3.12.2

REGULATORY SETTING

The “Regulatory Setting” in the General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by reference (General Plan EIR, page
4.13-18 to 4.13-22). The following regulations, laws, policies, and ordinances addressed in the General Plan EIR
are listed below.

FEDERAL
►
►

Department of Transportation Act of 1966
Surface Transportation Assistance Act

STATE
►
►
►
►
►

California Department of Transportation
California Transportation Commission
Assembly Bill 32
Senate Bill 375
Assembly Bill 1358 – California Complete Streets Act of 2008

REGIONAL AND LOCAL
►
►
►
►
►

SANDAG
Code Title 12 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
Congestion Management Program
The City of La Mesa Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan
City of La Mesa Municipal
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UPDATES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING
Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743 in September 2013, which creates a process to change the way that
transportation impacts are analyzed under CEQA. Specifically, SB 743 requires the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to level of service (LOS)
for evaluating transportation impacts and to recommend analysis methodology and thresholds. Once the CEQA
Guidelines are amended to include those alternative criteria, auto delay will no longer be considered a significant
impact under CEQA. (New Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1).) SB 743 did not change the discretion
that lead agencies have to select methodology or define their own significance thresholds, but the guidance being
developed by OPR should be carefully considered by lead agencies when they ultimately finalize their own
recommended practices.
Under SB 743 (SB 743), the focus of transportation analysis shifted from driver delay to travel demand.
Measurements of transportation impacts may include vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita,
automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated. Vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, has long been a
common metric to use to measure travel demand. A VMT is one vehicle traveling on a roadway for one mile.
Many communities have been estimating and developing policy related to VMT for years, including estimates and
goals for VMT per person, VMT per employee, or other methods of normalization. OPR selected VMT as the
preferred metric and is working to finalize guidance material that is anticipated to go into effect in 2019. Although
VMT is not currently part of the CEQA Guidelines, this SEIR considers impacts related to VMT below.

3.12.3

THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The thresholds for evaluating the significance of impacts for this analysis are based on the environmental
checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and are the same as those used in the General Plan EIR. These
thresholds are used to evaluate potential adverse physical environmental effects attributable to implementation of
the CAP, with a focus on impacts beyond those addressed in the General Plan EIR. A significant impact to traffic
and transportation would occur if the CAP would:
►

Result in a volume-to-capacity change equal to or greater than 0.02 when the roadway segment operates at
LOS E or F with the project.

As explained in Section 4.13.1 of the General Plan EIR, the City opted out of the SANDAG CMP (the county
congestion management agency plan), and elected to prepare an environmental assessment based on local
standards and determinations. Therefore, the LOS and volume/capacity (V/C) ratio standard used in the General
Plan EIR threshold was based on the City’s direction to generally follow San Diego Traffic Engineers Council
(SANTEC)/ Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) guidelines to determine potential significant impacts.

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER
Impacts related to change in air traffic patterns, emergency access, and conflicts with policies and plans
supporting alternative transportation were determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study prepared for
the General Plan (Appendix A of the General Plan EIR) and that analysis is hereby incorporated by reference.
Implementation of the CAP would not change impacts related to change in air traffic patterns, emergency access,
and conflicts with policies and plans supporting alternative transportation from what has already been analyzed;
therefore, these thresholds are not discussed further in this SEIR.
AECOM
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The following topics were evaluated as part of the impact analysis, but are not identified as specific impacts.
►

VMT – To the extent that VMT associated with the proposed project generated environmental impacts such
as air pollution or GHG emissions, those impacts are identified in the appropriate subject matter chapters. A
separate VMT significance impact threshold has not been established for this project. New development
within the city may be subject to amended CEQA guidelines, once updated.
SANDAG prepared a regional analysis of VMT in the RTP/SCS and found average daily VMT per capita to
be approximately 25.64 in 2008. This is forecast to increase to 26.69 in 2050 under no build conditions and to
25.23 in 2050 under revenue constrained conditions (SANDAG 2011). Senate Bill 375 requires that
SANDAG demonstrate how emission reduction targets will be met for 2020 and 2035. The San Diego region
will meet these targets (22.3 per capita in 2020 and 22.8 per capita in 2035) by focusing housing and
employment growth in urbanized areas; protecting sensitive habitat and open space; and investing in a
transportation system that provides residents and workers with transportation options, such as a carpool
program.
The General Plan was found to be consistent with the SCS implementing actions applicable to local agencies
as set forth in the 2050 RTP/SCS.
According to the CAP, La Mesa’s CAP is based on VMT data developed by SANDAG to ensure that
emissions forecasts in the CAP align with growth envisioned in the City’s General Plan and other regional
planning efforts. The CAP is intended to reduce VMT and to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions and does not contain measures that would conflict with SANDAG’s goals. Programs such
as additional bike lanes and pedestrian infrastructure development (Measure T-1), bicycle safety outreach
(Measure T-2), transportation demand management (Measure T-3), and the promotion of transit-oriented
development (Measure T-4) would be consistent with the regional plan and would reduce VMT.
VMT can be an indicator of potential adverse physical environmental effects. Please refer also to Section 3.2
of this SEIR, “Air Quality,” which analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for air pollutant emissions;
Section 3.4, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for GHG emissions; and
Section 3.8, “Noise and Vibration,” which analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for noise and vibration
impacts. Please also see the discussion of transportation energy use in Section 3.11 of this SEIR, “Public
Services, Utilities, and Energy.”

3.12.4

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

ROADWAY LOS CHANGE AND V/C RATIO INCREASE
The General Plan EIR (page 4.13-23 to 4.13-28) found that no segments are projected to be significantly impacted
under future 2035 conditions. Therefore, the General Plan was determined to result in less-than-significant
impacts.
The CAP uses land use assumptions consistent with those used as a part of the General Plan EIR and consistent
with SANDAG development forecasts. The CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from GHG
emissions and does not entitle or directly facilitate development. The CAP does not increase development
capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect the absorption rate of future development. The CAP does not
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propose any construction projects which would generate trips. However, the CAP would help to facilitate building
energy retrofits, bicycle and pedestrian facility construction, installation of renewable energy generation facilities,
and other activities that could involve construction and movement of construction equipment and travel by
construction personnel. Construction and operation of facilities associated with the CAP would require vehicle
trips. Future development projects that incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that
incorporates solar-ready design (Reduction Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Reduction
Measure E-5), would result in construction activities and operational trips. Construction of additional bicycle
lanes (Reduction Measure T-1) and tree planting (Reduction Measures E-2, G-1, and G-2) could also require
vehicle trips. Per the Circulation Element of the General Plan, ongoing roadway maintenance and construction of
future improvements represent a significant commitment of resources from the City’s capital improvement
program. The City’s fiscal year 2012 capital improvement program lists $9.2 million in transportation projects,
including traffic signal upgrades, Proposition 42 street improvements, transit stops, and other improvements.
Improvements to traffic flow and safety will be made through techniques such as changes to traffic signal timing
at key intersections and improvements to transit services. These planned improvements will reduce impacts
related to increased vehicle trips over time.
Any construction facilitated by CAP reduction measures is anticipated to be minor and temporary and would not
permanently affect LOS or V/C ratios within the city. In addition, many of the measures in the CAP (T-1 through
T-5) are intended to reduce travel demand (the need for vehicular trips) in La Mesa. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in new impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as
compared with that addressed in the General Plan EIR. Thus, this impact would be less than significant.

3.12.5

MITIGATION MEASURES

The General Plan EIR determined impacts associated with transportation and traffic would be less than
significant, since no segments would be significantly impacted. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to
the conclusions in the General Plan EIR; therefore, impacts associated with implementation of the CAP on
transportation and traffic are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

3.12.6

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

ROADWAY LOS CHANGE AND V/C RATIO INCREASE
Because impacts on roadway LOS change and V/C ratio increases associated with implementation of the CAP are
considered less than significant, no mitigation measures are required.
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4
4.1

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The guiding principles for the selection of alternatives for analysis in this Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (Draft SEIR) are provided by the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA
Guidelines) (Section 15126.6), which specify that the alternatives analysis must:
►

►

►

describe a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project;
consider alternatives that could reduce or eliminate any significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project, including alternatives that may be more costly or could otherwise impede the project’s objectives; and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.

The focus and definition of the alternatives evaluated in this Draft SEIR are governed by the “rule of reason” in
accordance with Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines. That is, the range of alternatives presented in this
Draft SEIR must permit a reasoned choice by the City of La Mesa (City’s) decision makers. The CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15126.6) require that an EIR evaluate a “No-Project Alternative,” evaluate a reasonable range
of alternatives to the project, identify alternatives that were initially considered but then rejected from further
evaluation, and identify the “environmentally superior alternative.”
Although the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[d]) require an evaluation of alternatives, they permit the
evaluation to be conducted in less detail than is done for the proposed project. Consistent with Section
15126.6(d), sufficient information is provided in this Draft SEIR about each alternative to allow for a meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison of the alternatives with the proposed project.
The following discussion is intended to inform the public and decision makers of potentially feasible alternatives
to the proposed project that could be implemented to attain the basic project objectives while substantially
reducing one or more of the potentially significant effects of the project.

4.1.1

BASIC PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As stated above, one of the key factors in considering alternatives is whether they can feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project. The overall goal and key objectives of the proposed project (described in full in
Section 2.4 of this Draft SEIR) are identified in the following text.
The City’s CAP represents a roadmap by which La Mesa can reduce its contributions of GHG emissions through
the development of strategies that are informed by the community’s goals, values, and priorities. Throughout
California, communities are developing CAPs to support the State’s broad climate protection efforts, while
simultaneously advancing local initiatives to improve community health and safety, reduce transportation and
utility costs, facilitate locally beneficial development projects, and enhance collaboration on regional planning
strategies.
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The purpose of the CAP is to comprehensively describe the City’s strategy to reduce GHG emissions. The CAP
presents reduction targets, specific reduction strategies and measures the City will undertake, and quantification
of CAP emissions reductions. The CAP allows the City to demonstrate that the local reduction targets are
consistent with the State’s GHG emission goals. These goals for the State are embodied in Assembly Bill (AB) 32
(2006); the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which requires reduction of statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; as well as Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which establishes a goal for the State
government of 40 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2030; and Executive Order S-3-05, which
establishes a goal for State government of 80 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2050.
The objectives of the CAP are as follows:
►

estimate GHG emissions under baseline (2010) and future conditions (2020 and 2035);

►

present reduction targets consistent with State law and court direction;

►

►

evaluate the City’s progress toward meeting the targets through emission reduction strategies, and include a
mechanism to monitor progress toward the City’s targets and make adjustments to the reduction strategies, if
necessary, to achieve the CAP’s targets; and
provide a process for projects consistent with the CAP to undergo a streamlined analysis and mitigation of
GHG emissions under CEQA consistent with the tiering and streamlining provisions of Section 15183.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines.

4.1.2

FEASIBILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives were evaluated according to the “rule of reason” and general feasibility criteria suggested by the
CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15126.6 as follows:
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 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. The range of
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public
participation and informed decision making.
The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not necessarily mean the alternative is feasible. Rather, the
inclusion of an alternative in an EIR indicates that lead agency staff has determined that the alternative is
potentially feasible. Criteria include the suitability of the site or alternative site; the economic viability of the
alternative; the availability of infrastructure; the consistency of the alternative with the General Plan, zoning, and
other plans and regulatory limitations; and the effect of applicable jurisdictional boundaries.

4.1.3

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The impacts associated with the proposed project are evaluated in Chapter 3 of this Draft SEIR. Table 4-1
identifies the environmental issue areas evaluated in this Draft SEIR and indicates for each issue area whether
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implementing the project would result in a less than significant or significant impact before mitigation and
whether the impact can be mitigated to a less than significant level using feasible measures or if it would remain
significant (and unavoidable). As shown in Table 4-1, implementing the project would result in significant
impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, noise and vibration, and paleontological resources.
After mitigation, no significant impacts would remain.
Table 4-1.

Summary of Project Impact Levels before and after Mitigation

Environmental Issue Area

Before Mitigation

After Mitigation

Aesthetics

Significant

Less than Significant

Air Quality

Significant

Less than Significant

Cultural Resources

Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Cumulatively Considerable.

-

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than Significant

-

Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than Significant

-

Land Use

Less than Significant

-

Noise

Significant

Less than Significant

Paleontological Resources

Significant

Less than Significant

Population and Housing

Less than Significant

-

Public Services, Utilities, and Energy

Less than Significant

-

Transportation and Traffic

Less than Significant

-

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Source: Compiled by AECOM 2017

The evaluation of alternatives must also take into account the potential of the alternative to avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project, as identified in this SEIR.

4.2

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED FROM FURTHER
ANALYSIS

A commenter on the NOP suggested that the City consider a specific Climate Action Plan, which would “state
GHG targets and [be] legally binding, include key mitigation strategies, and effectively address equity and jobs.”
The City has developed the CAP consistent with recommendations from the commenter. The following provides
the commenter’s statements and compares the suggested Climate Action Plan to the CAP.
►

Legally binding – The commenter states that a CAP must be legally binding by undergoing CEQA analysis
and including a technical appendix explaining GHG emissions for each measure.
•

The SEIR is the CEQA analysis for the proposed project, and the CAP includes specific details explaining
GHG reduction for each measure. The CAP describes how measures will be monitored over time and how
the CAP will be revised to ensure it is achieving targets. The City’s CAP “is an enforceable document to
the maximum extent of the law (CAP, page 150).
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►

Implementation and Monitoring – The commenter states that a CAP must articulate the mechanisms that will
facilitate timely and complete implementation. Specifically, a CAP must include: a detailed timeline with a
system to prioritize implementation of each strategy; a cost analysis for each strategy; and a commitment to
annual CAP implementation progress reports and GHG inventories at least every three years.
•

►

Social Equity & Jobs – The commenter states that the communities in La Mesa most impacted by climate
change should be the first to benefit from CAP strategies, such as transit, walking and biking infrastructure,
and infill development. The commenter states that the CAP should include a green jobs section, which would
analyze job quality, as well as the demographic and geographic distribution of workers, in order to create and
sustain middle-class career ladders.
•

►

The CAP does not contain information on jobs or communities most impacted by climate change and is
focused on reducing GHG emissions, as well as related co-benefits. The General Plan is the more
appropriate vehicle for environmental justice, as SB 1000, which was signed into law by Governor Jerry
Brown on September 24, 2016 requires. Under SB 1000’s amendments to Government Code Section
65302, a local agency will now be required to address environmental justice issues when, on or after
January 1, 2018, it concurrently adopts or revises two or more general plan elements. In those
circumstances, the local agency must either adopt an environmental justice general plan element or
include environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives in its existing general plan elements. See
page 19 of the CAP for an additional discussion of social equity and environmental justice.

Key CAP Strategies – The commenter states that a CAP should include specific mitigation measures,
including a commitment to reaching 100 percent clean energy by a specified date. The commenter states that
as a means to reach 100 percent, that alternative should explore the impact of including Community Choice
Energy as a key clean energy strategy.
•

►

The proposed CAP includes a detailed timeline of what will be accomplished by 2020 and 2035 and
includes annual progress reports and regular inventory updates. EPIC is preparing a cost-benefit for the
CAP. The CAP implementation materials will indicate whether actions are near-, medium-, or long-term,
and include progress indicators for each.

The CAP estimates that the Community Choice Aggregation (Measure E-9) (similar to the suggested
Community Choice Energy) could get to 75 percent GHG-free electricity by 2035. Based on household’s
preferences, it could possibly get to 100 percent, but this could create environmental effects associated
with renewable energy development and, additionally, may or may not be feasible.

The commenter also states that a CAP should include consideration of the impact of:
•

Quantifiable goals for commuter mode shift to transit, walking, and biking.
−

The CAP includes bicycle or pedestrian numeric goals. CAP Measure T-1 includes a progress
indicator of 3 miles by 2020 and 10 miles by 2035 of new Class II bike lanes installed communitywide (in addition to existing 12.8 miles) and bike commute mode split increases from 0.2 percent to
0.5 percent. Other measures (such as Measure T-2, Measure T-3, and Measure T-4) would increase
the commuter mode shift, while reducing GHG emissions. Refer also to the discussion under the
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CAP’s Transportation and Land Use Strategy, where the City has also established an overall VMT
per capita performance standard (see Table 3.4 in the CAP).
►

Strategies to support transit-oriented development, smart growth, and affordable housing, all of which support
commuters’ ability to choose non-car transportation.
•

►

A commitment to developing comprehensive biking and walking plans, and/or a complete streets plan. Plans
addressing bicycle infrastructure should heavily emphasize fully protected bike lanes, which lead to fewer
crashes, fatalities, and serious injuries, and help increase ridership.
•

►

The structure of the CAP “credits” infill development and transit-oriented development by factoring this
into the forecast GHG emissions, based on SANDAG modeling. In addition, Measure T-4 states that the
City will continue to encourage mixed-use and transit-oriented development through land use and zoning
designations to support alternative transportation opportunities

As stated above, the CAP includes bicycle and pedestrian measures. Additionally, the La Mesa Bicycle
Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan (Bike Plan) was adopted in 2012. The Bike Plan includes
information on existing bicycle and pedestrian conditions, data on existing and projected daily bicycle
trips, future priorities for bike and pedestrian infrastructure, and goals and policies to increase bicycle and
pedestrian trips. The Bike Plan emphasizes many strategies to increase safety and ridership, including
protected bike lanes. SANDAG’s RTP/SCS considers walk/bike mode splits for existing and forecast
conditions and SANDAG’s VMT estimates are used in the CAP. SANDAG indicates that there are
currently 510,000 total bike and walk trips, which is anticipated to increase to 610,000 under 2050 nobuild conditions and to 1,340,000 under 2050 revenue-constrained conditions. The City determined that it
would make use of the SANDAG mode split estimates that are consistent throughout the region,
considering the significant investment it would take to monitor individual mode split changes over the
course of the CAP planning horizon within the City of La Mesa. General Plan policies CE-1.1.3 and CE1.1.18 promote complete streets, as well.

Energy and water efficiency targets (both citywide and municipal) and related ordinances
•

Regulations and plans (such as the SANDAG’s 2009 Regional Energy Strategy, California Green
Building Code, Municipal Code Section 14.29, and the ARB Climate Change Scoping Plan), City
General Plan policies (such as Policy CS-1.4.1, Policy CS-1.4.2), and the CAP contain policies and
programs for energy efficiency and water conservation. The CAP’s Water Strategy considers emissions
reductions resulting from local implementation of statewide water conservation legislation (Reduction
Measure W-1) and potential opportunities for future recycled water use in irrigation within the
community. Both reduction measures would support and promote conservation of potable water supplies
(Reduction Measure W-2). CAP Reduction Measure W-1 supports the Helix Water District in
implementing outreach and community education programs related to water conservation policies
contained within the Urban Water Management Plan. Actions associated with W-1 include establishing an
operational framework for benchmarking, tracking, and reviewing municipal water use at meter level to
allow identification of improper irrigation system use, leaks, or other wasteful water activities;
incorporate water use reporting into overarching CAP progress reporting procedure that can be linked
with annual General Plan implementation reporting procedures and considering establishment of

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

4-5

AECOM
Alternatives Analysis

municipal water use reduction target to be achieved through employee education, indoor plumbing and
appliance retrofits, use of advanced irrigation systems, and installation of additional low-water use
landscapes in medians, parks, and around City buildings/facilities. In addition, Reduction Measure W-2 is
intended to conserve water through efficient landscaping design and irrigation through upgrades to
irrigation system at all City parks and some landscapes at other City buildings and roadway medians and
development of a graywater education program.
►

Strategies to promote zero emission vehicles and convert the municipal fleet to zero emission vehicles.
•

►

A commitment to zero waste by a specified date.
•

►

CAP Measure T-5 promotes community wide use of alternative fuel vehicles and zero emission vehicles
through the expansion of infrastructure. Measure T-6 includes a strategy to continue to transition the
municipal vehicle fleet from gasoline- and diesel-powered vehicles to alternative-fuel or other lowemissions vehicles.

The CAP includes several measures to address solid waste. Measure SW-1 promotes food scrap and yard
waste diversion. Measure SW-2 covers construction and demolition waste diversion. The California
Green Building Code requires the diversion of at least 50 percent of construction waste materials
generated during most new construction, including all new residential and commercial projects. The City
of La Mesa increased its diversion rate requirement to 75 percent. Measure SW-3 expresses the goal of 75
percent waste diversion. Given the low amount of emissions associated with solid waste, the City has
determined it is not cost effective to commit to zero waste in the CAP. However, Chapter 4 of the CAP
contains extensive guidance for the ongoing monitoring of the measures and adapting for technological,
regulatory, and cost/benefit changes over time. The CAP states “it is likely that new GHG reduction
technologies and strategies will be developed, new financing mechanisms will be available, and State and
federal legislation will change. It is also possible that future GHG emission inventories will indicate that
the City is not on track toward achieving its adopted GHG reduction target. If this is the case, the City can
assess the implications of new scientific findings, explore new emission reduction technologies, respond
to changes in State and federal climate change policy, and modify the CAP accordingly to help get back
on track toward meeting the GHG targets.” Thus, a commitment to zero waste may be advisable in the
future.

A quantifiable goal for increasing tree canopy by planting drought-resistant, climate-friendly trees.
•

CAP Measure GI-1 supports a healthy, vibrant urban forest. The measure states that plans should consider
the potential long-term impacts associated with climate change when making recommendations on
suitable tree species and planting strategies, particularly in consideration of watering requirements to
maintain a healthy tree network. The progress indicator associated with this measure is 500 net new trees
from 2015 to 2020. Measure GI-2 also promotes urban forest canopy coverage. An Urban Tree Canopy
Assessment was prepared for the San Diego region, which included a high-level analysis of La Mesa’s
urban forest, as well. Based on the assessment, La Mesa has an existing urban forest canopy that covers
1,050 acres (16 percent of the city); the goal for the city is 1,400 acres of additional tree canopy coverage.

The CAP is consistent with the elements suggested by the commenter in a way that comports with the City’s
General Plan and that is feasible in the context of regulatory, technological, fiscal, and other considerations. In
AECOM
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addition, the CAP includes several measures with significant GHG reductions not suggested by the commenter,
meeting the recommended GHG reductions.
The additional measures suggested by the commenter would not reduce any significant impacts to a less-thansignificant level. In addition, the additional measures proposed could have environmental effects beyond those
estimated for the proposed CAP. The City has elected not to examine this alternative in detail.

4.3

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL IN THE SEIR

CEQA Guidelines CCR Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that a discussion of the “No Project” alternative must
consider “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans.” The City has elected to provide two “No Project” alternatives in this case. In Alternative
1, no CAP would be implemented. In Alternative 3, the CAP prepared in 2015 would be implemented. Alternative
2 would be the CAP without Measure E-9.

4.3.1

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT – NO CAP

Under Alternative 1, no CAP would be adopted or implemented. Without the CAP, La Mesa would continue to
permit future development consistent with the General Plan. La Mesa has a history of implementing sustainability
within the community in various ways such as urban walking trails, the Safe Routes to School Program, a City
fleet of hybrid vehicles, the Farmer's Market, transit-oriented developments, and the rehabilitation of existing
building, aid in improving the quality of life for City residents. On April 10, 2007, the City Council adopted
Resolution No. 2007-039 endorsing the U.S. Mayors Climate Protection Agreement. In 2013, the City, in
collaboration with SANDAG and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), developed an Energy
Management Plan, or “Energy Roadmap”. The Energy Roadmap provides a framework for La Mesa to identify
ways to save energy in government operations and in the community, resulting in municipal cost savings and
environmental benefits. Past actions include:
►

►

►

►

►

►

completing various retrofit projects on municipal buildings, including replacing backup generators with more
energy efficient units, replacing windows at the Community Center and Recreation Center, and updating
office equipment with more energy-efficient options
installing high-efficiency induction street lights (2011) and retrofitting all traffic signals with green and red
light emitting diode (LED) lights (2003)
retrofitting parking lot lighting with induction lamps that have digital timers for dusk-to-dawn control
adopting a Sustainable Building Policy that evaluates the feasibility of integrating sustainable building
techniques into all new buildings
developing a mixed-use overlay zone that supports compact, urban development and pedestrian-oriented
neighborhoods
implementing a Bicycle Facilities and Alternative Transportation Plan to identify infrastructure and pedestrian
environment enhancements, “Safe Routes to Transit,” and opportunities for public education and outreach
efforts on local bike routes and safe riding practices
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►

►

►

►

►

improving fuel efficiency and reducing air pollution in municipal fleet vehicles and installing AIMS
Fuelmaster devices on all emergency vehicles to monitor fuel consumption and identify maintenance issues
offering a backyard composting program allowing residents to purchase discounted bins
increasing construction and demolition (C&D) debris diversion requirements to 75%, exceeding the staterequired minimum of 50%, and requiring a C&D diversion deposit to encourage participation
participating in (PACE) financing districts that offer residents and businesses financing options for qualifying
energy- and water-conservation improvements, including CaliforniaFirst (adopted by City Council by
Resolution No. 2010-022); HERO (adopted by City Council by Resolution No. 2014-047); Figtree (adopted
by City Council by Resolution No. 2015-019); and Ygrene Works (adopted by City Council by Resolution in
2015).
adopting a model water-efficient landscaping ordinance to reduce outdoor water use on City property through
lawn removal projects and irrigation system upgrades

These programs, plans, and actions would still be implemented by the City.
However, without a CAP, La Mesa would not be able to demonstrate consistency with Statewide planning for
GHG emissions reductions. These goals for the State are embodied in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (2006); the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which requires reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020; as well as Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which establishes a goal for the State government of 40 percent
below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2030; and Executive Order S-3-05, which establishes a goal for State
government of 80 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2050. ARB recommends efficiency targets
for post-2020 target years. The October 27, 2017 Draft 2017 Scoping Plan “recommends statewide targets of no
more than six metric tons CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more than two metric tons CO2e per capita by
2050…CARB recommends that local governments evaluate and adopt robust and quantitative locally-appropriate
goals that align with the statewide per capita targets and the State’s sustainable development objectives and
develop plans to achieve the local goals (ARB 2017c, page 148).”
In addition, this Alternative would not be consistent with the General Plan and EIR. EIR Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 provides that the City develop and adopt a Climate Action Plan that complies with the requirements of
CEQA Section 15183.5.

ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVE TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES
This alternative would not meet the project objectives. La Mesa would not have an estimate of GHG emissions
under baseline and future conditions and would not be able to demonstrate emissions reductions that support State
goals. The City would not be evaluated towards meeting any reduction targets and future projects would not be
provided with a streamlining process.

4.3.2

ALTERNATIVE 2: CAP WITHOUT MEASURE E-9

Alternative 2 would consist of the CAP, without Measure E-9. The Draft Measure is presented below for
reference.
AECOM
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Measure E-9 Community Choice Aggregation Program: Partner with other San Diego County jurisdictions to
develop a regional Community Choice Aggregation option (or similar program).
►
►

2020 GHG Reduction Potential: 0 MT CO2e/yr
2035 GHG Reduction Potential: 37,240 MT CO2e/yr

Assembly Bill 117, which was signed into law in 2002, enables California cities and counties, either individually
or collectively, to supply electricity to customers within their borders through the establishment of a community
choice aggregation district (CCA). CCAs provide flexibility in pursuing low-carbon electricity options in a
community because procurement objectives are defined locally. For example, a San Diego County CCA could
decide to provide 75 percent of its electricity from renewable sources, which would exceed State requirements
directing California’s utilities to provide 50 percent of their electricity from renewable sources by 2030. CCAs
can also range in size from a city to an entire region. Future projects that could occur under the CCA program
may include development of new transmission lines, substations, and energy storage systems in the city. In
addition, implementation of the City’s CCA program could indirectly result in future development of large-scale
solar PV, thermal, or biomass facilities to meet demands of renewable energy supplies in the city. These projects
would occur outside of the City limits and may include the City as a regional partner in development of these
projects. Under this scenario, the agency with land use authority over the project, once future projects are
proposed, would conduct a separate CEQA or NEPA analysis, if necessary, to analyze specific impacts and
identify any required mitigation measures for construction and operation of new facilities. These projects would
be subject to applicable federal, State, regional, and local regulations, plans, and policies that are intended to
reduce impacts on water quality. The City’s participation in a potential future CCA or other similar clean energy
program could help to facilitate such a regional program, and depending on how this is implemented, it could
have environmental effects. It is not possible at this time to know the location, scale, character, type, construction
techniques, phasing, or operational techniques associated with such possible future projects. Without Measure E9, it is likely that the City of La Mesa will not develop or contribute to the development of future large-scale solar
PV, thermal, or biomass facilities.
Since electricity accounts for 38 percent of La Mesa’s emissions inventory, participation in a regional CCA
district could provide a significant source of future emissions reductions. The GHG reduction benefits are based
on an assumption that La Mesa would implement a program by 2035, that less than 25 percent of residents and
businesses would opt out and remain with SDG&E, and that the emissions profile of the CCA would be similar to
the current emissions profile of the Sonoma Clean Power program’s Clean Start Option. This option currently
provides 36 percent of its electricity from RPS-compliant renewable sources, and an additional 41 percent from
large hydroelectric facilities, which are also emissions free.

ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVE TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Alternative 2 could meet most of the project objectives. The CAP still provides an estimate of GHG emissions
under baseline and future conditions and still provides reduction targets. Without Measure E-9, implementation of
the CAP may still reduce emissions within La Mesa consistent with State GHG reduction goals. Since
implementation of Measure E-9 results in a significant source of emission reductions; Alternative 2 would be
more challenging, and the City would need to consider additional programs targeting energy efficiency and
transportation-related emissions. The CAP could still include a mechanism to evaluate the City’s progress and
provide a streamlining process for future projects.
Climate Action Plan SEIR
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4.3.3

ALTERNATIVE 3: NO PROJECT – 2020 CAP

In June 2015, a draft 2020 CAP was presented to the City’s Planning Commission. The Planning Commission
directed staff to conduct additional community outreach on potential measures to mitigate climate change. More
specifically, certain environmental groups requested that the City address concerns regarding CEQA, climate
action planning incentives (enforceable and mandatory measures), Community Choice Aggregation, and
expanding the CAP horizon year. The City conducted additional public outreach through an online survey and the
City’s Connect La Mesa Block Party in November 2015. Alternative 3 would be the implementation of this 2015
CAP.
In March 2016, the City Council approved additional funds to revise the CAP to consider the following additions:
►

►

►

►

►

Estimate community-wide emissions through a 2035 horizon year to align with buildout of the City’s General
Plan and demographic growth estimates included in San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s)
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
Provide revised emissions inventory that includes 2035 business-as-usual forecast calculations and supporting
assumptions.
Estimate state-wide reductions through the 2035 horizon year to demonstrate progress towards the City’s
2035 emissions target. The projection of emissions to this future year will allow the City to compare local
emissions and reduction targets to longer-term statewide target years.
Develop assumptions to estimate the reduction benefits of statewide measures beyond 2020 through the 2035
horizon year based on new information made available by the California Air Resources Board.
Develop new reduction measures, as well as identify any appropriate revisions to existing draft measures to
increase their long-term reduction potential.

The revisions added the following measures: E-8 (Zero Net Energy Construction), E-9 (Community Choice
Aggregation Program), W-3 (Pure Water Program), SW-3 (75% Waste Diversion Strategy), and GI-2 (Expanded
Urban Forestry Program).

ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVE TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Alternative 3 would meet most of the project objectives. The 2015 CAP included an estimate of baseline (2010)
and future (2020) conditions, although it did not analyze 2035 conditions. The 2020 CAP included reduction
targets consistent with State goals, although longer-term goals are not explicitly evaluated. The 2020 CAP
included a mechanism to evaluate the City’s progress towards the targets. In addition, the 2020 CAP indicated
that future projects may be able to rely on an environmental document prepared for the 2020 CAP. However, an
environmental document was never prepared for the 2020 CAP. If this alternative were selected, an additional
environmental document would be required.

4.4

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Each alternative is described and an analysis is provided of the alternative for each environmental issue area
evaluated in this SEIR. The analysis is comparative, identifying whether the alternative would result in impacts
AECOM
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that are greater, lesser, or similar in comparison to those of the proposed project. This determination is made in
brackets at the end of the discussion for each environmental issue analyzed.

4.4.1

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT – NO CAP

AESTHETICS
Under Alternative 1, implementation of the General Plan would lead to significant impacts related to scenic
vistas, scenic resources, and visual character, although mitigated by Mitigation Measure AES-1, which requires
that developers prepare visual simulations and shadow studies for proposed buildings taller than four stories high
and modify building designs as necessary to minimize negative effects. Without a CAP, no impacts beyond those
identified in the General Plan and associated EIR would occur. Since no development or change to aesthetic
resources would occur beyond what was identified in the General Plan and EIR, impacts would be reduced
compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

AIR QUALITY
Under Alternative 1, implementation of the General Plan would result in significant impacts related to air quality.
However, the implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 would reduce impacts to less than
significant. Without a CAP, no impacts beyond those identified in the General Plan and associated EIR would
occur. Since no additional development or changes would occur beyond what was identified in the General Plan
and EIR, impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
No significant impacts were found in the General Plan EIR with regards to biological resources. Without the
implementation of the CAP, impacts would continue to be less than significant. Because the proposed project
would have no significant direct or indirect effects on special-status species, habitats, wildlife migratory corridors,
or any sensitive natural communities, and may in fact have beneficial impacts on many species of migratory birds,
tree roosting bats, and other wildlife species, impacts of Alternative 1 could potentially be increased compared to
the proposed project. [Increased]

CULTURAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would result in changes that affect historic
structures and neighborhoods or archaeological resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2,
and CR-3 would reduce impacts by requiring feasible project-level mitigation measures prior to construction of
specific development projects that would disturb a historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the NRHP,
CRHR, or the Inventory of Historic Resources and requiring a qualified archaeologist monitor any ground
disturbing activities within proximity of a known archaeological resource and evaluate and plan for the data
recovery of any discovered resources. Under Alternative 1, future development within City limits has a similar
level of potential to discover cultural resources compared to actions related to the proposed project. However,
Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce impacts. Impacts would be similar to the proposed
project. [Similar]
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The General Plan EIR determined that impacts related to GHG could be significant. Mitigation Measure GHG-1
(which required the adoption of a CAP) would reduce impacts, but impacts would still be significant and
unavoidable. The proposed project is intended to mitigate the impacts from GHG emissions and provides
reduction targets, specific reduction strategies and measures the City will undertake, and quantification of the
CAP emissions reductions. Without the CAP, impacts related to GHG for Alternative 1 would be increased. With
this Alternative, the City would not be able to demonstrate local GHG emissions reductions that support State
GHG reduction goals. These goals for the State are embodied in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (2006); the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which requires reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020; as well as Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which establishes a goal for the State government of 40 percent below
1990 statewide emissions levels by 2030; and Executive Order S-3-05, which establishes a goal for State
government of 80 percent below 1990 statewide emissions levels by 2050. [Increased]

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
With adherence to and implementation of applicable federal, State, and local plans and regulations (including the
City’s Municipal Code and General Plan policies), impacts related to hazardous materials, flood, fire, and
emergency planning associated with implementation of the General Plan were found to be less than significant.
The proposed project would comply with applicable regulations, as described in Section 3.5, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials.” Both Alternatives would have less than significant impacts on hazards and hazardous
materials. Thus, impacts would be similar. [Similar]

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
As stated in the General Plan EIR, the City employs many methods to reduce pollutants found in urban runoff,
following the guidelines of clean water regulations, water quality permits, and water quality. Depending on the
area of disturbance, implementation of CAP reduction measures would obtain and comply with the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits,
which require preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan that contains best
management practices specifically designed to prevent erosion and protect water quality. The City requires
construction and operation of new development to comply with the City’s Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan, the City of La Mesa Municipal Storm Water Management Ordinance (Chapter 7, Section 7.18 of
the City Municipal Code), and the City of La Mesa Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (Chapter 14, Section
14.29 of the City Municipal Code). If required, a hydromodification plan would be prepared to demonstrate that
predevelopment runoff volumes would not be exceeded. Implementation of City General Plan policies would
further serve to minimize water quality impacts by maintaining a program to ensure compliance with the NPDES
permit (Policy PSF-6.2.4 of the City General Plan) and monitoring storm drain water quality and identifying best
management practices necessary to deal with contaminants (Policy PSF-6.2.5 of the City General Plan).
Existing City regulations reduce the effects of hydromodification during new development and redevelopment
activities through implementation of the City’s Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan and Order R9-20070001. The City requires all development projects to retain runoff on-site and to include water-quality
improvement techniques to reduce potential pollutants and hydromodification effects. In addition, implementation
of City General Plan policies would further serve to minimize surface water runoff by maintaining a Storm Drain
Master Plan (Policy PSF-6.2.1 of the City General Plan), maintaining a program to ensure compliance with the
AECOM
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NPDES permit (Policy PSF-6.2.4 of the City General Plan), and requiring all proposed development be designed
to minimize the volume and velocity of surface runoff and to prevent adverse downstream effects (Policy SE1.1.4 of the City General Plan).
The City requires development of property within flood zones adhere to flood-control regulations outlined in the
Floodway Overlay Zone Ordinance (Chapter 24, Section 24.08 of the City Municipal Code) and in the Floodplain
Management Ordinance (Chapter 7, Section 7.19 of the City Municipal Code). In addition, Policies S-1.2.1 and S1.2.4 minimizes losses caused by flooding within the 100-year floodplain and potential dam inundation areas by
requiring new development in flood-prone areas to be elevated and maintaining storm drains in low-lying areas.
With adherence to and implementation of uniformly applied development policies, applicable permits, proposed
regulations, and policies of the General Plan, impacts to hydrology and water quality associated with the
implementation of the General Plan were determined to be less than significant. Impacts associated with the
proposed project would also be less than significant, with compliance with existing regulations. Alternative 1
would not lead to any of the development and other activities encouraged by the proposed project, such as
construction of bicycle or pedestrian facilities, the installation of street trees, building retrofits, or other future
activities. Since development is reduced, hydrology and water quality impacts would be reduced, but would still
be less than significant. [Reduced]

LAND USE
The General Plan EIR determined that the General Plan would not conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. However, without the adoption of a Climate Action Plan, Alternative 1 would
conflict with General Plan Mitigation Measure GHG-1. [Increased]

NOISE
The General Plan EIR found that the General Plan would result in significant impacts related to noise and
provided Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, N-3, N-4, and N-5 to reduce impacts. Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, and
N-3 are proposed to address the impacts and consistency with local/applicable noise-level standards. Mitigation
Measures N-4 and N-5 are proposed to address the temporary or periodic and permanent impacts associated with
ambient noise levels. Alternative 1 would not lead to any of the development and other activities encouraged by
the proposed project, such as construction of bicycle or pedestrian facilities, the installation of street trees,
building retrofits, or other future activities. Since development is reduced, noise impacts would be reduced, but
would still be less than significant. [Reduced]

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR found that La Mesa is a paleontologically sensitive area and that future development could
result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level because it requires a qualified monitor be stationed on-site of any
future development within an area of high or moderate paleontological resource sensitivity who would recover
and report on any significant resources found at the site. Under Alternative 1, future development within the city
limits has a similar level of potential to discover paleontological resources compared to actions related to the
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proposed project. However, like with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce impacts.
Impacts would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar]

POPULATION AND HOUSING
The General Plan and associated EIR found that, although the General Plan accommodates the projected growth
in population, housing, and employment within La Mesa, the impacts associated with additional population and
housing growth would be less than significant. Alternative 1, the no project alternative, would not generate any
new residents not considered in the City’s General Plan and would not affect housing stock in the city of La Mesa.
Because no significant impacts related to population or housing were identified for the proposed project or for
implementation of the General Plan, implementing Alternative 1 would not reduce or avoid any significant
impacts associated with the project. Neither Alternative 1 nor the proposed project would result in significant
impacts; consequently, impacts for this alternative would be considered similar to those for the project with
respect to population and housing. [Similar]

PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
The General Plan EIR determined that with State and local regulations and programs, City ordinances, and City
General policies, implementation of the General Plan would not result in significant impacts related to public
services, utilities, and energy. The CAP uses land use change assumptions are consistent with those assumed for
the General Plan EIR, so impacts on public services associated with development, including development that
incorporates CAP reduction measures, would not be any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
Therefore, impacts on public services and utilities would be similar. [Similar]
However, the CAP includes reduction measures that provide energy efficiency guidance, increase energy
efficiency, and reduce energy demands (see the Energy Strategy of the CAP in particular). Reduction measures
included in the Transportation and Land Use Strategy of the CAP would reduce travel demand and therefore
reduce actual environmental effects associated with transportation, such as air quality and GHG emissions.
Therefore, impacts related to energy use would be increased compared to the proposed project. [Increased]

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan would not result in significant impacts
to roadway operations. The proposed project contains measures (T-1 through T-5) that would reduce traffic and
was also found to have less than significant impacts. The proposed project also supports a relatively compact
development pattern that would support efficient use of transit and would promote cycling and walking. The
policies of the proposed project encourage transit services and promote new development at densities and
alignments that would foster transit use. They also provide for and encourage non-motorized transportation. Thus,
impacts for Alternative 1 would be slightly increased compared to the proposed project, but would still be less
than significant. [Increased]

4.4.2

ALTERNATIVE 2: CAP WITHOUT MEASURE E-9

AESTHETICS
Although Mitigation Measure AES-1 would apply to Alternative 2, future projects related to CCA could have
aesthetic impacts. For example, a transmission lines, substations, or a large solar, thermal, or biomass facilities
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could block views or impact the visual character of a location. Thus, without Measure E-9, impacts would be
reduced for Alternative 2 compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

AIR QUALITY
Although Mitigation Measure AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 would apply to Alternative 2, future projects related to
CCA could have air quality impacts. Construction-related activities, such as site preparation (e.g., excavation,
grading, and clearing), demolition and renovation, building construction, and grading among others would require
the use of off-road equipment, material delivery trucks, and construction worker vehicles that would result in
temporary exhaust emissions. Ozone precursors are primarily with exhaust from construction equipment and offgassing from architectural coatings for buildings and asphalt used for asphalt paving. Fugitive dust emissions are
associated primarily with site preparation and grading and vary as a function of soil silt content, soil moisture,
wind speed, acreage of disturbance, and vehicle trips. Thus, without Measure E-9, impacts would be reduced for
Alternative 2 compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Although the location of any potential future facility, transmission line, or other development associated with the
CCA is unknown, development could impact biological resources by removing habitat or foraging areas,
including trees or blocking wildlife corridors. Depending on the timing of a potential future facility, future
development could conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, if one is adopted. Thus, impacts associated
with Alternative 2 would be reduced compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce impacts by requiring feasible
project-level mitigation measures prior to construction of specific development projects that would disturb a
historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the NRHP, CRHR, or the Inventory of Historic Resources and
requiring a qualified archaeologist monitor any ground disturbing activities within proximity of a known
archaeological resource and evaluate and plan for the data recovery of any discovered resources. Under
Alternative 2, future development has a similar level of potential to discover cultural resources compared to
actions related to the proposed project. However, Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce
impacts. Impacts would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar]

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
According to the CAP, Measure E-9 would reduce GHG emissions by 37,240 MT CO2e/yr by 2035, accounting
for 32 percent of local reductions. Without Measure E-9, the GHG emissions in the City of La Mesa would not be
reduced to the same extent as with the proposed project. Thus, impacts would be increased for Alternative 2.
[Increased]

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Future development associated with the CCA would be required to adhere to and implement applicable federal,
State, and local plans and regulations (including the City’s Municipal Code and General Plan policies). The

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

4-15

AECOM
Alternatives Analysis

proposed project would also comply with applicable regulations. Thus, impacts related to hazardous materials,
flood, fire, and emergency planning would be similar. [Similar]

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Similar to the proposed project, future projects associated with the CCA would be subject to applicable federal,
State, regional, and local regulation, plans, and policies described above that are intended to reduce impacts
associated with substantially increasing the amount of existing impervious surfaces or substantially changing the
flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff. However, Alternative 2 would not lead to any of the development
and other activities encouraged by the proposed project, such as construction of bicycle or pedestrian facilities, the
installation of street trees, building retrofits, or other future activities. Thus, Alternative 2 would have reduced
impacts compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

LAND USE
The General Plan EIR used land use change assumptions developed by SANDAG for the City’s planning horizon
year, and the CAP uses updated forecasts for land use from SANDAG, using the same planning horizon as the
General Plan (2035). Alternative 2 does not increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect
the absorption rate of future development. Alternative 2 does not propose the addition of any new residences,
commercial, or industrial uses. Alternative 2 furthers the goals and policies in the identified land use plans by
providing specific measures and programs that reduce GHG emissions, improve air quality, and facilitate transitoriented development, thus reducing vehicle miles traveled. Future projects associated with Alternative 2 would
comply with applicable zoning and other regulations and would not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations or divide any established communities, as described in detail in Section 3.7, Land Use.
Thus, impacts would be similar. [Similar]

NOISE
If construction activities associated with the CCA were to occur during more noise-sensitive hours, construction
source noise levels could also result in annoyance and/or sleep disruption to occupants of existing and proposed
noise-sensitive land uses, and could create a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels. Mitigation
Measures N-1, N-2, N-3, N-4, and N-5 would reduce impacts associated with future development. Since, without
Measure E-9, Alternative 2 would have slightly less development and other activities compared to the proposed
project, noise impacts would be reduced, but would still be less than significant. [Reduced]

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The General Plan EIR found that La Mesa is a paleontologically sensitive area and that future development could
result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level because it requires a qualified monitor be stationed on-site of any
future development within an area of high or moderate paleontological resource sensitivity who would recover
and report on any significant resources found at the site. Under Alternative 2, future development has a similar
level of potential to discover paleontological resources compared to actions related to the proposed project.
However, like with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce impacts. Impacts would be
similar to the proposed project. [Similar]
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POPULATION AND HOUSING
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would not generate any new residents not considered in the City’s
General Plan and would not affect housing stock in the city of La Mesa. Because no significant impacts related to
population or housing were identified for the proposed project, implementing Alternative 2 would not reduce or
avoid any significant impacts associated with the project. Neither Alternative 2 nor the proposed project would
result in significant impacts; consequently, impacts for this alternative would be considered similar to those for
the project with respect to population and housing. [Similar]

PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
The CAP uses land use change assumptions are consistent with those assumed for the General Plan EIR, so
impacts on public services associated with development, including development that incorporates CAP reduction
measures, is not any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR. The CCA could lead to the
development of new transmission lines, substations, energy storage systems, or large scale renewable facilities,
which may have environmental impacts. Therefore, impacts on public services and utilities would be reduced
compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]
The CAP includes reduction measures that provide energy efficiency guidance, increase energy efficiency, and
reduce energy demands (see the Energy Strategy of the CAP in particular). The proposed project includes two
additional energy reducing measures (E-8 and E-9) than Alternative 2. Reduction measures included in the
Transportation and Land Use Strategy of the CAP would reduce travel demand and therefore reduce actual
environmental effects associated with transportation, such as air quality and GHG emissions. Alternative 2 has the
same measures in the Transportation and Land Use Strategy as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to
energy use would be increased compared to the proposed project. [Increased]

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
As described above, construction-related activities associated with the CCA could require the use of off-road
equipment (which would need to be delivered to the project sites), material delivery trucks, and construction
worker vehicles. The proposed project contains measures (T-1 through T-5) that would reduce traffic. Other than
the increase in potential traffic as explained above, none of the Alternatives would conflict with applicable plans,
ordinances, or policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system for
other modes including aviation, transit, bicycling, and walking. Based on the reduced amount of development,
Alternative 2 would have a reduced overall amount of travel demand compared to the proposed project.
[Reduced]

4.4.3

ALTERNATIVE 3: NO PROJECT – 2020 CAP

AESTHETICS
Like Alternative 2, without the CCA, impacts from the proposed project would be reduced. Although Mitigation
Measure AES-1 would apply to Alternative 3, future projects related to CCA could have aesthetic impacts. For
example, a transmission lines, substations, or a large solar, thermal, or biomass facilities could block views or
impact the visual character of a location. Thus, without Measure E-9, impacts would be reduced for Alternative 3
compared to the proposed project. The other measures added for the proposed project could have aesthetic
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impacts as well. For example, Measure E-8 from the proposed project requires zero net energy for new residential
construction starting in 2020 and new non-residential construction starting in 2030. If Measure E-8 were to be
implemented, renewable energy would need to be developed, either on site, through purchase of renewable
energy, or through a clean energy program. Like the CCA, the development of renewable energy facilities to
support this measure could have aesthetic impacts. Thus, Alternative 3, without some of these measures, would
have reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. Measure GI-2, which requires the planting of additional
trees, would likely have positive impacts on aesthetics, if any. Measure SW-3, which maximizes waste diversion
efforts, and Measure W-3, which reduced the amount of water imported by San Diego, would likely have little
impact on aesthetics. [Reduced]

AIR QUALITY
Both Measure E-8 and E-9 from the proposed project could lead to the development of renewable energy
facilities, which could have impacts on air quality. As described under Alternative 2, construction-related
activities could have temporary exhaust, ozone precursor, or fugitive dust emissions. Alternative 3, which does
not include Measure E-8 or E-9, would reduce impacts on air quality. Measure GI-2 from the proposed project
(Expanded Urban Forestry Program) requires the growth and maintenance of 1,400 acres of additional tree canopy
coverage by 2035. Although urban forests generally improve air quality by acting as carbon sinks, removing other
gaseous pollutants from the air, and shading homes and other buildings, the growth and maintenance of the trees
for this canopy could require the use of vehicles, both personal and construction-related, or in ground disturbance
which could lead to fugitive dust emissions. Under Alternative 3, which does not include Measure GI-2, impacts
to air quality could be reduced. Measure SW-3, which maximizes waste diversion efforts, would likely have little
impact on air quality. Measure W-3 promotes the conversion of wastewater into potable drinking water. Measure
W-3 could reduce the amount of water imported to the San Diego region, which requires significant amount of
energy. In addition, Measure W-3 would reduce the amount of wastewater sent to the City of San Diego Point
Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant for treatment. Thus, Alternative 3, which does not include Measure W-3,
impacts on air quality could be increased. However, overall, air quality impacts would be reduced for Alternative
3 compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
As previously stated, impacts on biological resources generally come from the destruction or degradation of
habitat, the blocking of wildlife corridors, or interference with established habitat conservation or other biological
resources plan. Both Measure E-8 and E-9 could have negative impacts on biological resources if development of
renewable energy facilities on habitat were to occur. It is likely that Measure GI-2 from the proposed project
would have a positive impact on biological resources by creating more habitat and green space. Measure SW-3
and W-3 would likely have little impact on biological resources. Since the biological impacts of Measure E-8 and
E-9 would depend on the location selected, the impacts of Alternative 3 cannot be determined at this time. The
proposed project would have no negative impact on biological resources [Unknown].

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Measures E-8, E-9, and GI-2 are the only measures of those added in the proposed project that would involve
ground disturbance. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce impacts by
requiring feasible project-level mitigation measures prior to construction of specific development projects that
would disturb a historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the NRHP, CRHR, or the Inventory of Historic
AECOM
Alternatives Analysis

4-18

Climate Action Plan SEIR
City of La Mesa

Resources and requiring a qualified archaeologist monitor any ground disturbing activities within proximity of a
known archaeological resource and evaluate and plan for the data recovery of any discovered resources. Under
Alternative 3, future development has a similar level of potential to discover cultural resources compared to
actions related to the proposed project. However, Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce
impacts. Impacts would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar]

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Both Alternative 3 and the proposed project are intended to reduce GHG emissions. The proposed project has
significantly more GHG reductions by 2035 – this alternative is only focused on a 2020 reduction target. Thus,
impacts for Alternative 3 would be increased compared to the proposed project. [Increased]

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Future development associated with Alternative 3 would be required to adhere to and implement applicable
federal, State, and local plans and regulations (including the City’s Municipal Code and General Plan policies).
The proposed project would also comply with applicable regulations. Thus, impacts related to hazardous
materials, flood, fire, and emergency planning would be similar. [Similar]

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Future projects associated with Alternative 3 would be subject to applicable federal, State, regional, and local
regulation, plans, and policies described above that are intended to reduce impacts associated with substantially
increasing the amount of existing impervious surfaces or substantially changing the flow velocity or volume of
stormwater runoff. However, Alternative 3 would not lead to any of the development and other activities
encouraged by the proposed project, such as construction of bicycle or pedestrian facilities, the installation of
street trees, building retrofits, or other future activities. Thus, Alternative 3 would have reduced impacts compared
to the proposed project. [Reduced]

LAND USE
The General Plan EIR used land use change assumptions developed by SANDAG for the City’s planning horizon
year, and the CAP uses updated forecasts for land use from SANDAG, using the same planning horizon as the
General Plan (2035). Alternative 3 does not increase development capacity within La Mesa, and does not affect
the absorption rate of future development. Alternative 3 does not propose the addition of any new residences,
commercial, or industrial uses. Alternative 3 furthers the goals and policies in the identified land use plans by
providing specific measures and programs that reduce GHG emissions, improve air quality, and facilitate transitoriented development, thus reducing vehicle miles traveled. Future projects associated with Alternative 3 would
comply with applicable zoning and other regulations and would not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations or divide any established communities, as described in detail in Section 3.7, Land Use.
Thus, impacts would be similar. [Similar]

NOISE
Mitigation Measures N-1, N-2, N-3, N-4, and N-5 would reduce impacts associated with future development.
Since, without Measure E-8 (Zero Net Energy Construction), E-9 (Community Choice Aggregation Program), W3 (Pure Water Program), SW-3 (75% Waste Diversion Strategy), and GI-2 (Expanded Urban Forestry Program),
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Alternative 3 would have slightly less development and other activities compared to the proposed project, noise
impacts would be reduced, but would still be less than significant. [Reduced]

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Measures E-8 E-9, and GI-2 are the only measures of those added in the proposed project that would involve
ground disturbance. The General Plan EIR found that La Mesa is a paleontologically sensitive area and that future
development could result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure PALEO-1 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level because it requires a qualified monitor
be stationed on-site of any future development within an area of high or moderate paleontological resource
sensitivity who would recover and report on any significant resources found at the site. Under Alternative 3,
future development within the city limits has a similar level of potential to discover paleontological resources
compared to actions related to the proposed project. However, like with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure
PALEO-1 would reduce impacts. Impacts would be similar to the proposed project. [Similar]

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would not generate any new residents not considered in the City’s
General Plan and would not affect housing stock in the city of La Mesa. Because no significant impacts related to
population or housing were identified for the proposed project, implementing Alternative 3 would not reduce or
avoid any significant impacts associated with the project. Neither Alternative 3 nor the proposed project would
result in significant impacts; consequently, impacts for this alternative would be considered similar to those for
the project with respect to population and housing. [Similar]

PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Both Alternative 3 and the proposed project use land use change assumptions are consistent with those assumed
for the General Plan EIR, so impacts on public services associated with development, including development that
incorporates CAP reduction measures, would not be any different than that reported under the General Plan EIR.
However, Measure E-8 or Measure E-9 could lead to the development of new transmission lines, substations,
energy storage systems, or large scale renewable facilities, which may have environmental impacts. Therefore,
impacts on public services and utilities would be reduced compared to the proposed project. [Reduced]
The CAP includes reduction measures that provide energy efficiency guidance, increase energy efficiency, and
reduce energy demands (see the Energy Strategy of the CAP in particular). The proposed project includes two
additional energy reducing measures (E-8 and E-9) than Alternative 3. Reduction measures included in the
Transportation and Land Use Strategy of the CAP would reduce travel demand and therefore reduce actual
environmental effects associated with transportation, such as air quality and GHG emissions. Alternative3 has the
same measures in the Transportation and Land Use Strategy as the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to
energy use would be increased compared to the proposed project. [Increased]

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Measures E-8, E-9, and GI-2, which are not included in Alternative 3, would require the use of construction
vehicles. This construction could increase traffic temporarily. Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 contains
measures (T-1 through T-5) that would reduce traffic by promoting mixed-use and transit-oriented development,
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promoting bicycle and pedestrian safety and infrastructure, and the development of alternative refueling
infrastructure. Thus, impacts for Alternative 3 would be similar compared to the proposed project. [Similar]

4.5

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The CEQA Guidelines require identification of an environmentally superior alternative. If the No-Project Alternative
is determined to be environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of the environmentally superior alternative
other than the No-Project Alternative from among the proposed project and the alternatives evaluated.
Table 4-2 identifies whether each of the three alternatives would have increased, reduced, or similar impacts
compared with the proposed project for each of the environmental issue areas evaluated in this Draft SEIR.
Alternative 2 has the most reduced impacts and two increased impacts. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 reduce
fewer impacts than they increase. Thus, Alternative 2 is the environmentally-superior alternative. However,
Alternative 2 may not be able to meet the project objectives to the extent that the proposed project would meet the
project objectives. Alternative 2 would exclude Measure E-9, which results in a significant source of emissions
reductions; therefore, Alternative 2 would be more challenging, and the City would need to consider additional
programs targeting energy efficiency and transportation-related emissions.
Table 4-2. Comparison of the Impacts of the Proposed Project with Those of the Alternatives
Alternatives
Environmental Issue Area

Alternative 1: No
Project – No Cap

Alternative 2: Cap
Without Measure E-10

Alternative 3: No
Project – 2020 Cap

Aesthetics

Reduced

Reduced

Reduced

Air Quality

Reduced

Reduced

Reduced

Biological Resources

Increased

Reduced

Unknown

Similar

Similar

Similar

Increased

Increased

Increased

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Similar

Similar

Similar

Hydrology and Water Quality

Reduced

Reduced

Reduced

Land Use

Increased

Similar

Similar

Noise

Reduced

Reduced

Reduced

Paleontological Resources

Similar

Similar

Similar

Population and Housing

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar/Increased

Reduced/Increased

Reduced/Increased

Increased

Reduced

Similar

Increased Impacts

5

2

5

Reduced Impacts

4

6

4

Similar Impacts

5

6

7

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Public Services, Utilities, and Energy
Transportation and Traffic
Totals

Note: For each environmental issue, the alternative is compared with the proposed project based on the level of severity of impacts
(increased, similar, reduced).
Source: Compiled by AECOM 2017
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5
5.1

CUMULATIVE

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This section provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed project, taken together with other past,
present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related impacts referred to as “related projects,” as
required by Section 15130 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). This is a
three-part exercise:
1. First, to determine whether the overall long-term impacts of related projects, described in the General Plan
EIR as the maximum theoretical build-out scenario, when considered together, would create any “significant
cumulative impact.”
2. Second, to determine whether the General Plan EIR determined that the General Plan would create any
“cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant) incremental contribution to any such cumulatively
significant impact. (See CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130[a]-[b], Section 15355[b], Section 15064[h], and
Section 15065[c]). If the General Plan led to a “cumulatively significant” impact, the analysis moves to the
third step.
3. Third, to determine whether the adoption of the Draft CAP itself would cause a “cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulatively significant impact.”
The proposed project is considered to have a significant cumulative effect if:
1. The cumulative effects of development without the project are not significant and the project’s additional
impact is substantial enough, when added to the cumulative effects, to result in a significant impact; or
2. The cumulative effects of development without the project are already significant and the project contributes
measurably to the effect. The term “measurably” is subject to interpretation. The standards used herein to
determine measurability are that either the impact must be noticeable to a reasonable person, or must exceed
an established threshold of significance.
Pursuant to Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines: “(t)he discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impacts to which the identified other projects
contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.”

5.1.1

CUMULATIVE CONTEXT

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) identifies two approaches to preparing the cumulative context for
analysis of cumulative impacts. The first is the summary approach (also known as the “plan” approach), which
summarizes the relevant projections from an adopted general plan or related planning document evaluating
regional or areawide conditions. The second is the list approach, which requires a listing of past, present, and
reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.
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The General Plan EIR used the plan approach, based on the SANDAG 2050 RTP/SCS. The cumulative analysis is
found in Chapter 5 of the General Plan EIR (page 5-1 to 5-20) and is hereby incorporated by reference. Section
5.1 covers the expected cumulative impacts from the cumulative build-out scenario (i.e., Maximum Build-Out
scenario) using SANDAG’s 2050 regional growth projections for the city. The Maximum Build-Out scenario
provides the maximum residential and nonresidential development levels that are potentially achieved by buildout General Plan based on the density and/or intensity specified in the Land Use and Urban Design Element of the
General Plan, additional input from the City’s planning department, and forecasted regional and local trends.
Section 5.2 covers the expected cumulative impacts from the implementation of the General Plan through the
General Plan’s planning horizon (2035). The Draft CAP uses forecasts for 2035 from SANDAG, and CAP
proposes a goal for 2050 that supports the State’s long-term GHG reduction goal embodied in Executive Order S3-05.
As explained in the General Plan EIR, the geographic area that could be affected by implementation of the
General Plan depends on the type of environmental resource being considered. Similarly, the geographic area that
could be affected by implementation of the CAP depends on the type of environmental resource being considered.
The geographic area for the resource areas considered in this SEIR are the same as that considered in the General
Plan EIR. Table 5-2 presents the general geographic areas associated with the different resources addressed.
Table 5-21. Geographic Scope of Cumulative Impacts
Resource Issue
Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use
Noise
Paleontological Resources
Population and Housing
Public Services
Transportation and Traffic
Utilities and Energy

5.1.2

Geographic Area
Planning Area and Surrounding Communities
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
Statewide
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region
San Diego Region and Statewide

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF MEASURE E-10 OF THE
CAP

Assembly Bill 117, which was signed into law in 2002, enables California cities and counties, either individually
or collectively, to supply electricity to customers within their borders through the establishment of a community
choice aggregation district (CCA). CCAs provide flexibility in pursuing low-carbon electricity options in a
community because procurement objectives are defined locally. For example, a San Diego County CCA could
decide to provide 75 percent of its electricity from renewable sources, which would exceed State requirements
directing California’s utilities to provide 50 percent of their electricity from renewable sources by 2030. CCAs
can also range in size from a city to an entire region. The GHG reduction benefits are based on an assumption that
AECOM
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La Mesa would implement a program by 2035, that less than 25 percent of residents and businesses would opt out
and remain with SDG&E, and that the emissions profile of the CCA would be similar to the current emissions
profile of the Sonoma Clean Power program’s Clean Start Option. This option currently provides 36 percent of its
electricity from RPS-compliant renewable sources, and an additional 41 percent from large hydroelectric
facilities, which are also emissions free.
CAP Measure E-9 directs the City to partner with other San Diego County jurisdictions to evaluate the
development of a regional CCA option, including identification of the geographic scope and potential costs to
participating jurisdictions and residents. Future projects that could occur under the CCA program may include
development of new transmission lines, substations, and energy storage systems in the city. In addition,
implementation of the City’s CCA program could indirectly result in future development of large-scale solar PV,
thermal, or biomass facilities to meet demands of renewable energy supplies in the city. These projects would
occur outside of the City limits and may include the City as a regional partner in development of these projects.
Without Measure E-9, it is likely that the City of La Mesa will not develop or contribute to the development of
future large-scale solar PV, thermal, or other facilities.
The agency with land use authority over possible future projects implemented under a future regional CCA would
conduct a separate CEQA or NEPA analysis, if necessary, to analyze impacts and identify any required mitigation
measures for construction and operation of new facilities. These projects would be subject to applicable federal,
State, regional, and local regulation, plans, and policies. However, there is no information presently available
about the location, scale, character, type, construction techniques, phasing, or operational techniques associated
with such possible future projects associated with a future regional CCA or other clean energy program.
Because the CCA would involve the City’s participation in a regional program, Measure E-9 from the CAP is
considered in this SEIR as part of the cumulative analysis.
Cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of Measure E-9 would be related to the construction and
operation of new transmission lines, substations, energy storage systems, or renewable energy generation
facilities. Future projects related to CCA could have aesthetic impacts. For example, a transmission lines,
substations, or a large solar, thermal, or bio mass facilities could block views or impact the visual character of a
location. Although the location of any potential future facility, transmission line, or other development associated
with the CCA is unknown, development could impact biological resources by removing habitat or foraging areas,
including trees or blocking wildlife corridors. If construction activities associated with the CCA were to occur
during more noise-sensitive hours, construction source noise levels could also result in annoyance and/or sleep
disruption to occupants of existing and proposed noise-sensitive land uses, and could create a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels. If ground disturbance occurs in paleontological or culturally sensitive
areas, there is a potential for paleontological or cultural resources to occur. Construction-related activities
associated with the CCA or operation of future facilities could require the use of off-road equipment (which
would need to be delivered to the project sites), material delivery trucks, and worker vehicles.
Considering the uncertainty associated with future development under Measure E-9, the City of La Mesa has
determined that there could be a significant cumulative impact associated with implementing a regional CCA or
similar clean energy program. In addition, La Mesa’s participation in such a CCA could have a cumulatively
considerable impact on a cumulatively significant impact. The City has General Plan policies and Mitigation
Measures that address the effects of new construction that could be applied in the case that there are physical
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changes associated with a future CCA or other clean energy program over which the City would have the ability
to impose mitigation measures or other conditions. However, the City cannot control the design and
implementation of a future CCA, and so cannot ensure that impacts are less than cumulatively considerable. Thus,
impacts associated with the CCA would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

5.1.3

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The CAP is designed to mitigate GHG emissions impacts and does not entitle or directly facilitate development,
expansion of facilities or infrastructure, or other physical change that would directly result in a cumulatively
considerable impact or a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact. However,
implementation of CAP strategies and actions would involve some physical changes, which, depending on their
location, character, design, phasing, and other operational characteristics, could have adverse physical
environmental effects. The CAP includes construction of additional bicycle lanes (Measure T-1) and tree planting
on public and private property (Measures E-2, GI-1, and GI-2). New development accommodated under the
General Plan may incorporate CAP reduction measures, such as new construction that incorporates solar-ready
design (Measure E-7) or installs solar photovoltaic (PV) facilities (Measure E-5).
The following cumulative analysis discusses the potential for the CAP to result in new or significantly increased
cumulative impacts as compared to those cumulative impacts addressed in the General Plan EIR under the
Maximum Build-Out scenario and under implementation of the General Plan. Because of the uncertainty
associated with future regional development under Measure E-9, the cumulative impacts from implementation of
this measure are considered separately above and not addressed further in the analysis of the CAP’s contribution
to cumulative impacts.

AESTHETICS
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that under maximum build out of the city consistent with the SANDAG
RTP/SCS, impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated implementation of the General Plan would result in less than cumulatively
considerable impacts to scenic vistas and scenic highways as well as the existing visual character of La Mesa’s
communities, due to Mitigation Measure AES-1, development review, and the design guidelines contained within
the City’s Urban Design Program.
CAP
The cumulative context for aesthetics is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and has not changed
in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that addressed in the
General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to aesthetics and visual resources under maximum
build out of the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not
result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would
AECOM
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result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact
under maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively
significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to aesthetics and visual resources under
implementation of the General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable with incorporation of
development review, compliance with the City’s design guidelines, and implementation of mitigation measures.
Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also include compliance with these guidelines and
implementation of mitigation measures, and the proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the
General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

AIR QUALITY
Maximum Build-Out
By its nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional pollutants is a
result of past and present development within the air basin, and this regional impact is a cumulative impact;
projects within the air basin would contribute to this impact only on a cumulative basis. The General Plan EIR
indicated that under maximum build out of the city consistent with the SANDAG RTP/SCS, impacts to air quality
would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated implementation of the General Plan would result in a cumulatively
considerable incremental contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact since
construction-related emissions related to the General Plan could exceed the recommend levels of significance for
ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, or PM2.5 even with application of Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Additionally, long-term
operational emissions associated with the General Plan would potentially conflict with an applicable air quality
plan or violate an ambient air quality standard for criteria air pollutants ROG, PM10, and PM2.5, even with
application of Mitigation Measure AQ-2. In addition, implementation of the land uses identified in the General
Plan would result in a net increase of long-term operation-related emissions from mobile and area sources. While
development associated with the General Plan is not expected to include significant sources of TAC emissions, it
is possible that individual projects constructed as part of the General Plan could expose sensitive receptors to
adverse health impacts. Therefore, the General Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable incremental
contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact related to exposure of sensitive receptors to
TACs.
CAP
The cumulative context for air quality is the same as considered in the General Plan EIR and has not changed in a
way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that addressed in the
General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, future activities encouraged by the CAP would comply with
SDAPCD rules and regulations, General Plan policies, and Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3.
As stated above, both the maximum build out of the city and implementation of the General Plan would result in
cumulatively considerable incremental contributions to cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The
proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP
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reduction measures would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulatively significant and
unavoidable impacts; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated although the General Plan includes policies and implementation programs that
would lessen impacts, the magnitude of change under the theoretical build-out scenario would result in substantial
impacts to biologic resources. Thus, under maximum build out of the city consistent with the SANDAG
RTP/SCS, impacts to biological resources would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated implementation of federal and State regulations, City programs, and the La
Mesa Subarea Plan would reduce impacts related to biological resources from the implementation of the General
Plan to less than significant. Additionally, future projects would be reviewed by the City per CEQA to identify
potential impacts to biological resources on a project-by-project basis. If project-level impacts are identified,
specific mitigation measures would be required. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan, with application
of mitigation measures, would result in less than cumulatively significant impacts to biological resources.
CAP
The cumulative context for biological resources is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and has
not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that
addressed in the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to biological resources under maximum build out of
the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in
changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under
maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant
and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to biological resources under implementation of the
General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable with compliance with General Plan policies and
CEQA review on a project-by-project basis. Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also include these
requirements, and the proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR.
Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that although the General Plan includes policies and implementation programs
that would lessen impacts to cultural resources, it is infeasible at the Program EIR-level to provide specific
mitigation that would reduce impacts from the theoretical build-out scenario to a less-than-significant level, since
AECOM
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no specific development projects are proposed. Due to the magnitude of grading that would be required to support
the development and redevelopment of residential and nonresidential structures under the theoretical build-out
scenario, the potential for adverse physical or aesthetic effects to prehistoric, historic, or architecturally significant
buildings, structures, objects, or sites, or impacts to existing archeological resources or the disturbance of any
human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries, would be cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that projects would be regulated by federal, State, and local regulations,
including the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, California Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, PRC Section 5097, CEQA
Section 21083.2, California Penal Code 622, the Mills Act, State Health and Safety Code Sections 18950–18961,
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Standards,
and the County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures
C-1, C-2, and C-3 would serve to reduce both direct and cumulative impacts associated with implementation of
the General Plan to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan would result in
less than cumulatively considerable impacts related to cultural resources.
CAP
The cumulative context for cultural resources has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly
increased cumulative impacts compared to that addressed in the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to cultural resources under maximum build out of the
city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in changes
to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under
maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant
and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to cultural resources under implementation of the
General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable with compliance with federal, State, and local
regulations and implementation of mitigation measures. Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also
include compliance with these regulations and mitigation measures, and the proposed CAP would not result in
changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Cumulative GHG effects are described in detail in Section 3.4 of this SEIR, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Maximum Build-Out
Although the General Plan includes policies and implementation programs that would lessen the impacts of the
theoretical build-out scenario, the magnitude of change in the level of residential and nonresidential development
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under the theoretical build-out scenario and associated growth would be significant. Therefore, impacts associated
with hazards and hazardous materials would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable under the theoretical
build-out scenario.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that compliance with existing regulations would ensure that the General Plan
would result in a less than cumulatively considerable impact associated with hazards or hazardous materials.
CAP
The cumulative context for hazards and hazardous materials is the same as that considered in the General Plan
EIR and has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts
compared to that addressed in the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to hazards and hazardous materials under maximum
build out of the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not
result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact
under maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively
significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to hazards and hazardous materials under
implementation of the General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable with compliance with existing
regulations. Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also include compliance with these regulations, and
the proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less
than cumulatively considerable.

HYDROLOGY
Maximum Build-Out
According to the General Plan EIR, future new development under the theoretical build-out scenario would be
limited to a number of small vacant parcels and redevelopment would be limited to the City’s existing urban
areas, which would not be expected to substantially increase the amount of existing impervious surfaces or
substantially change the flow velocity or volume of storm water runoff. New construction would be required to
comply with federal, state, and local regulations governing water quality and pollution prevention; water quality
impacts would be less than cumulatively significant.
General Plan
With adherence to and implementation of applicable permits and regulations, existing City programs and
practices, policies of the General Plan, and existing water conservation and drought-tolerant landscaping
regulations, development associated with the General Plan would result in less than cumulatively significant
impacts to water quality, hydrology, or drainage. In addition, implementation of the General Plan is not
anticipated to result in significantly increasing the risk of flooding or exposing structures and people to an
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increased flood risk and would, therefore, result in less than cumulatively considerable impacts in the region
associated with flooding.
CAP
The cumulative context for hydrology and water quality is the same as considered in the General Plan EIR and
has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that
addressed in the General Plan EIR. As with the General Plan EIR, future activities encouraged by the CAP would
implement applicable permits and regulations, existing City programs and practices, policies of the General Plan,
and existing water conservation and drought-tolerant landscaping regulations.
As discussed above, both the maximum build out of the city and implementation of the General Plan would be
would be less than cumulatively considerable. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in
the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

LAND USE
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that due to the magnitude of growth under the theoretical build-out scenario and
the lack of specific development projects and associated project-level mitigation, impacts related to land use and
planning would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable under the theoretical build-out scenario.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that implementation of the General Plan would not physically divide established
communities within the City or adjacent jurisdictions. Additionally, the General Plan contains policies and
implementation programs intended to ensure that development is consistent with the SANDAG RCP, the
SANDAG 2050 RTP/SCS, and the Montgomery Field and Gillespie Field ALUCPs. Therefore, implementation
of the General Plan would result in less than cumulatively considerable land use impacts.
CAP
The cumulative context for land use is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and has not changed in
a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that addressed in the
General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to land use under maximum build out of the city would
have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under maximum build out of
the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to land use under implementation of the General Plan
would be less than cumulatively considerable because General Plan policies and implementation programs are
consistent with regional and local plans. Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also be consistent with
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these regional and local plans, and the proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General
Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

NOISE
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that the increase of noise from construction related to the redevelopment required
for this theoretical maximum development scenario, as well as noise generated by the increased number of
automobile or transit trips from the associated population increase, would cause exposure of sensitive receptors to
future noise levels that would exceed established standards. Increased noise related to construction activities and
population growth would also cause a substantial increase in the existing ambient noise levels, and would create
land-use incompatibilities associated with increased noise. Due to the magnitude of change in the level of
residential and nonresidential development under the theoretical build-out scenario, and the lack of specific
development projects and associated project-level mitigation, all impacts to noise would be cumulatively
significant under the theoretical build-out scenario.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that the enforcement of federal, State, and local regulations, in combination with
Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-4, would reduce potential impacts associated with noise to less than
significant. As a result, implementation of the 2012 General Plan would result in less than cumulatively
considerable noise impacts.
CAP
The cumulative context for noise is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and has not changed in a
way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that addressed in the
General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to noise under maximum build out of the city would
have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under maximum build out of
the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to noise under implementation of the General Plan
would be less than cumulatively considerable with compliance with federal, State, and local regulations and
implementation of mitigation measures. Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also include compliance
with these regulations and implementation of these mitigation measures, and the proposed CAP would not result in
changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that the development levels associated with the theoretical build-out scenario
would require extensive grading of large amounts of area within the City. Although the 2012 General Plan
AECOM
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includes policies and associated implementation programs that would lessen impacts, it is infeasible at the
Program EIR-level to provide specific mitigation that would reduce impacts to a level of less than significant,
since no specific development projects are proposed. Due to the magnitude of ground disturbance that would be
required to support the residential and nonresidential densities required to achieve the theoretical build-out
scenario, and the lack of mitigation available for paleontological resources, the potential for adverse effects to
paleontological resources would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that development of land pursuant to the General Plan has the potential to
significantly impact unknown paleontological resources. However, application of federal, State, and local
regulations, as well as Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan would result in less than cumulatively considerable
impacts to paleontological resources.
CAP
The cumulative context for paleontological resources is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and
has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that
addressed in the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to paleontological resources under maximum build out
of the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in
changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under
maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant
and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to paleontological resources under implementation of
the General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable with implementation of mitigation measures.
Future activities encouraged by the CAP would also include implementation of mitigation measures, and the
proposed CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than
cumulatively considerable.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that the City can accommodate a potential capacity of 5,058 new housing units
(primarily multi-family) on currently vacant and underused sites. This is more than adequate to accommodate the
housing needs; impacts related to the displacement of substantial numbers of people or housing would be less
than cumulatively significant.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that the population of La Mesa is projected to grow less than projected for the
region as a whole. Therefore, the General Plan would not contribute to substantial population growth in the
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region. The General Plan would potentially lead to the replacement of five privately owned trailer parks.
However, vacancies within the existing housing stock would absorb this displacement of residents. Permitted
capacity of the mixed-use land-use designation (up to 40 dwelling units per acre) would allow for enough new
residential development to replace any housing units lost. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan would
not displace a substantial number of people or housing units, and would be less than cumulatively considerable.
CAP
The cumulative context for population and housing is the same as considered in the General Plan EIR and has not
changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that
addressed in the General Plan EIR.
As discussed above, both the maximum build out of the city and implementation of the General Plan would be
would be less than cumulatively considerable. The city has adequate vacant land to accommodate housing needs
and the population of the city is projected to grow less than projected for the region as a whole. The proposed
CAP would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than
cumulatively considerable.

PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that build-out at the theoretical maximum in the planning area would lead to
considerably larger populations of residents and employees within the City, which exceed the anticipated growth
scenarios for the City. This growth in population would require an increase of public services, which would, in
turn, necessitate the construction of additional or improved public facilities, such as fire stations, police stations,
public libraries, and public schools. In addition, demand for excessive amounts of water beyond projected
available supplies and excessive amounts of electrical power, fuel, or other forms of energy would be generated in
the planning area. Due to the magnitude of change in the level of residential and nonresidential development
under the theoretical build-out scenario, and the lack of specific development projects and associated project-level
mitigation, impacts to public services and utilities would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable under the
theoretical build-out scenario.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR also stated that future growth within the City will increase demand for utilities and
services, including energy. To meet this increased demand, service providers will continue to evaluate their
available levels of service and the funding sources available to meet increases in demand. Although the ability of
local service providers to provide specific levels of services varies throughout the region, sound local planning to
accommodate future growth and adherence to General Plan policies and implementation programs, along with
implementation of the State Energy Code (Title 24) requirements, would cause impacts to be less than
cumulatively considerable.
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CAP
The cumulative context fir public services, utilities and energy is the same as that considered in the General Plan
EIR and has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts
compared to that addressed in the General Plan EIR.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to public services, utilities, and energy under
maximum build out of the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP
would not result in changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable
impact under maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively
significant and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts public services, utilities, and energy under
implementation of the General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable because local providers would
be capable of meeting the City’s future service demands. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Maximum Build-Out
The General Plan EIR indicated that with the development levels that would occur under the theoretical build-out
scenario, impacts to transportation and traffic would be exacerbated by substantial increases of the number of
average daily trips and percent of daily vehicle miles traveled at LOS E or F. Impacts to transportation and traffic
would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
General Plan
The General Plan EIR stated that region-wide, implementation of the General Plan would not lead to a substantial
increase in the average commute time, decrease in accessibility within 30 minutes of peak-period work and
higher-education trips, decrease in accessibility of non-work-related trips within 15 minutes, or increase in VMT
in congested conditions. In fact, planned region-wide improvements should benefit transportation and traffic
conditions by 2035. These improvements take into account the land use plans, population growth, and
transportation networks located in individual jurisdictions in the region, including La Mesa. In addition,
implementation of the General Plan would not result in significant impacts to intersection operation and would
not result in a cumulatively significant impact on LOS in the region by 2035. Additionally, the General Plan
would result in less than significant impacts on public transportation and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure,
and would, therefore, result in less than cumulatively considerable impacts in these areas.
CAP
The cumulative context for transportation and traffic is the same as that considered in the General Plan EIR and
has not changed in a way that would result in new or significantly increased cumulative impacts compared to that
addressed in the General Plan EIR.
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The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to traffic and transportation under maximum build out
of the city would have cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts. The proposed CAP would not result in
changes to the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Implementation of CAP reduction measures would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant and unavoidable impact under
maximum build out of the city; therefore, impacts associated with the CAP would be cumulatively significant
and unavoidable.
The General Plan EIR determined that cumulative impacts to traffic and transportation under implementation of
the General Plan would be less than cumulatively considerable. The proposed CAP would not result in changes to
the conclusions in the General Plan EIR. Impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.
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6

OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter provides a summary of significant environmental impacts; significant and unavoidable impacts;
significant irreversible environmental changes; and growth-inducing effects.

6.1

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Section 15226.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a discussion of any significant
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented.
Chapter 3 of this SEIR provides a detailed analysis of significant and potentially significant environmental
impacts related to approval of the proposed project; identifies feasible mitigation measures, where available, that
could avoid or reduce these significant and potentially significant impacts; and presents a determination whether
these mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project, including significant impacts, are summarized in
Chapter 5 of this SEIR.
Because the CCA would involve the City’s participation in a regional program, Measure E-9 from the CAP is
considered in this SEIR as part of the cumulative analysis. Considering the uncertainty associated with future
development under Measure E-9, the City of La Mesa has determined that impacts could be cumulatively
significant. In addition, La Mesa’s participation in such a CCA could have a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulatively significant impact. The City has General Plan policies and Mitigation Measures
that address the effects of new construction, but the City cannot control the design and implementation of a future
CCA, and so cannot ensure that impacts are less than cumulatively considerable. Thus, impacts associated with
the CCA would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.
There were significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the implementation of the General Plan, as
described in the General Plan EIR and in Chapter 0, “Executive Summary” of this SEIR. As discussed in Section
3.1 through 3.12 of this SEIR, implementation of the proposed project would not result in new significant and
unavoidable impacts or impacts that would be substantially increased in severity as compared with that addressed
in the General Plan EIR. However, implementation the CCA, as described above, would result in new
cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts and cumulative impacts would be substantially increased in
severity as compared with that addressed in Chapter 5 of the General Plan EIR.

6.2

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA requires EIRs to address significant irreversible environmental changes caused by a proposed project.
Specifically, the EIR must consider whether “uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse
thereafter unlikely” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[c]). Nonrenewable resources, as used in this discussion,
refer to the physical features of the natural environment: land, air, and waterways.
The proposed project consists of adopting measures to reduce GHG emissions. The direct action of adopting these
policies and implementation measures would not result in the commitment or expenditure of resources. The
proposed project would not convert existing farmland, mineral resource areas, or significant open space to urban
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uses. The proposed project itself would not commit future generations to significant irreversible changes. The
proposed project also would not create an incremental increase in demand for water supply and drainage, as well
as water and wastewater treatment and conveyance infrastructure capacity. Therefore, the proposed project would
not commit existing uses to future water supply shortages or to future drainage, water, and wastewater treatment
and conveyance capacity problems.
Lastly, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in irreversible damage from environmental accidents, such
as an accidental spill or explosion of a hazardous material. The proposed project is not a large industrial project
where large amounts of hazardous, flammable, or explosive materials would be used. Furthermore, although fuel
and hazardous materials would be used during the construction of flood protection improvements, the use,
storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous substances are strictly regulated and enforced by various local and
regional agencies. Compliance with these regulations would preclude significant project impacts related to
environmental accidents.
Future activities associated with the implementation of the Draft CAP would likely use nonrenewable fossil fuels
during construction and operation. Other nonrenewable and slowly-renewable resources consumed as a result of
development would include, but not necessarily be limited to, lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel,
asphalt, petrochemical construction materials, steel, copper, and water. Although the purpose of the Draft CAP is
to reduce GHG emissions and an important aspect of reducing GHG emissions is reducing energy use, future
activities associated with implementing the Draft CAP would consume energy for multiple purposes including,
but not limited to, building heating and cooling, lighting, appliances, electronics, office equipment, and
commercial machinery. Energy could also be consumed during each vehicle trip associated with these proposed
uses. It is important to note that actual energy usage could vary substantially, depending upon factors such as the
type of uses that would occupy the buildings, actual miles driven, and the degree to which energy conservation
measures are incorporated into the design of the various facilities.
Irreversible changes would likely occur as a result of future excavation, grading, and construction activities
associated with implementation of the proposed project. Although the storage and use of hazardous substances are
strictly regulated and enforced by various local, regional, and State agencies, development could also result in
irreversible damage from environmental accidents, such as an accidental spill or explosion of a hazardous
material. During construction of projects, equipment on the site could use various types of fuel. Operation of
projects could include the use of hazardous materials, which could increase the risk of an accidental spill or
release.
Detailed assessments for each of the above mentioned topics are provided throughout Chapter 3 of this SEIR.
Cumulative impacts associated with each of these topics are additionally addressed in detail in Chapter 5 of the
SEIR.

6.3

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

According to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should:
[d]iscuss ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.
Included in this are projects that would remove obstacles to population growth (a major
expansion of a wastewater treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in
AECOM
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service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities,
requiring the construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.
Also discuss characteristics of some projects that may encourage and facilitate 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.
A project has the potential to induce growth both directly and indirectly. Direct growth inducement would result if
a project involved construction of new housing. Indirect growth inducement would result, for instance, if
implementing a project resulted in substantial new permanent employment opportunities (e.g., commercial,
industrial, or governmental enterprises); or a construction effort with substantial short-term employment
opportunities that indirectly stimulates the need for additional housing and services to support the new
employment demand; and/or removal of an obstacle to additional growth and development, such as improving the
capacity of a public utility or service (e.g., construction of a major sewer line with excess capacity through an
undeveloped area).
Growth inducement itself is not an environmental effect but may lead to environmental effects. These
environmental effects may include increased demand on other services and infrastructure, increased traffic and
noise, degradation of air or water quality, degradation or loss of plant or animal habitats, conversion of
agricultural and open space land to urban uses, or other adverse impacts.

6.3.1

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT

The Draft CAP is a program intended to mitigate the impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and does not
entitle or directly facilitate development. There are no land uses changes proposed as part of this project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly induce population growth through development of new
housing and employment opportunities or extension of infrastructure.
The Draft CAP supports land uses accommodated under the General Plan and would not provide any significant
growth inducing infrastructure. The Draft CAP includes Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Development (T-1),
which could involve new transportation facilities, but bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities, unlike major
roadways or new wastewater conveyance infrastructure, would not be expected to induce population growth. The
Draft CAP’s Shade Tree Program (E-2), Urban Forest Management measure (GI-1), and Expanded Urban
Forestry Program (GI-2) would involve additional trees on public and potentially also private property, but trees
are not a physical improvement that would be expected to induce population growth. Many of the Draft CAP’s
measures involve improvements to existing or new structures or facilities, including the Building Retrofit
Program (E-1), Public Lighting (E-4), Solar Photovoltaic Program (E-%), Solar Hot Water Program (E-6), Solar
Ready Construction (E-7), and Alternative Refueling Infrastructure Development (T-5). The Draft CAP includes
strategies developed in the City’s General Plan to facilitate mixed-use and transit-oriented development (T-4),
which would involve development, but development consistent with, and analyzed as a part of the General Plan
EIR. The Draft CAP’s solid waste measures involve diverting waste from the landfill, which would not generate
population growth.
Any future construction would require construction workers. Because construction workers typically do not
change where they live each time they are assigned to a new construction site, it is not anticipated that there
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would be any substantial relocation of construction workers to La Mesa associated with the proposed project. La
Mesa does not anticipate substantial impacts associated with growth inducement associated with the temporary
relocation of construction workers.
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APPENDIX A
Notice of Preparation and Comment Letters

Notice of Preparation

Notice of Preparation Comment Letters

Friday, June 9, 2017
Chris Jacobs, Sr. Planner
City of La Mesa
8130 Allison Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91942
Re: Notice of Preparation for the Climate Action Plan
Mr. Jacobs,
Save Our Heritage Organisation (SOHO) understands that a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report is being prepared for the City of La Mesa to develop a
Climate Action Plan (CAP). There are many factors that contribute to the rise in
greenhouse gas emissions, including the loss of embodied energy through demolition of the
existing built environment.
In an effort to minimize what goes into the landfill, SOHO suggests four solutions. First,
SOHO believes the CAP should aim for the rehabilitation of all structures where feasible
(not only historic or potentially historic resources). Second, the CAP should prioritize the
adaptive reuse of existent building stock for residential and alternative uses. Next, the
relocation of buildings for housing and other uses should be uncomplicated and
incentivized. And finally, as a last resort, there should be a priority to deconstruct, instead
of demolish, older buildings for recycling and reuse purposes.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Bruce Coons
Executive Director
Save Our Heritage Organisation

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

June 12, 2017
Chris Jacobs
Senior Planner City of La Mesa
8130 Allison Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91942
Re: Scoping Comments - General Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Jacobs,

Please accept these comments on the Notice of Preparation document regarding the City of
La Mesa’s Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR), which will provide updated
information necessary to make the General Plan Final EIR adequate to address the City’s
Climate Action Plan. Climate Action Campaign is a non-profit organization fighting climate
change and improving quality of life through policy action at the local level. The organization
aims to make climate action the number one goal of local policy makers and provide them
the tools and expertise to enact meaningful and enforceable climate-focused policies.
The Climate Action Plan Report Card, developed by our organization, lays out key strategies
and processes adopted in plans that meet what CAC refers to as ‘the gold standard.’
Gold-standard plans meet state GHG targets and are legally binding, include key mitigation
strategies, and effectively address equity and jobs.
We suggest that the SEIR should include in its project alternatives an environmentally
friendly alternative that considers the potential environmental impact of a gold-standard
CAP for La Mesa.
A gold-standard CAP would include the following features:
Legally Binding
The plan that should be considered in this alternative would be legally binding. Legally binding
CAPs must be implemented and meet their greenhouse gas targets, and they cannot be
ignored. A legally binding CAP should undergo CEQA analysis and should have a technical
appendix with substantial evidence explaining GHG emissions calculations for each measure.
Legally binding CAPs are not subject to political whims and are not aspirational; they are firm
commitments to a specific amount of GHG reduction.

Climate Action Campaign | 4452 Park Blvd. Suite 209, San Diego, CA 92116 | 619-419-1222
info@climateactioncampaign.org | www.ClimateActionCampaign.org

Implementation & Monitoring
The gold-standard CAP in the environmentally friendly alternative should articulate the
mechanisms that will facilitate timely and complete implementation. The CAP in this alternative
would include:
1. A detailed timeline with a system to prioritize implementation of each strategy.
2. A cost analysis for each strategy
3. A commitment to annual CAP implementation progress reports and GHG inventories at
least every three years.
Social Equity & Jobs
The environmentally friendly alternative should also prioritize the communities in La Mesa most
impacted by climate change to be the first to benefit from CAP strategies, such as transit,
walking and biking infrastructure, and infill development. The CAP in this alternative should also
include a green jobs section, which should include data that measure job quality as well as
demographic and geographic distribution of workers. This section should commit to leveraging
existing skilled training and apprenticeship infrastructure to create and sustain middle-class
career ladders.
Key CAP Strategies
The project alternative should consider specific mitigation measures, including a commitment to
reaching 100% clean energy by a specified date. Twenty six other cities across the nation have
already made this commitment, including San Diego and Del Mar locally (and more expected
later this year). As a means to reach 100%, that alternative should explore the impact of
including Community Choice Energy as a key clean energy strategy.
The environmentally friendly alternative should also include consideration of the impact of:
● Quantifiable goals for commuter mode shift to transit, walking, and biking.
● Strategies to support transit oriented development, smart growth and affordable housing,
all of which support commuters’ ability to choose non-car transportation.
● A commitment to developing comprehensive biking and walking plans, and/or a
complete streets plan. Plans addressing bicycle infrastructure should heavily emphasize
fully protected bike lanes, which lead to fewer crashes, fatalities, and serious injuries,
and help increase ridership.1
● Energy and water efficiency targets (both citywide and municipal) and related ordinances
● Strategies to promote zero emission vehicles and convert the municipal fleet to zero
emission vehicles.
● A commitment to zero waste by a specified date.
● A quantifiable goal for increasing tree canopy by planting drought-resistant,
climate-friendly trees.
Pucher, John, and Ralph Buehler. 2016. “Safer Cycling Through Improved Infrastructure.” American
Journal of Public Health 106(12): 2090-1.
1
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Conclusion
We urge the City of La Mesa to include an environmentally friendly alternative in the SEIR,
which will offer the City a range of options from which to choose when determining the best path
forward to protect health and quality of life in La Mesa for future generations. The best available
science indicates that climate change is the most pressing threat facing humanity; therefore, we
must employ public policy that facilitates new ways to power our lives and move through our
cities while sharply reducing our GHG emissions.
We look forward to continued participation in the public review process for the Climate Action
Plan and would be happy to provide additional information or clarification in order to ensure the
SEIR and the CAP protect public health and enhance quality of life for all La Mesa residents.
Sincerely,

Sophie Wolfram, Policy Advocate
sophie@climateactioncampaign.org
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Pacific Energy Policy Center
June 12, 2017
Christopher Jacobs
Senior Planner
City of La Mesa
8139 Allison Avenue
La Mesa, CA 91942

Subject: Initial Comments responding to May 11, 2017 “Notice of
Preparation and Public Scoping Meeting for an Environmental
Impact Report General Plan Supplemental EIR”
The Pacific Energy Policy Center (PEPC) is an informal Pro Bono coalition of
retired California energy policy makers from the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), the California Energy Commission ( CEC), and several of
California’s investor owned utilities (IOUs). The organization comments
occasionally on issues pending before the state’s energy regulatory agencies and
other energy related matters.

NOP and Draft CAP DEIR public comment deadlines timing issue
The city’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) calls for parties comments on a new Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) which will supplement the
city’s 2013 General Plan (GP). The DEIR will address the city’s pending Climate
Action Plan (CAP).
The NOP includes a deadline of June 12 for the filing of public comments. At the
May 31, 2013 we asked city staff when the draft Climate Action Plan would
become available for public review and comment.
We were told that the refined and updated draft CAP will not be made public until
July 17, 2017. We note that staff appears to be asking us to provide scoping
comment on a DSEIR of a draft CAP which we have not yet seen, leaving us to
speculate on what may or may not be included in the new draft CAP.
1

Since we will not be able to review the new draft CAP until July 17, we strongly
suggest that city staff push back the deadline for final scoping comments on the
draft CAP DSEIR until 45 days after July 17 (August 24), in order to give the
public time to see what is going to be included in the new draft CAP.
We are submitting these initial scoping comments on the draft CAP DSEIR in
order to comply with the deadline in the NOP, and will submit additional
comments after we have had a chance to review the draft CAP in detail. These
initial comments will deal with elements we believe should be addressed in the
draft CAP and examined in the upcoming General Plan CAP DSEIR.

Draft CAP and DSEIR structure, mitigation goals and strategies
The Draft CAP should be based on and detail specific actions to be taken by the
City of La Mesa, not what might be done by the state of California.
The NOP materials indicate that the city plans to piggyback its actions on policy
changes and actions taken by the state. It indicates that the city plans to establish
its own goals for reducing greenhouse gases (GHG) and vehicle mileage traveled
(VMT), and monitor the state for any additional actions the state may take to
reduce statewide GHG reduction and VMTs, and apply those reductions due to
statewide actions to its own CAP goals.
We believe that this CAP should apply to and drive the specific actions of the City
of La Mesa, not the state of California. While the city should monitor changes in
state legislation and regulations related to cleaning up our environment, and even
advocate for positive changes in state legislation and regulations, its primary focus
should be on actions that the city can take in the future to reduce its own
environmental impacts based on citywide GHG and VMT reduction goals.
Only statewide changes in legislation or regulations that are adopted in direct
response to lobbying and advocacy by the city should be applied to the city’s CAP
goals.
We believe that the structure, goals and strategies of this CAP, like that of other
local governments and agencies, should focus first on direct mitigation actions the
city can take to reduce its own projected GHG emissions and VMTs. While those

2

goals must be based on current or new statewide laws and regulations, they should
be the city’s own goals, nobody else’s.
Like the evolving CAPs of the County of San Diego and other cities in the region,
La Mesa’s CAP should include charts showing projected increases in local
carbon/GHG emissions under a business as usual scenario, and charts showing
how the projected energy demand, GHG emissions increases and VMT increase
curves can be bent downward by adopting direct and indirect mitigation actions the
city can take. The demand curve charts should show the downward impacts of each
mitigation action that can be taken and the cumulative downward impact of all the
mitigation actions the city intends to take to meet or exceed its short, medium and
long term goals.
The long term goal of the CAP should be to fully offset projected increases in
energy demand, GHG emissions and VMTs, then go beyond that goal to fully
mitigation all the environmental impacts of the city’s projected population
increases and general plan buildout goals.
In addition to the 35 year timeframe suggested in the NOP, we believe that the
city’s goals should also address a 10 year timeframe and goals out to 2027 and a 50
year timeframe extending out to 2067, in order to focus on shorter term mitigation
actions and long term actions.
Second, it should address actions the city can encourage or mandate using its
zoning and building codes to reduce emissions caused by existing and new
buildings and related development projects taking place within the city.
Thirdly, the CAP should address actions the city can influence indirectly by
working with local agencies like the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG).
Only after it has exhausted those direct and indirect actions, the CAP should
establish a legislative agenda that the city can pursue working with the state
legislature and state agencies, and its representatives in Washington DC and
federal agencies.
The city should also monitor participate in SDG&E and CPUC rate setting
activities. If the city decides to base its CAP plans and actions on cost effectiveness
tests of potential direct mitigation actions, those tests should be based on
substantial projected increases in San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) rates.
3

The best way to monitor those projected rate increases will be to closely monitor
and participate in rate related proceedings being considered by the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). For example, the CPUC is currently
considering approving new mandatory residential and nonresidential Time of Use
(TOU) rates that might increase peak demand rates to as much as 65 cents per
kilowatt hour (kWh) from 3 pm to 11 pm daily.
At the very least, the city staff should register as a party in all current and future
CPUC proceedings that consider increases in SDG&E rates, and assign city staff to
monitor and participate in those proceedings.
As a city with a large percentage of senior residents who stay home all day and
could be most negatively impacted by mandatory TOU rates, the city may want to
work to ensure that those ratepayers remain able to opt out of any new residential
TOU rates, and remain on bundled SDG&E rates if they choose.
CAP goals should include specific goals for reducing annual energy demand,
GHGs and VMT reductions related to city activities. It must also include a
transparent method of monitoring the city’s progress toward meeting or exceeding
those goals.
We applaud city staff for working with the University of San Diego’s Energy
Policy Initiatives Center (USD EPIC) to monitor and report on demand reduction,
greenhouse gas (GHG) and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions achieved by
changes in City of La Mesa operations.

Direct and Indirect Mitigation Strategies and Tactics
Each of the following potential alternative mitigation actions should be carefully
addressed in draft CAP and the pending DSEIR.
1. Direct city mitigation measures and alternatives strategy
The city should look at actions it can take to increase the energy efficiency of its
own operations. It has been said that the cheapest unit of energy is the one you
don’t use. Increasing the city’s own energy efficiency automatically reduces the
amount of GHGs created when electricity is generated to support city operations.
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Increasing the efficiency of the city’s vehicle fleet automatically reduces GHGs as
well. Actions like increasing the use of the internet telecommuting to reduce city
staff vehicle travel may produce reductions in the city staff’s VMTs.
The city should determine how much energy it can save by requiring the recommissioning all existing city buildings to bring them up to current state Title 24
building energy efficiency standards.
Beyond substantial increases in the city’s operational energy efficiency, the city
can take other direct actions that would reduce the amount of electricity the city
consumes, thereby reducing the amount of GHGs associated with the generation
and transmission of that electricity.
The city should identify the amount of high priced electricity it can save by
installing rooftop solar energy systems on all city buildings and above all city
owned parking lots. Initial construction and installation costs should be compared
to long term electricity, and GHG savings over the life of the equipment installed.
The city should continue creating a local network of bicycle paths, which offer
residents an alternate way of commuting to and from work or school, with a long
term goal of creating a separate bike and pedestrian paths network that does not
require bicyclist to go on busy streets shared with large cars and trucks. SANDAG
has funds available to help local cities pursue this kind of goal.
http://www.icommutesd.com/Bike/BikeMap.aspx
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=34&fuseaction=home.classhome
Regional planning coordination activities
In order to better inform its own mitigation goals and strategies, the city should
continue to work with USD’s EPIC group, and begin working more closely with
other regional energy policy organizations, including:
SANDAG’s Energy Working Group,
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?subclassid=46&fuseaction=home.subclasshome
San Diego State University (SDSU) (http://eis.sdsu.edu/index.html),
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the University of California at San Diego (UCSD) (http://ucsd.edu/researchinnovation/index.html?_ga=2.119465609.1466308165.1496862965589663178.1463112868),
the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) (http://sdcwa.org/renewableenergy) - and other local groups who are focusing on ways to increase their own
energy efficiency and take advantage of renewable energy generation
opportunities.
City staff should also keep working with the California Energy Commission,
which sets Title 24energy efficiency standards for new buildings, and Title 20
energy efficiency standards for natural gas and electric appliances. The city’s own
building standards should meet and exceed the CEC’s standards. The CAP should
examine the long term environmental impacts associated with setting its own
building efficiency standards that exceed those of the state.
(http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/)
In addition, the city should begin working with the Rocky Mountain Institute,
which works with local governments to help them become more energy efficient.
https://www.rmi.org/
2. Indirect City Mitigation and Alternative Measures Strategy
The city can influence the energy use and traffic activities of companies and local
residents by using its zoning powers and building standards to encourage and
mandate companies and families to reduce their VMT traffic and GHG emissions.
By updating its building code standards, the city could mandate that all existing
buildings in the city must be retrofitted to fully comply with today’s Title 24
building energy efficiency standards at point of sale. The potential impacts of
adopting this city policy change should be assessed through 2027, 2035 and 2067.
The sooner the city adopts this change in its building standards, the sooner the
GHG savings will occur.
The city can also streamline its building permit approval process, and work with
local PACE https://renewfinancial.com/californiafirstwelcome?utm_term=pace%20program%20california&utm_source=google&utm_
medium=cpc&utm_campaign=_CA_SearchBrandPace&gclid=COWC_dHBrNQCFYZgfgodnsQGlA) and Home Energy
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Retrofit Opportunity (HERO) programs (https://www.heroprogram.com/FAQ) to
encourage local families to install energy efficiency measures and rooftop solar
systems on their existing homes.
The city could also mandate that all new buildings built in the city must be carbon
neutral, that is, the new building does not cause a net increase the demand on the
regional electricity grid.
This could be addressed by requiring that all new buildings must be designed to
meet Leadership in Energy Efficient Design (LEED) Gold or Platinum energy
efficiency standards. (http://www.usgbc.org/LEED/), or similar new building
construction energy efficiency design standards.
The city could also require that all new buildings constructed in the city have
rooftop solar energy systems that would further limit the buildings demand on the
local electricity grid and natural gas supply system.
In the relatively near future, new buildings will come with rooftop solar systems
and home battery systems that allow the homeowner to store solar energy during
daytime hours for use after the sun goes down.
In some cases, such buildings might not even have to connect to SDG&Es energy
grid, because they use so little energy, and because they are capable of generating
their own solar energy sufficient to meet their own energy needs, and in some
cases sell excess energy back into the SDG&E grid.
The city could also mandate that all existing and new parking lots in the city must
install solar shade systems which create shade for cars parked in those lots while
generating surplus energy that can be sold into the regional electricity grid. A good
example of this are the parking lot solar shade structures at the existing Kaiser
Medical Center just off Fletcher Parkway near Baltimore St.
It has been estimated that if rooftop solar systems were installed on only 45% of
the “big box” buildings and parking lots in the region, San Diego would no longer
have to import electricity from outside the county on sunny days.
In any case, the city should continue to enforce the neighborhood floor area ratios
(FARs) density and building height limits the city adopted in 2013, when it
approved its updated General Plan. It should also explore how much energy could
7

be saved by downsizing those FARs, density and building height limits in the
future.
In addition, the city could require that the EDCO trash and recycling service
company convert all its trucks from operating on diesel gasoline to run on
compressed natural gas (CNG) as a condition for extending its franchise agreement
or its city approval of EDSO’s next rate increase. Diesel engine trash trucks are
one of the city’s biggest sources of air pollution. The city should also see if it can
encourage or mandate all other companies who operate diesel trucks or equipment
in the city to convert to CNG.
The information summary that accompanied the NOP also said that the city plans
to “project community emissions through a 2035 horizon year to align with
buildout of the city’s general plan and demographic growth estimates contained in
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan”.
We note that SANDAG’s population and demographic growth projections extend
through 2050, and some of them have proven faulty recently, and are being
updated, along with its projections of long term funding generated by its TransNet
sales tax. The city should not lean too hard on SANDAG projections until they
have been reviewed and corrected.
The city should also work closely with the Helix Water District to help establish
and promote new water conservation programs aimed at local commercial
establishments that use the most water, to provide them with new technologies that
can reduce both their water and energy demand in the future.
(https://www.doxo.com/info/helix-water-district)
The CPUC also has a program (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/nexus_calculator/) that
pursues this water and energy savings nexus.
The city has proposed to streamline permitting and zoning to encourage Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) projects. It worked with the Metropolitan Transit
District to rezone parking lots near MTS’s Grossmont Trolley Stop for large
apartment buildings, on the theory that people who moved into those apartments
would use the trolley to commute to and from their jobs or school then their
automobiles.
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To our knowledge, neither the city nor MTS has every surveyed the residents of
those apartments (which provide copious parking in the complexes lower floors) to
see if that theory has proven true.
Before making any further zoning or permitting exemptions related to proposed
TOD projects, the city should survey residents of existing TODs within in the city
to see if their residents do in fact use public transit more than automobiles to
commute to and from work or school, compared to regular, non-TOD apartment
complexes. We need to find out if TODs actually perform as their supporters
suggest.
If after adopting all these direct and indirect mitigation alternatives, the city still
fails to achieve its long term energy savings, GHG reduction and VMT reduction
goals, the city should identify potential parks and open spaces within the city
which the city can purchase and preserve in order to meet its general plan and CAP
goals. If such potential open space and parks properties do not exist, the city
should work with the regional Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) to
help purchase and preserve biological “hot spot” properties within San Diego
County.
A comment on Community Choice Aggregation (CCA)
A number of cities are adopting goals that include receiving 100% of the energy a
city uses from renewable sources (solar, wind, hydro, etc.). Some cities are also
investigating the feasibility and cost effectiveness of creating new Community
Choice Aggregation programs, under which a city, or a city contractor, would take
over the task of purchasing energy for city residents and commercial energy
customers from SDG&E.
PEPC has not taken a public position on CCA conversions, but encourages La
Mesa to closely monitor and become active in the CPUC’s current proceeding that
is examining the potential costs and benefits of CCAs, as well as the impacts of
this trend on the California energy grid:
http://www.voiceofsandiego.org/climate-action-plan/a-definitive-guide-tocommunity-choice-aggregation-and-whether-san-diego-will-doit/?utm_source=Voice+of+San+Diego+Master+List&utm_campaign=b1817cf94fMorning_Report&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_c2357fd0a3-b1817cf94f81845333&goal=0_c2357fd0a3-b1817cf94f-81845333
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http://www.energy.ca.gov/releases/2017_releases/2017-0411_Retail_Choice_En_Banc_ma.pdf
file:///C:/Users/Don/Downloads/CCA%20Background%20Paper.pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=6442453177
http://cpuc.ca.gov/General.aspx?id=2567
file:///C:/Users/Don/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlo
ok/4MHX9LG6/R0310003Joint%20Prehearing%20Conference%20Statement%20(2).pdf
file:///C:/Users/Don/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlo
ok/4MHX9LG6/CalCCA%20Informal%20CCA%20En%20Banc%20Hearing%20
Comments%20Final%20docx%20(2).pdf
Each city considering the establishment of a CAA, or considering being a member
of a joint powers CCA, should carefully evaluate its own situation, resources, costs
and benefits that it might achieve by participating in the creation of a CCA. This is
not a one size fits all proposition.
While not endorsing or opposing CCAs, PEPC believes that the trend of local
governments adopting 100% renewable energy goals is pushing SDG&E and other
utilities to create workable alternative electricity rates to allow customers to opt
into alternative rates that provide them with 100% renewable energy.
While SDG&E’s existing fledgling renewable energy rate option needs work, it’s a
step in the right direction. Recently a senior executive of Sempra Energy said that
there is no technical reason why utilities cannot offer 100% renewable power rate
options to all their ratepayers today.
Thank you for this opportunity to provide initial scoping comments on the
upcoming draft CAP DSEIR).

Don Wood, Senior Energy Policy Advisor
Pacific Energy Policy Center
4539 Lee Avenue
10

La Mesa, CA 91941
619-463-9035
Dwood8@cox.net
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ES.1

PROJECT SUMMARY

The project analyzed in this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the adoption and
implementation of the City of La Mesa 2012 General Plan. The EIR provides a program-level
assessment of the general environmental impacts resulting from the development of land uses
and implementation of policies established within the 2012 General Plan.
California state law requires each city to adopt a comprehensive, long-term General Plan to
guide the physical development of the incorporated city and any land outside of the city’s
boundaries that bears a relationship to its planning activities. A General Plan clarifies and
articulates a city’s intentions with respect to the expectations of residents and businesses and
their long-term vision for the community. Through its General Plan, a city outlines its goals,
policies, and standards to the public and private sectors for meeting community objectives. Since
the General Plan is the constitution for all future development, any decision by a city affecting
land use and development must be consistent with the General Plan. An action, program, or
project would be considered consistent with the General Plan if, considering all of its aspects, it
would further the objectives and policies set forth within the General Plan and not obstruct their
attainment.
The City of La Mesa’s General Plan was last updated in 1996. In 2010, the City of La Mesa
(City) initiated a collaborative program to complete a comprehensive update of its General Plan.
The General Plan provides a framework to accommodate most future growth through
redevelopment, infill, and mixed-use development of the City’s urban transit corridors. The 2012
General Plan continues to enable development of vacant or underutilized parcels throughout the
City, consistent with land-use densities. In addition, the 2012 General Plan contains numerous
policies designed to further environmental sustainability goals and reduce climate change and
watershed/water quality impacts. The 2012 General Plan policies provide benefits for many
sectors of the community, including transportation, open space, parks and recreation, provision
of utilities and services, supporting commerce, cleaner air, cost savings, energy savings, and a
“greener” community.
Based on expected population growth in the region, La Mesa anticipates an additional 10,386
people residing in the City by 2035, and an additional 3,145 housing units constructed over the
same timeframe. Existing development capacity enabled by the planned land uses embodied in
the 2012 General Plan can accommodate this future development without significantly
increasing density.
La Mesa General Plan EIR
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ES.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The City is located in the central portion of San Diego County, approximately 12 miles east of
downtown San Diego (Figure 2-1). The City is bounded by the City of San Diego to the west and
north, the City of El Cajon and unincorporated areas of the county to the east, and the City of
Lemon Grove to the south. Regional access to the City is provided by Interstate 8 (I-8) and State
Routes (SR) 94 and 125. Access to and from the City is also provided by the Orange and Green
Lines of the Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) trolley and five bus routes that connect La
Mesa to the regional transit services. No public or private airports are located within City
boundaries; however, Gillespie Field and Montgomery Field are located 6 and 10 miles outside
of the City limits, respectively.
The planning area for La Mesa encompasses the corporate City limits of approximately 9 square
miles. The City’s Sphere of Influence is coterminous with the City limits.
ES.3

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines require that potential areas
of controversy be identified in the Executive Summary. Potential areas of controversy related to
environmental issues are as follows:
•
•
ES.4

Air Quality
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain a discussion of issues
to be resolved. Issues to be resolved in this EIR consist of the areas of controversy above,
choosing among alternatives, and deciding how to feasibly mitigate significant environmental
impacts. Additional issues to be resolved are deciding whether the benefits of the 2012 General
Plan override those environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly avoided or mitigated to a level
of insignificance (i.e., adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations).
ES.5

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Based on the analysis throughout Chapter 4.0 of this EIR, implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would result in environmental impacts under one of the following categories: significant
and unavoidable, significant but mitigated to a level less than significant, or less than significant
without mitigation. Some issue areas were also determined to have no impact. Table ES-1
May 2013
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summarizes the significance of program-level and cumulative impacts associated with
implementation of the 2012 General Plan. Detailed analyses for these environmental impacts are
provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.13 of this EIR. Table ES-3, located at the end of this section,
provides a detailed summary of environmental impacts, mitigation measures as applicable, and
significance after mitigation.

Table ES-1
Summary of Environmental Significance Conclusions for the 2012 General Plan
Environmental Resource Area
and Issue Analyzed
4.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Scenic Vistas
Scenic Resources within a State Scenic Highway
Visual Character
Light and Glare
4.2 AIR QUALITY
Conflict With or Obstruct Implementation of the
Applicable Air Quality Plan
Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute
Substantially to an Existing or Projected Air Quality
Violation
Result in Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of
Criteria Pollutants
Result in CO Hotspots
Impacts to Sensitive Receptors
Objectionable Odors
4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Critical Habitat, Sensitive Vegetation Communities, and
Jurisdictional Waters, Including Wetlands and Riparian
Habitat
Special-Status Species
Wildlife Corridors
4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historic Resources
Archaeological Resources
Human Remains
4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Emissions Level 15 percent Below 2005 Levels by 2020
Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation
Adopted to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Risk of Physical Harm Related to Impacts from Climate
Change
4.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Routine Use, Transportation, Disposal, and Release of
Hazardous Materials
Hazardous Materials within 0.25 Mile of Schools
Development on a Known Hazardous Materials Site
Airport and Aircraft Hazards
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Program-Level
Significance

Cumulatively
Considerable?

SM
LTS
SM
LTS

No
No
No
No

LTS

No

SU

Yes

SU

Yes

LTS
SM
LTS

No
Yes
No

LTS

No

LTS
LTS

No
No

SM
SM
LTS

No
No
No

SU
SU

Yes
Yes

LTS

No

LTS

No

LTS
LTS
LTS

No
No
No

May 2013

Executive Summary

Environmental Resource Area
and Issue Analyzed
4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Violation of Water Quality Standards
Surface Hydrology and Drainage
Flooding and Inundation Hazards
4.8 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Conflict with Existing Land Use Plans, Policies, and
Regulations
4.9 NOISE
Compliance with Local and Applicable Noise Standards
Ambient Noise Levels
Aircraft Noise
4.10 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Paleontological Resource, Site, or Unique Geological
Feature
4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Population Growth
Population and Housing Displacement
4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
Fire Protection and Emergency Services
Police Protection
Schools
Libraries
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure
Water Supply
Wastewater Capacity
Solid Waste
Storm Water Drainage Facilities
Energy Infrastructure
4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
Roadway Operations ( Level of Service)
LTS = less than significant without mitigation
SM = significant but mitigated to a level less than significant
SU = significant and unavoidable

ES.6

Program-Level
Significance

Cumulatively
Considerable?

LTS
LTS
LTS

No
No
No

LTS

No

SM
SM
LTS

No
No
No

SM

No

LTS
LTS

No
No

LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS
LTS

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

LTS

No

ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must address “a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” As described in Section 6.0,
three project alternatives were identified during the scoping process and analyzed for relative
impacts compared to the 2012 General Plan:
•
•
•

No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative
Extensive Transportation Demand Management Alternative
Reduced Grossmont Specific Plan Alternative
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Analysis of these alternatives is summarized in Table ES-2. Impact levels identified are
“Greater,” “Less,” or “Similar” based on their comparison to the 2012 General Plan.

Table ES-2
Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives to the 2012 General Plan
Extensive
Transportation
No Project/Existing
Demand Management
Environmental Issue Area
General Plan
Alternative
Aesthetics
Greater
Similar
Air Quality
Similar
Less
Biological Resources
Similar
Similar
Cultural Resources
Similar
Similar
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Greater
Less
Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Similar
Similar
Hydrology/Water Quality
Greater
Similar
Land Use and Planning
Similar
Similar
Noise
Greater
Less
Paleontological Resources
Similar
Similar
Population and Housing
Similar
Similar
Public Services, Utilities, and Energy
Greater
Similar
Transportation and Traffic
Greater
Less
Environmentally
Environmentally
Conclusion
Inferior
Superior
Greater = environmental impact is greater than the 2012 General Plan.
Similar = environmental impact is similar to the 2012 General Plan.
Less = environmental impact is less than the 2012 General Plan.

Reduced
Grossmont
Specific Plan
Alternative
Less
Less
Similar
Similar
Less
Similar
Similar
Similar
Less
Similar
Similar
Less
Less
Environmentally
Superior

As discussed in detail in Chapter 6.0, Alternative 1, the No Project/Existing General Plan is
environmentally inferior to the proposed 2012 General Plan because new goals, objectives, and
policies related to environmental sustainability would not be implement. Alternative 2, Extensive
Transportation Demand Management, is environmentally superior to the 2012 General Plan due
to measures designed to reduce vehicle miles and the attendant benefit to air quality and GHG
reduction goals. Alternative 3 proposes a nearly 2,000-unit reduction in new housing potential
within the Grossmont Specific Plan area, which also results in an environmentally superior
outcome compared to the 2012 General Plan, but does not help meet the City’s housing goals.
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
Mitigation Measures
4.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
AES-1 As new development and revitalization projects come forward, the City shall
Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources
New development and redevelopment
work with developers to preserve scenic views and vistas of natural and built
activities pursuant to the 2012 General
landmarks that are visible from public locations and streets. For proposed
Plan have the potential to significantly
buildings taller than four stories, visual simulations and shadow studies shall
impact existing scenic vistas in the
be required to be provided by the applicant during the development review
planning area. (Significant)
process so that the City can effectively evaluate visual impacts. In response
to City review of the simulations and studies, if significant visual impacts
are identified by the City, building designs shall be modified by the
applicant to reduce such impacts.
No mitigation is required.
Scenic Resources within a State
Scenic Highway
There are currently no designated State
Scenic Highways or eligible State
Scenic Highways within or adjacent to
the planning area. (Less than
Significant)
See Mitigation Measure AES-1.
Visual Character
New development and redevelopment
pursuant to the 2012 General Plan
would not result in significant impacts
associated with the visual character in
the planning area. (Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Light and Glare
New development and redevelopment
pursuant to the 2012 General Plan
would not result in significant impacts
associated with light and glare within
the planning area. (Less than
Significant)
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Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
4.2 AIR QUALITY
Conflict With or Obstruct
Implementation of the Applicable Air
Quality Plan
Implementation of the General Plan
would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Regional Air
Quality Strategy (RAQS) and/or
applicable portions of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP); therefore it
is consistent with the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District’s (SDAPCD)
current air-quality planning efforts.
(Less than Significant)
Violate any Air Quality Standard or
Contribute Substantially to an
Existing or Projected Air Quality
Violation
The 2012 General Plan would result in
significant construction and operational
impacts associated with criteria air
pollutants and precursors that could
violate an air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.
(Significant)

La Mesa General Plan EIR

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

AQ-1

Significant and Unavoidable

Reduce Construction-Related Emissions. The City and project contractors
shall implement the following measures during all construction activities:
• Comply with and implement all applicable SDAPCD rules and
regulations that pertain to construction activities (e.g., asphalt paving
ROG requirements, administrative requirements, and fugitive dust
management practices). Implement all construction-related requirements
recommended by the SDAPCD or local government.
• Water all exposed surfaces three times a day or sufficiently to prevent
visible dust emissions.
• Apply water, nontoxic chemical stabilizers, or dust suppressants, or use
tarps or other suitable material in all disturbed areas that will not be used
for 10 days or more.
• Prevent carryout and track-out of fugitive dust on construction vehicles.
Methods to limit carryout and track-out include using wheel washers;
sweeping any track-out on adjacent public streets at the end of each work
day; and lining access points with gravel, mulch, or wood chips.
• Cover or wet the filled cargo compartment of all transport trucks to limit
visible dust emissions during transport, and maintain at least 2 feet of
freeboard space from the top of a container.
• Install sandbags or other erosion-control measures on sites with a slope
greater than 1 percent to prevent silt runoff to public roadways.
ES-7
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
•
•
•
•
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Mitigation Measures
Maintain all construction equipment according to the manufacturers’
specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic
and determined to be running in proper condition before it is operated.
Minimize idling time either by shutting off equipment when it is not in
use or reducing the time of idling to no more than 5 minutes. Provide
clear signage regarding idling at site access points.
Use alternative fueled (e.g., compressed natural gas, liquefied natural
gas, propane), or electric-powered construction equipment where
feasible.
Use equipment with diesel oxidation catalysts, catalyzed diesel
particulate matter (PM) filters, or other applicable SDAPCD-approved
emissions reduction retrofit devices where feasible.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Reduce Operational Emissions. The City shall work with the SDAPCD
and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to implement
measures in the RAQS and meet all federal and state air quality standards for
pollutants. The City shall also implement, review, and interpret the 2012
General Plan and future discretionary projects in a manner consistent with
the RAQS to meet standards and reduce overall emissions from mobile and
stationary sources. The City shall require each project applicant, as a
condition of discretionary approval, to implement measures to reduce
operational emissions of criteria air pollutants. Example measures follow:
• Install solar, wind, or geothermal power systems and solar hot water
heaters.
• Install solar panels on unused roof and ground space and over carports
and parking areas.
• Incorporate bicycle lanes, routes, and facilities into street systems, new
subdivisions, and large developments.
• Require amenities for non-motorized transportation, such as secure and
convenient bicycle parking.
• Institute teleconferencing, telecommute, and/or flexible work hour
programs to reduce unnecessary employee transportation.
• Provide information on alternative transportation options for consumers,
residents, tenants, and employers/employees to reduce transportation-
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts

Result in cumulatively considerable
net increase of criteria pollutants
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan could result in emissions in excess
of thresholds for criteria air pollutants
and precursors for which the region is
in nonattainment. (Significant)
Result in Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Hotspots
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in CO hotspots.
(Less than Significant)
Impacts to Sensitive Receptors
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial toxic air
contaminant (TAC) concentrations.
(Significant)

La Mesa General Plan EIR

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

related emissions.
• Purchase, or create incentives for purchasing, low or zero-emissions
vehicles.
• Create a ride sharing program. Promote existing ride sharing programs
by designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing
vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading for ride
sharing vehicles, and providing a website or message board for
coordinating rides.
• Enforce and follow limits for idling time for commercial vehicles,
including delivery and construction vehicles.
See Mitigation Measure AQ-2.

Significant and Unavoidable

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

AQ-3

Less than Significant

Reduce Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to TAC Emissions
• The City shall require new development with sensitive uses located near
mobile and stationary TACs to be designed with consideration of site and
building orientation, location of trees, and incorporation of appropriate
technology for improved air quality (i.e., ventilation and filtration) to
lessen any potential health risks.
• The City shall require every new land use that has the potential to be a
source of air pollution from being located closer than the specified
minimum distance from any sensitive land use, as provided in Table 1-1,
“Recommendations for Siting New Sensitive Land Uses,” of the
California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook (ARB 2005), or subsequent revisions to that document. The
City shall require that land uses located closer than the recommended
ES-9
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts

Objectionable Odors
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not create objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of
people. (Less than Significant)
4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Critical Habitat, Sensitive Vegetation
Communities, and Jurisdictional
Waters, Including Wetlands and
Riparian Habitat
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan does not have the potential to
significantly impact critical habitats,
sensitive vegetation communities, and
jurisdictional waters, including
wetlands and riparian habitats. (Less
than Significant)
Special-Status Species
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan does not have the potential to
significantly impact special-status
species. (Less than Significant)
Wildlife Corridors
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not interfere with existing
wildlife corridors associated with
existing open space within the planning
area. (Less than Significant)

May 2013

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures
buffer distances must (1) implement all commercially feasible design,
equipment, and control technology to reduce exposure and emissions to
the maximum extent feasible, and (2) perform a health risk assessment to
ensure that implementation of mitigation would reduce health risks to
less-than-significant levels pursuant to the most current SDAPCD
guidelines at the time of analysis before development of the proposed
project.
No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than Significant
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Historic Resources
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan may result in impacts to historical
resources. (Significant)

Archaeological Resources
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan may result in impacts to
archaeological resources. (Significant)

Mitigation Measures
CR-1

CR-2

CR-3

Prior to construction of specific development projects that would disturb a
historic structure listed or eligible to be listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or the
Inventory of Historic Resources, the City shall require the development of
feasible project-level mitigation measures, identified in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Office when appropriate, to avoid or substantially
reduce impacts to significant cultural resources. Feasible project-level
mitigation measures include maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation,
restoration, preservation, conservation, relocation, or reconstruction of any
impacted historic resource, which shall be conducted in a manner consistent
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.
During construction of specific development projects, the City shall require
monitoring by a qualified archeologist of grading, ground-disturbing, and
other major earth-moving activities in previously undisturbed areas with
known archaeological resources. The archaeologist shall observe grading,
ground-disturbing, and other major earth-moving activities.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant

The City shall require a qualified archaeologist to evaluate and determine the
significance of any cultural resources discovered during site construction
activities. Should an archaeological deposit and/or feature be encountered
during construction, an archaeological data recovery program shall be
prepared and implemented, including consultation with interested Native
American tribes. The archeologist and Native American monitor shall strive
for agreement on the determined significance of an artifact or cultural
resource. Once in agreement, either the archeologist or Native American
monitor may divert or halt ground-disturbing activities for the purposes of
implementing a data recovery program. A data recovery program for
archaeological sites consists of excavation of a percentage of the site,
determined in consultation with the project implementer, to provide
information necessary to answer significant research questions.
All Native American human remains and associated grave goods discovered
shall be returned to their Most Likely Descendent and repatriated. The final
disposition of artifacts not directly associated with Native American graves
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts

Mitigation Measures
shall be negotiated during consultation with interested Native American
tribes. Artifacts shall consist of material recovered from all phases of work,
including initial survey, testing, indexing, data recovery, and monitoring.
The qualified archaeologist shall apply mitigation measures prior to the
resuming of construction work. Local Native American tribes shall be
consulted in the identification of mitigation measures to address impacts,
consistent with California requirements, including provisions to address
inadvertent discoveries.
No mitigation is required.

Human Remains
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan is not expected to disturb any
human remains. (Less than Significant)
4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
GHG-1
Emissions level 15% Below 2005
Levels by 2020
Implementation of the General Plan
would generate a 7% reduction in GHG
emissions from baseline levels by 2020.
Implementation of additional measures
would be needed to meet the
performance measure of 1990 levels by
2020 or 15% below 2005 levels by
2020. (Significant)

May 2013

Develop and Adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP)
The City shall prepare and adopt, within 18 months from adoption of the
2012 General Plan, a plan to reduce GHG emissions (i.e., a CAP) that
complies with the requirements of CEQA Section 15183.5. The CAP will
include, at a minimum, the following features:
• Quantified GHG emissions, both existing and projected over a
specified time period. The City currently has an emissions inventory
that was updated as part of the analysis above and could be used as the
baseline emissions inventory for a CAP. The City shall confirm that the
methodology and assumptions are consistent with current industry
standards at the time of CAP preparation, including approaches or
protocols recommended for local governments by ARB.
• Establish a GHG emissions limit, below which GHG emissions
resulting from implementation of the 2012 General Plan would not be
considered cumulatively considerable, including achieving 15%
reduction from 2005 emissions levels by 2020.
• Establish policies, measures, and actions that will be implemented to
reduce GHG emissions in the City that will achieve the specified
emissions target.
• Implement a mechanism to monitor progress, and, if the CAP is not
achieving specified emissions limits, update the CAP.
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Less than significant

Significant and Unavoidable
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
Mitigation Measures
See Mitigation Measure GHG-1.
Conflict with an Applicable Plan,
Policy, or Regulation Adopted to
Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Implementation of Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 would comply with the 2020
target identified in Assembly Bill 32
and the Scoping Plan. However,
reductions beyond 2020 are uncertain at
this time, as is the City’s role in
developing local measures to parallel
the state’s efforts. (Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Risk of Physical Harm Related to
Impacts from Climate Change
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not increase the risk of
physical harm related to impacts from
climate change. (Less than Significant)
4.6 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
No mitigation is required.
Routine Use, Transportation,
Disposal, and Release of Hazardous
Materials
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would increase transportation of
hazardous materials. (Less than
Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Hazardous Materials within 0.25
Mile of Schools
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in development
and redevelopment within 0.25 mile of
schools. (Less than Significant)
Development on a Known Hazardous No mitigation is required.
Materials Site
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan could allow development or

La Mesa General Plan EIR
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After Mitigation
Significant and Unavoidable

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
Mitigation Measures
redevelopment to occur on a known
hazardous materials site. (Less than
Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Airport and Aircraft Hazards
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in significant
impacts related to airport and aircraft
hazards. (Less than Significant)
4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Violation of Water Quality Standards No mitigation is required.
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in violation of
water quality standards. (Less than
Significant)
No mitigation measures are required.
Surface Hydrology and Drainage
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in impacts
associated with surface hydrology and
drainage. (Less than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Flooding and Inundation Hazards
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in significant
impacts related to flooding or
inundation hazards. (Less than
Significant)
4.8 LAND USE
No mitigation is required.
Conflict with Existing Land Use
Plans, Policies, and Regulations
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not conflict with an adopted
land use plan or policy. (Less than
Significant)

May 2013
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After Mitigation

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
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Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
4.9 NOISE
Compliance with Local and
Applicable Noise Standards
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would allow for development and
redevelopment that could conflict with
adopted noise standards. (Significant)

La Mesa General Plan EIR

Mitigation Measures
N-1

The City shall require all new projects to meet acceptable exterior noise
standards:
• Review all development proposals, public and private, for consistency
with the policies of the Noise Element of the General Plan.
• Discourage development of noise-sensitive land uses in areas exposed to
existing or future noise levels exceeding 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA)
community noise equivalent level (CNEL).
• Incorporate noise reduction features during site planning to ensure that
areas intended for frequent outdoor use are subjected to 60 dBA CNEL
or less for single-family land uses and 65 dBA CNEL or less for multifamily residential land uses and multi-family residential land uses within
mixed-use developments.
• Control and abate undesirable sounds through the use of the land use
compatibility criteria in the requirements of Municipal Code Chapter
10.80.
• Provide developers and builders with noise policy guidelines. The
guidelines shall provide specific design criteria, minimum standards for
submittal of acoustical studies, and descriptions of acceptable noise
mitigation measures.

N-2

The City shall ensure that interior noise levels do not exceed 45 dBA CNEL
for single-family and multi-family residential land uses:
• Enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards (California Code of
Regulations [CCR] Title 24). Title 24 requires that an acoustical analysis
be performed for all new multi-family residences in areas where the
exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA CNEL. The analysis shall ensure
that the building design limits the interior noise environment to 45 dBA
CNEL or below.
• Ensure that an acoustical analysis be performed for all new single-family
residences in areas where the exterior sound level exceeds 60 dBA
CNEL. The analysis shall ensure that the building design limits the
interior noise environment to 45 dBA CNEL or below.

ES-15
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts

Ambient Noise Levels
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would allow for development and
redevelopment that would result in
temporary and permanent ambient noise
levels. (Significant)

May 2013

N-3

N-4

Mitigation Measures
The City shall achieve noise compatibility between industrial/
commercial and surrounding land uses:
• Control excessive noise through the planning and regulatory process with
emphasis on noise/land-use compatibility planning.
• Ensure that the design and construction of commercial, industrial, office,
and mixed-use structures includes noise attenuation methods to comply
with the Municipal Code Chapter 10.80.
• Encourage commercial, industrial, office, and mixed-use developments
to locate loading areas, parking lots, driveways, trash enclosures,
mechanical equipment, and other noisier components away from noisesensitive land uses.
• Limit delivery hours for businesses with loading areas or docks fronting,
siding, bordering, or gaining access on driveways adjacent to noisesensitive land uses.
The City shall require construction contractors to implement the following
measures during construction activities through contract provisions and/or
conditions of approval:
• Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers’
specifications and fitted with the best available noise-suppression devices
(e.g., mufflers, silencers, wraps).
• Construction operations and related activities shall comply with the
operational hours outlined in the City Noise Ordinance.
• Construction equipment shall not be idled for extended periods of time in
the vicinity of noise-sensitive receptors.
• Fixed and/or stationary construction equipment (e.g., generators,
compressors, rock crushers, cement mixers) shall be located as far as
possible from noise-sensitive receptors.
• All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all intake and exhaust
ports on powered construction equipment shall be muffled or shielded.
• Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise
source or as close to the receptor as possible to break the line of sight
between the source and receptor where modeled levels exceed applicable
standards. Acoustical barriers shall be constructed of material having a
minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot or greater, and a
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts

Mitigation Measures
demonstrated Sound Transmission Class rating of 25 or greater as
defined by American Society for Testing and Materials Test Method
E90. Placement, orientation, size, and density of acoustical barriers shall
be determined by analysis.
N-5

Aircraft Noise
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not expose new or existing
noise-sensitive land uses to elevated
aircraft noise levels. (Less than
Significant)

La Mesa General Plan EIR

The City shall control undesirable or objectionable noise:
• Review traffic flow systems and synchronize signals to avoid traffic
stops that produce excessive noise, wherever possible.
• Limit truck traffic in noise-sensitive areas.
• Where feasible, finish roadway surfaces with rubberized pavement to
minimize noise levels at adjacent land uses.
• Encourage the enforcement of state motor vehicle noise standards for
cars, trucks, and motorcycles through cooperation with the California
Highway Patrol and the La Mesa Police Department.
• Encourage agencies outside of the City’s jurisdiction to incorporate
noise-reduction methods in new and existing roads, rail projects, and
other mobile or stationary noise sources.
• Coordinate with state and local agencies to maintain and enforce noise
control policies and standards.
• Review the Noise Element of the General Plan, and update as necessary,
when major changes in the noise environment occur.
• Periodically review and update the standards found in the Noise
Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 10.80).
No mitigation is required.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

ES-17

Less than Significant

May 2013

Executive Summary

Table ES-3
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
4.10 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
PALEO-1
Paleontological resource, site, or
unique geological feature
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in significant
impacts related to paleontological
resources or unique geologic features.
(Significant)

Mitigation Measures
If it is determined during the environmental review process that
development projects implementing the 2012 General Plan would be
located within an area of high or moderate paleontological resource
sensitivity, the City shall require a qualified researcher to be stationed
on-site to observe during grading operations and recover scientifically
valuable specimens or enforce avoidance of the paleontological feature.
A certified paleontologist or qualified researcher shall be retained (or
required to be retained) by the project-implementing agency prior to
construction to establish procedures for surveillance and the
preconstruction salvage of exposed resources if fossil-bearing rocks
have the potential to be impacted. The monitor shall provide
preconstruction coordination with contractors, oversee original cutting
in previously undisturbed areas of sensitive geologic formations, halt or
redirect construction activities as appropriate to allow recovery of newly
discovered fossil remains, and oversee fossil salvage operations and
reporting. This measure shall be placed as a condition on all grading
plans where grading is proposed in geologic units defined as having a
moderate or high potential for containing fossils.

4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING
No mitigation is required.
Population Growth
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not directly or indirectly
induce a substantial population growth.
(Less than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Population and Housing
Displacement
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not displace substantial
numbers of existing housing or people.
(Less than Significant)
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Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
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Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the 2012 General Plan
Potential Impacts
Mitigation Measures
4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND ENERGY
No mitigation is required.
Fire Protection and Emergency
Services
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to fire protection and
emergency services. (Less than
Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Police Protection
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to police protection. (Less
than Significant)
No mitigation beyond the payment of school fees is required.
Schools
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to school services. (Less
than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Libraries
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to library services. (Less
than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Water and Wastewater
Infrastructure
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to water and wastewater
infrastructure. (Less than Significant)
No mitigation required.
Water Supply
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to water supply. (Less
than Significant)
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Less than Significant
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Potential Impacts
No mitigation is required.
Wastewater Capacity
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not exceed wastewater
treatment requirements and would not
require the construction or expansion of
wastewater treatment facilities. (Less
than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Solid Waste
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to compliance with solid
waste regulations. (Less than
Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Storm Water Drainage Facilities
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to storm water drainage
facilities. (Less than Significant)
No mitigation is required.
Energy Infrastructure
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a significant
impact related to energy. (Less than
Significant)
4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
No mitigation is required.
Roadway Operations
Implementation of the 2012 General
Plan would not result in a
volume/capacity change equal to or
greater than 0.02 to any roadway
segments operating at level of services
(LOS) E or F. (Less than Significant)
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Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant

Less than Significant
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Figure 2-1

Vicinity Map (Replicated from the General Plan EIR)
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