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PREFACE 

On June 18, 2010, the San Diego Unified School District (District) released for public review a 
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed University City High School 
Athletic Facilities Improvement Project (proposed project). The public review period for the 
Draft MND began on June 18, 2010, and ended on July 19, 2010. During this period, the District 
made the document available for review to various state, regional, and local agencies, as well as 
to interested parties and organizations. The District received written comments from the 
following:  

 Vivian Gilbert-Strell  

 Gene Henderson 

 Lt. Edward F. Laukaitis 

 Cathy Klinesteker  

 Amy Sheridan 

 Carrie H. Holmes 

 Friends of Rose Canyon 

 State Clearninghouse. 

This Final MND consists of the Draft MND released for public review and comment, the notice 
of intent prepared for the document and distributed for public review (Appendix C), and the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the proposed project (Appendix D). 
Additionally, a “Response to Comments” section has been added following this Preface, which 
consists of responses to the aforementioned comment letters received during the public review 
period. None of the comments required modification to the Draft MND. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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Response to Comment Letter A 

Vivian Gilbert-Strell 
Letter dated June 20, 2010 

A-1 This comment does not raise any specific issues relative to the environmental 
analysis. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Ms. Gilbert-Strell’s 
review and comment. No additional response is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter B 

Gene Henderson 
Letter dated June 23, 2010 

B-1 This comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the environmental analysis 
for the proposed project. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Mr. 
Henderson’s review and comment. No additional response is provided. 

B-2 Comment noted. It is acknowledged that Mr. Henderson supports the proposed 
project. No further response is necessary.  

B-3 Comment noted. A Noise Assessment was completed for the proposed project and is 
included in Appendix A. Project design feature PDF-NOI-1 (refer to Section 2.3 of 
the Draft MND) states that the PA system would be designed to minimize noise 
impacts to the surrounding residences and would include directional speakers that 
would be adjusted individually during evening hours to reduce noise levels. Noise 
impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant, as presented and 
analyzed in Section 5.12 (a) of the Draft MND.   

B-4 This comment states that the Eucalyptus trees which form a buffer between the 
proposed project site and neighboring residences are viewed as a nuisance by the 
residents. The comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the 
environmental analysis, as these trees are not associated with the proposed project. 
Therefore, no additional response is provided. 

B-5 Comment noted. No further response is necessary.   
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Response to Comment Letter C 

Lt. Edward F Laukaitis 
Letter dated June 28, 2010 

C-1 This comment addresses the CEQA process and is not directly related to the content 
of the environmental analysis. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Mr. 
Laukaitis’ review and comment. No additional response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter D 

Cathy Klinesteker 
Letter dated July 2, 2010 

D-1 This comment restates the proposed project’s name and location and provides 
information on Ms. Klinesteker’s residence location. This comment does not raise 
any specific issues relative to the environmental analysis. The San Diego Unified 
School District appreciates Ms. Klinesteker’s review and comment. No additional 
response is provided. 

D-2 As analyzed in Section 5.16, the proposed project will not result in any increase in 
daily trips following construction activities, and as a result will not exceed any level 
of service standards. Issues of parking on neighborhood streets are not covered under 
CEQA.  

D-3 As noted in Section 2.3 of the Draft MND, project design feature PDF-NOI-1 states 
that the PA system would be designed to minimize noise impacts to the surrounding 
residences and would include directional speakers that would be adjusted individually 
during evening hours to reduce noise levels. The upgraded sound system would 
include directional speakers that will direct sounds away from the property lines and a 
four-channel amplifier that will allow the District to turn down the speakers closest to 
the property lines. The existing athletic facilities currently utilize a sound system 
during athletic events, and the upgraded system is anticipated to reduce noise 
associated with athletic events. Noise impacts from the proposed project would be 
less than significant, as presented and analyzed in Section 5.12 (a) of the Draft MND.   

D-4 The proposed project would be located within the existing developed footprint of the 
high school campus and would only affect existing developed areas. No sensitive 
habitat, sensitive species, or protected wetlands are located on the project site. No 
changes are proposed to the area adjacent to Rose Canyon and therefore sensitive 
species located in Rose Canyon would not be affected. No new land uses are being 
proposed that would adversely affect biological resources. As discussed in Section 5.4 
of the Draft MND, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
to biological resources.   

D-5 Comment noted. This comment does not raise any specific issues relative to the 
environmental analysis. No further response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter E 

Amy Sheridan 
Letter dated July 12, 2010 

E-1 This comment provides details on the location of Ms. Sheridan’s residence. This 
comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the environmental analysis for 
the proposed project. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Ms. 
Sheridan’s review and comment. No additional response is provided.   

E-2 In this comment, Ms. Sheridan expresses concern over noise and lighting impacts 
resulting from the proposed project. Ms. Sheridan agrees that the Draft MND 
adequately addresses light and noise impacts, but would prefer no night games and 
hopes that the number of events is limited to 15 as stated in the MND. Her comment 
is noted. No specific concerns regarding the environmental analysis are presented, 
and therefore, no further response is provided.  

E-3 As analyzed in Section 5.16, the proposed project will not result in any increase in 
daily trips following construction activities, and as a result will not exceed any level 
of service standards. Issues of parking on neighborhood streets are not covered under 
CEQA. 

E-4 This comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the environmental analysis 
for the proposed project. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Ms. 
Sheridan’s review and comment. No additional response is provided.   

E-5 No further information on subsequent phases of the project is available at this time. 
When information becomes available, the public will be notified according to 
standard CEQA procedures. 
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Response to Comment Letter F 

Carrie H. Holmes 
Letter dated July 15, 2010 

F-1 Educational facilities are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit in the RS zone and 
are subject to the regulations set forth in §141.0407 of Chapter 14, Article 1, Division 
4 of the City of San Diego Municipal Code. Public address systems and lights are 
allowed in the RS zone as long as they are in conformance with City regulations such 
as the noise ordinance and other provisions. 

F-2 Comment noted. A Noise Assessment was completed for the proposed project and is 
included in Appendix A. As noted in Section 2.3 of the Draft MND, project design 
feature PDF-NOI-1 states that the PA system would be designed to minimize noise 
impacts to the surrounding residences and would include directional speakers that 
would be adjusted individually during evening hours to reduce noise levels. Noise 
impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant, as presented and 
analyzed in Section 5.12 (a) of the Draft MND.   

F-3 As analyzed in Section 5.16 of the Draft MND, the proposed project would not result 
in any increase in daily trips and as a result would not exceed any level of service 
standards after construction is complete. Issues of parking on neighborhood streets 
are not covered under CEQA. No further response is provided.   

F-4 The nuisance and fire hazard posed by the Eucalyptus trees separating the proposed 
project site from the neighboring residences is noted. The comment does not raise any 
specific issues regarding the environmental analysis for the proposed project, as these 
trees are not a part of the project. Therefore, no additional response is provided. 

F-5 This comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the environmental analysis 
for the proposed project. The San Diego Unified School District appreciates Ms. 
Holmes’s review and comment. No additional response is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter G 

Friends of Rose Canyon 
Letter dated July 19, 2010 

G-1 This comment expresses the Friends of Rose Canyon’s concern about the impacts of 
lighting on wildlife in Rose Canyon. The proposed project would introduce a new 
source of light to the site; however, mitigation is provided which will reduce impacts 
to less than significant and no impacts are anticipated to wildlife in areas surrounding 
the project site. Lighting will include light reflector shields which will block the light 
source from the view of adjacent areas; illumination levels will not exceed 0.8 foot-
candles of light trespass at properties bordering the proposed project site; and 
adjustments to lighting will be made once lighting is in place to address potential light 
spill effects. The proposed lighting system – the Musco Light Structure Green sports 
lights – include a light spill and glare control system that is designed to minimize off-
site impacts.   

G-2 The MND clearly states that the Musco Light Structure Green lighting system will be 
used, which includes a light spill and glare system designed to minimize off-site 
impacts. The MND also describes mitigation which shall be incorporated, including 
light reflector shields which will block the light source from the view of adjacent 
areas; limitations on illumination levels such that it does not exceed 0.8 foot-candles 
of light trespass at properties bordering the proposed project site; and requirements 
for adjustments to lighting to be made once lighting is in place to address potential 
glare effects. These measures adequately address any potential light and glare impacts 
from the proposed project and will ensure that impacts will be less than significant. 

G-3 Section 5.1 (d) states that the “proposed lighting system improvements include 
installation of Musco Light Structure Green sports lights…” Therefore, the MND is 
in conformance with this comment which asks for the MND to state that the project 
will use Musco lighting. No further response is necessary.   

G-4 Refer to response G-2.  

G-5 The MND is only required to address impacts resulting from the proposed project. 
Lighting issues in other areas of the school surrounding the project site are beyond the 
scope of this MND. No additional response is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter H 

State Clearinghouse 
Letter dated July 19, 2010 

H-1 This comment acknowledges that the District has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act. No state agencies submitted comments. 
Any questions should be directed to the State Clearinghouse at 916.445.0613.   

 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project 

  5457 
 22 August 2010  

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 
 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project 

   5457-01 
 23 June 2010  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Background 

The San Diego Unified School District (District) maintains and operates the University City 
High School, located in San Diego, California. The District has proposed a multi-phase 
improvement project consisting of athletic facilities improvements and the construction of new 
parking areas to serve these facilities. Funding is currently available for the first phase of this 
project, which entails the installation of artificial turf within the stadium to replace the existing 
grass field, a synthetic track to replace the existing dirt track, stadium lighting, a scoreboard, and 
an upgraded sound system. No increase in student capacity at the high school is associated with 
this project, and all improvements would be conducted within the existing development footprint 
of the campus.   

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance 

This document serves as the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the 
proposed University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project (proposed 
project) located within the City of San Diego. The District is the lead agency responsible for the 
review and approval of the proposed project. They have made the determination that a MND is 
the appropriate environmental document to be prepared in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As provided for by CEQA Section 21064.5, an MND may 
be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when an Initial Study has identified potentially 
significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or proposals made 
by, or agreed to by, the Applicant before the proposed Negative Declaration and Initial Study are 
released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly 
no significant effect on the environment would occur; and (2) there is no substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

This draft MND has been prepared by the District and is in conformance with Section 15070(a) 
of the State of California CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of the MND and the Initial Study 
Checklist/Environmental Evaluation is to determine any potentially significant impacts 
associated with the proposed project and incorporate mitigation measures into the project design 
as necessary to reduce or eliminate the potentially significant effects of the project. 

1.3 Public Review Process 

In reviewing the MND and Initial Study, affected public agencies and the interested public 
should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible 
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impacts on the environment, as well as ways in which the significant effects of the project are 
proposed to be avoided or mitigated. 

Comments may be made on the MND in writing before the end of the comment period. A 30-day 
review and comment period from June 18, 2010, to July 19, 2010, has been established, in 
accordance with Section 15105(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Following the close of the public 
comment period, the District will consider this MND and comments thereto in determining 
whether to approve the proposed project. Written comments on the MND should be sent to the 
following address by July 19, 2010. 

Brian Grover 
Dudek 

605 Third Street 
Encinitas, California 92024 

 
 

1.4 Results of Public Review 

 No comments were received during the public input period.  

 Comments were received during the public input period, but they do not address the Draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration findings or the accuracy or completeness of the Initial 
Study. No response is necessary. The letters are attached.  

 Comments addressing the findings of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or 
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input period. 
The letters and responses are presented in this Final MND.  

Copies of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration are available in the office of the San Diego 
Unified School District for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Project Location 

University City High School is located at 6949 Genesee Avenue, San Diego, California 92122. 
The school is bound on the north by Rose Canyon, on the west by Genesee Avenue, and on the 
south and east by existing residential development. Interstate 805 is located approximately 1 mile 
east of the project site, and Interstate 5 is 1.5 miles to the west. Local access to the school is 
provided by Centurion Square off of Genesee Avenue. The proposed project is located in the 
southeastern portion of the school site. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the proposed project location on 
a regional and local scale, respectively.  

2.2 Project Description 

The proposed project is Phase I of the multi-phase improvement project proposed by the District. 
Phase I entails the installation of artificial turf within the approximately 4.5-acre stadium to 
accommodate football, soccer, and field hockey events. This artificial turf would replace the 
existing grass field. In addition, the project proposes to replace the existing dirt track surface 
with a synthetic track (refer to Figure 3). Stadium lighting, a scoreboard, and an upgraded sound 
system are also proposed as improvements to the facility.  

University City High School was established in 1981. The property is approximately 43 acres 
and has an enrollment (2008–2009 school year) of approximately 1,900 students from grades 9 
through 12.  

Stadium Lighting 

The addition of stadium lighting would allow for sporting events to be played during the 
nighttime. It is anticipated that approximately 15 night events would be held at the stadium each 
school year. The majority of night events held at the stadium would be related to competitive 
school athletics including football, soccer, and field hockey. The District notes that due to 
routine practices and the potential for unforeseen events, such as playoff games, a few more 
events may occur. Competitive school events would be held on Friday nights. It is anticipated 
that field lighting would be dimmed at the conclusion of the event and after all patrons have 
safely exited the facility (estimated at 9:00 p.m.). Subsequently, the field would be cleaned and 
the field lights would be completely extinguished by approximately 10:00 p.m.  

Construction 

Project construction would last for approximately 4–5 months.  
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Approximately 10-15 workers would be employed during the grading phase, and equipment 
would consist of blades, forklifts, backhoes, and water trucks. Natural grass fields have a crown 
around them, while artificial fields are flat. As a result, leveling of the field may be necessary as 
well as potential export of soil.  

Turf installation would require approximately 6 workers and would consist of a combination of 
machine and handwork. The artificial turf field would consist of a vertical draining, porous base 
underneath a complete synthetic grass system. The end zone areas would be made from specified 
color fiber, and the center field logo would be painted or inlaid according to artwork submitted 
by the District.  

Track installation would also require approximately 6 workers and would require field spreaders, 
forklifts, and backhoes. The synthetic track surface would consist of a polyurethane bound 
impermeable Styrene Butadiene Rubber (SBR) base mat surface with a colored polyurethane 
structural spray finish.  

The stadium lighting systems would consist of a steel pole and steel crossarm assembly, wire 
harness, and electrical component enclosure. Each pole would be supported by a pre-stressed 
concrete base.  

The scoreboard would be no greater than 20 feet in length by 10 feet 6 inches in height by 8 
inches in depth.  

2.3 Project Design Features 

Project-specific design features have been identified in order to minimize or avoid environmental 
impacts. These project design features have been grouped by issue area. Note that they are not 
exhaustive, and that other construction specifications or design features could be developed that 
are as effective as those listed. 

Aesthetics 

PDF-AES-1 Lighting fixtures would be fitted with external visors to reduce glare and a 
reflective insert to focus light onto the playing field. The Musco Light Structure 
Green lighting system includes a light spill and glare control system that is 
designed to minimize off-site impacts. Additionally, the high mounting heights of 
the light fixtures would allow the fixtures to be aimed at a steep angle that would 
focus the main beam of the lamp onto the field of play and would not be 
prominently visible from areas outside the project site.  
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Air Quality 

PDF-AQ-1 To further reduce less than significant impacts to air quality, the following 
standard construction measures would be implemented as part of the proposed 
project:  

 On-road trucks and other mobile equipment shall be properly tuned and 
maintained to manufacturers’ specifications to ensure minimum emissions 
under normal operations. 

 Vehicle speeds shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph) on unpaved (no 
gravel or similar surfacing material) roads. 

 Apply water or chemical dust suppressants to unstabilized disturbed areas 
and/or unpaved roadways in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a 
stabilized surface. 

 All clearing and grading activities shall cease during periods of high wind 
(greater than 20 mph averaged over 1 hour). 

 Exposed stockpiles of soil and other excavated materials shall be contained 
within perimeter silt fencing, watered, treated with soil binders, or covered as 
necessary. 

 The developer shall require the use of particulate filters on diesel construction 
equipment if use of such filters is demonstrated to be cost-competitive for use 
on this project.  

 To the extent feasible, unnecessary construction vehicle and idling time shall 
be minimized. 

 The construction contractor shall utilize as much as possible pre-
coated/natural colored building materials. Water-based or low VOC coatings 
with a VOC content of 100 grams per liter or less shall be used. Spray 
equipment with high transfer efficiency, such as the electrostatic spray gun 
method, or manual coatings application such as paint brush hand roller, 
trowel, spatula, dauber, rag, or sponge, shall be used to reduce VOC 
emissions, where practical. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

PDF-WQ-1 To reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality, the following construction 
measures would be implemented as part of the proposed project:  
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 Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be employed to ensure that the 
project complies with all state and local water quality standards.  

 Soil stockpiles shall be covered with plastic sheeting during inclement 
weather conditions.  

 Drainage control devices would be constructed to direct surface water runoff 
away from slopes and waterways. Runoff would be directed toward existing 
storm drain systems and treated, as necessary, to remove sediments and 
pollutants.  

 Construction during periods of inclement weather will be avoided.  

 A light spray of water would be applied to graded areas during construction to 
control fugitive dust.  

Noise 

PDF-NOI-1 The PA system would consist of directional speakers to direct the sound away 
from the southern and eastern property lines adjacent to the project site. The 
speakers would have the ability to be adjusted individually during evening hours 
to reduce noise levels.  
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3.0 FINDINGS 

The District finds that the project would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment. 
Potentially significant effects have been identified, and mitigation measures included herein have 
been incorporated to ensure that these effects remain at less than significant levels. A Mitigated 
Negative Declaration is therefore proposed to satisfy the requirements of CEQA (PRC 21000 et 
seq. 14 Cal Code Regs 15000 et seq.).  

3.1 No Impact or Less than Significant Impact  

Based on the environmental discussion contained in Section 5.0 of this IS/MND, the District has 
determined that the proposed project would have no impact, or a less than significant impact, in 
the following environmental issue areas: 

 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Land Use and Planning 

 Mineral Resources 

 Noise 

 Population and Housing 

 Public Services 

 Recreation 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

3.2 Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

Based on the environmental discussion contained in Section 5.0 of this IS/MND, the District has 
determined that the proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated 
in the following environmental issue areas:  

 Aesthetics 

 Transportation/Traffic 

 Mandatory Findings of Significance. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

1.  Project title: University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project 

2.  Lead Agency name and address: 
San Diego Unified School District 
Facilities Planning and Construction 
Physical Plant Operations Annex 
4860 Ruffner Street 
San Diego, California 92111 

3. Contact person:  
Mr. James H. Watts, Director of Planning 
Facilities Planning and Construction 
858.627.7241 
jwatts@sandi.net 

4. Project location: The project site, which consists of approximately 4.5 acres, is located 
on the University City High School campus within the City of San Diego, California 
(Figure 1). The school is bound on the north by Rose Canyon, on the west by Genesee 
Avenue, and on the south and east by existing residential development. Interstate 805 is 
located approximately 1 mile east of the project site, and Interstate 5 is 1.5 miles to the 
west (Figure 2). The proposed project is located in the southeastern portion of the school 
site. 

5. Project sponsor's name and address:  

San Diego Unified School District 
Facilities Planning and Construction 
Physical Plant Operations Annex 
4860 Ruffner Street 
San Diego, California 92111 

6. General Plan designation: Existing School Site is designated Institutional & Public and 
Semi-Public Facilities. 

7.  Zoning: Existing School Site is zoned RS (Residential – Single Unit) 

8.  Description of project: The proposed project is Phase I of the multi-phase improvement 
project proposed by the District. Phase I entails the installation of artificial turf within the 
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approximately 4.5-acre stadium to accommodate football, soccer, and field hockey 
events. This artificial turf would replace the existing grass field. In addition, the project 
proposes to replace the existing dirt track surface with a synthetic track. Stadium lighting, 
a scoreboard, and an upgraded sound system are also proposed as improvements to the 
facility.  

9.  Surrounding land uses and setting: Rose Canyon is located north of the project site. 
Existing residential development is located south and east of the project site. Interstate 
805 is located approximately 1 mile east of the project site, and Interstate 5 is 1.5 miles to 
the west. 

10.  Other public agencies whose approval is required: Office of the Division of State 
Architect – Compliance 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED  

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages.  

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/ Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials  

 Hydrology/ Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise  

 Population/Housing  Public Services   Recreation 

 Transportation/ Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

DETERMINATION:  (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
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as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
        
Signature    Date 
James H. Watts, Director of Planning 
San Diego Unified School District 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a 
project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved including off-site as well as 
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 
well as operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then 
the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are 
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies 
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially 
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe 
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, 
may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant 
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 
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c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated 
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-
specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are 
relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a)  The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question. 

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 
significance. 



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project 

  5457 
 41 August 2010  

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.1. Aesthetics – Would the project: 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 

vista?     

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

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

5.2. Agricultural and Forest Resources – In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.3. Air Quality – Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 

control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?     

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?      

5.4. Biological Resources – Would the project: 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

5.5. Cultural Resources – Would the project: 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

5.6. Geology and Soils – Would the project: 
a) Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?     

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Would the project: 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

5.8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Would the project: 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

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

    

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

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.9. Hydrology and Water Quality – Would the project: 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures, which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.10. Land Use and Planning – Would the project: 
a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect?  

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural communities conservation plan?     

5.11. Mineral Resources – Would the project: 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, 
or other land use plan? 

    

5.12. Noise – Would the project result in: 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

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

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.13. Population and Housing – Would the project: 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 

either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

5.14. Public Services 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 

physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

    

i) Fire Protection?     
ii) Police Protection?     
iii) Schools?     
iv) Parks?     
v) Other public facilities?     

5.15. Recreation 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    

5.16. Transportation/Traffic – Would the project: 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and 
bicycle paths, and mass transit? 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 

management program, including, but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

5.17. Utilities and Service Systems – Would the project: 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 

the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid 
waste disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?     
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No  

Impact 
5.18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 

the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples 
of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects, 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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5.0 DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

5.1 Aesthetics—Would the project:  

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

Less Than Significant Impact. University City High School is located within an 
urbanized area of the City of San Diego. Views to the south and east primarily consist of 
residential homes, and Rose Canyon is located just north of the high school. Residential 
homes north of Rose Canyon are also visible from the school and are at a similar 
elevation. The Final Program EIR for the Draft General Plan defines scenic vistas in the 
University community as those with visual access to open space areas from public 
roadways (City of San Diego, 2008, p. 3.16-22). In the project vicinity, these scenic 
vistas are located off of Genesee Avenue looking into Rose Canyon. The proposed 
project would not obstruct any of these views, nor would it obstruct views of Rose 
Canyon from the residential neighborhood to the south. As a result, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?   

No Impact. No scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings 
exist on the project site. The site is currently developed and consists of the University 
City High School athletic stadium. The proposed project site is not located near a state 
scenic highway as identified by the California Scenic Highway Program (Caltrans, 2010). 
Based on a review of State designated scenic highways, two highways in the project 
vicinity (Interstate 5 and State Route 52) are Eligible State Scenic Highways but have not 
been officially designated. Neither of these highways is visible from the project site. The 
site is partially visible from Genesee Avenue, which is not a State scenic highway nor is 
it identified as a scenic roadway in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, there would be no 
impact to such resources.  

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

Less Than Significant Impact. As indicated in Response 5.1-a, the existing visual 
character of the project site and surroundings generally consists of a high school adjacent 
to residential homes and Rose Canyon. The visual character of the project site would not 
change significantly. Rather, the proposed project would modernize the existing stadium 
with features typical of newer high school stadiums. During construction, views would 
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consist of construction vehicles and equipment. These views would be temporary and 
would only occur during project construction. Upon completion of the project, the visual 
character would continue to be compatible with the existing surrounding land uses. The 
proposed project would thus have a less than significant impact on the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings.  

d) Create a new source of substantial light and glare, which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would create a 
new source of light by introducing stadium lighting to the existing project site. 
Competitive school events would be held on Friday nights, lights would be dimmed 
following completion of the event and after all patrons have safely exited the facility (at 
approximately 9 p.m.), and lights would be extinguished following cleaning at 
approximately 10 p.m. The on-site lighting would be designed to be compatible with 
surrounding land uses. The City of San Diego and the District do not have applicable 
quantitative lighting standards. However, the District’s goal is to minimize spill light at 
adjacent light sensitive areas and streets. This is generally accomplished by ensuring that 
no light or glare is transmitted or reflected in such concentration or intensity as to be 
detrimental or harmful to persons, or to interfere with the use of surrounding properties or 
streets.  

The proposed lighting system improvements include installation of Musco Light 
Structure Green sports lights at the football field. The Musco Light Structure Green 
lighting system includes a light spill and glare control system that is designed to 
minimize off-site impacts, as indicated in project design feature PDF-AES-1 (refer to 
Section 2.3). As indicated in the Noise and Outdoor Lighting Assessment prepared for 
the proposed project (included as Appendix A), light trespass may cause nuisance to 
others (Dudek, 2010). Based on the preliminary lighting design information, illumination 
levels at the southern and eastern residential property boundaries could potentially be 
above generally-accepted levels prior to inclusion of project design features and 
mitigation.  

Implementation of mitigation measures M-AES-1 through M-AES-3, as well as project 
design feature PDF-AES-1, would ensure that significant light trespass and discomfort 
glare do not occur on adjacent properties as a result of lighting. 

M-AES-1 When final lighting plans are prepared, the design shall ensure that the 
light reflector shields extend to a level at or below the lowest edge of the 
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light source at a distance sufficient to block the light source from the view 
of any adjacent existing residential use. Lights shall be shielded within the 
proposed project site by the location, mounting, and aiming of luminaries; 
the use of shielding; and/or the use of cutoff reflectors and refractors. 

M-AES-2 The lighting vendor shall guarantee that the illumination level shall not 
exceed 0.8 foot-candles of light trespass at the homes located south of the 
site, due to the stadium facility lighting. 

M-AES-3 Adjustments to the facility lighting shall be made once lighting is in place 
to address potential glare effects. Alterations shall include the installation 
of glare shields or readjusting of the aiming or position of the luminaries. 

5.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources—Would the project:  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

No Impact. According to the Important Farmland Map prepared by the California 
Department of Conservation, the project site is not located within an area designated as 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (CDC, 2004). 
The entire site is classified as Urban and Built-Up Land, therefore no impact to existing 
farmlands would occur as a result of the proposed project.  

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact. The proposed project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject 
to a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

No Impact. Forest land is defined as “land that can support 10% native tree cover of any 
species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management 
of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, 
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits” (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 12220(g)). Timberland is defined as “land, other than land 
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owned by the federal government and land designated by the board as experimental 
forestland, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any 
commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including 
Christmas trees” (California Public Resources Code, Section 4526). A Timberland 
Production Zone is defined as “an area which has been zoned pursuant to Section 51112 
or 51113 and is devoted to and used for growing and harvesting timber, or for growing 
and harvesting timber and compatible uses, as defined in subdivision” (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 51104(g)).  

University City High School is located in the City of San Diego General Plan area and is 
designated as Institutional & Public and Semi-Public Facilities. It is also located within 
the University Community Plan area. The designated zoning for the project site is RS 
(Residential – Single Unit). As such, the project would not conflict with existing zoning 
for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Additionally, as 
indicated on the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection's Land Cover 
map, the project site is designated as Urban and would not be located in an area zoned as 
forest land, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone (California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection 2010). Therefore, no impacts would occur.  

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?   

No Impact. The proposed project would affect existing developed areas and ornamental 
landscaping, and the athletic stadium improvements would not expand the existing 
footprint of the high school or introduce any land uses that would result in the loss of 
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impacts would 
occur. 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use?   

No Impact. As described in Responses 5.2-a and 5.2-b above, no portion of the project is 
located within or adjacent to existing agricultural areas, nor would project 
implementation result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. Additionally, 
as described in Responses 5.2-c and 5.2-d, no portion of the project site is located within 
or adjacent to forest land, timberland, or a Timberland Production Zone, nor would 
project implementation result in the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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5.3 Air Quality—Would the project:  

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located within the San Diego Air 
Basin, which is governed by the San Diego Air Pollution Control Board. A consistency 
determination is made in local agency project review by comparing local planning 
projects to the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) in several ways. It fulfills the 
CEQA goal of fully informing local agency decision makers of the environmental costs 
of the project under consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality 
concerns are addressed. Only new or amended General Plan elements, Specific Plans and 
significantly unique projects need to undergo consistency review due to the RAQS being 
based on projections from local General Plans. Therefore, projects that are consistent 
with the local General Plan are considered consistent with the air quality-related regional 
plan. The RAQS relies on information from SANDAG, including projected growth in the 
County, to forecast future emissions in the San Diego Air Basin. Thus, it is imperative 
that projects are consistent with the population, housing, and employment assumptions 
that were used in the development of the RAQS. The proposed upgrades to the existing 
athletic facilities would not increase the school capacity, add to the growth of the 
community, or substantially increase traffic conditions within the project area resulting in 
additional air pollutant contribution. The proposed project would not result in a change of 
zoning or land use of the project site and would therefore be consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Designations (refer to Section 5.9 for further discussion). The proposed 
project would also be consistent with SANDAG growth forecasts and all applicable 
emissions control measures identified within the RAQS. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict or obstruct implementation of the RAQS/State Implementation Plan; 
impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would involve minimal short-term emissions 
associated with grading and construction. The principal sources of emissions would be 
fugitive dust from earth moving activities, storage piles, and vehicle travel, as well as 
equipment exhaust. Emissions are expected only to occur during the construction phase 
and as stated in the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix B), estimated emissions 
generated during construction would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation (Dudek, 2009). In addition, 
implementation of project design feature PDF-AQ-1 (refer to Section 2.3) would further 
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reduce air quality impacts. Therefore, impacts from construction related emissions would 
be less than significant.  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The San Diego Air Basin is classified by the Federal 
Government as a non-attainment region for PM10. Although project specific impacts 
related to PM10 during construction are considered less than significant, the cumulative 
impact from simultaneous construction within the air basin is a contributing factor to the 
overall pollution burden. However, with the implementation of standard construction 
measures such as those outlined in project design feature PDF-AQ-1, cumulative air 
quality impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors that could be potentially affected by 
the implementation of the proposed athletic facilities improvements include University 
City High School students, faculty, and visitors within the immediate vicinity of the 
school stadium, where construction would occur. The proposed project would be required 
to comply with the City of San Diego Municipal Code, limiting construction to the hours 
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays; therefore, construction activity would 
occur during school hours. However, construction would be temporary, and as indicated 
in Response 5.3-b, estimated emissions generated during construction would not violate 
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. Further, dust control measures outlined in project design feature PDF-AQ-1 
would be employed to reduce construction effects on students and faculty on site. As a 
result, potential impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During the construction period, potential odors associated 
with the proposed project could result from the application of artificial turf and synthetic 
track, and the operation of construction equipment, which generate fumes. As the 
proposed project is located on the University City High School property, odors associated 
with project construction would have the potential to adversely affect sensitive receptors 
on site, including students and faculty. However, due to the short-term nature of 
construction, impacts resulting from the potential exposure of people to odors that could 
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be considered objectionable would be temporary and short-term. Further, because 
construction would occur within an open area, fumes would have the opportunity to 
dissipate. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

5.4 Biological Resources—Would the project:  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located on an existing high 
school campus within an urbanized area and would only affect existing developed areas 
and ornamental landscaping. Due to the lack of habitat on site, the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse effect on species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
athletic stadium improvements would not expand the existing footprint of the high school 
or introduce any land uses that would adversely affect biological resources. Additionally, 
sensitive species located north of the project site in Rose Canyon would not be affected 
by the proposed project.  

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

No Impact. See Response 5.4-a.  

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

No Impact. The proposed project is located on an existing high school campus. There are 
no federally or state-protected wetlands on the project site. Implementation of the 
proposed project would not adversely affect any federally protected wetlands in the 
vicinity of the project site.  
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d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large 
patches of natural open space and provide avenues for dispersal or migration of animals, 
as well as dispersal of plants (e.g., via wildlife vectors). The project site is currently 
developed and does not function as a regional wildlife corridor or habitat linkage. A 
significant wildlife corridor (Rose Canyon) is located just north of the project site. The 
proposed project would not interfere with the functions of this wildlife corridor, as 
construction would be temporary and short-term in nature. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance?   

No Impact. The proposed project site is currently developed within an existing high 
school campus. With the exception of the Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP), the proposed project is not subject to any other local policy or ordinance 
protecting biological resources. Areas identified for conservation and inclusion in a 
regional reserve system have been delineated for the City of San Diego during the 
preparation of the City of San Diego Subarea Plan for the MSCP (City of San Diego, 
1997). The project site is located outside of areas identified for conservation and would 
not preclude the assemblage of a reserve system envisioned for the City of San Diego as 
described in the Subarea Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.   

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?   

No Impact. The proposed project site is currently developed within an existing high 
school campus. The project site is located outside of areas proposed for conservation in 
the MSCP Subarea Plan. As a result, no impacts to a local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan would occur.  
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5.5 Cultural Resources—Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5?  

No Impact. The proposed project consists of athletic facilities improvements to the 
University City High School campus. No historic resources exist on the project site; 
therefore, no impacts would occur.  

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently developed within an existing 
high school campus that has been previously disturbed by grading and soil compaction 
activities. Minimal ground disturbance resulting from the installation of artificial turf, a 
synthetic track, stadium lighting, and a scoreboard is not expected to cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, and as a result impacts 
to archaeological resources would be less than significant.  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?   

Less Than Significant Impact. Due to the developed nature of, and previous disturbance 
on, the project site, it is unlikely that paleontological resources are present. Additionally, 
the project would involve minimal grading. Therefore, less than significant impacts to 
paleontological resources are anticipated to occur.  

Adverse impacts to unique geologic features typically include material impairment 
through the destruction, permanent covering or alteration of the feature. The project site 
does not contain any unique geologic characteristics that have the potential to support 
unique geologic features, and as a result impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

Less Than Significant Impact. As mentioned in Responses 5.5-b and 5.5-c, the proposed 
project involves minimal ground disturbance and the site has been previously disturbed; 
therefore, impacts resulting from the disturbance of human remains would be less than 
significant.  
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5.6 Geology and Soils—Would the project: 

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury or death involving:  

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.   

Less Than Significant Impact. The most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map indicates that the proposed project site is not in an earthquake fault 
zone (CDC, 2010); therefore, no known faults are located within the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project site. The nearest known active fault is the Rose 
Canyon Fault, located approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the site. Further, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increased seismic 
risks over the existing condition. Impacts would be less than significant.  

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?   

Less Than Significant Impact. As noted earlier, no active earthquake faults have 
been identified as occurring on or directly adjacent to the site, and implementation 
of the proposed project would not result in an increased seismic risks over the 
existing condition. However, due to the proximity of the project site to the Rose 
Canyon fault, ground shaking and other seismic activities may occur. Primary 
earthquake hazards include damage from ground displacement along a fault zone, 
severe ground shaking, and induced secondary hazards such as liquefaction and 
rapid differential settlement. While the project area is susceptible to ground 
shaking, liquefaction, and settlement, the proposed project would not expose 
people or structures to any greater seismic risk than that of surrounding 
development. Seismic design of the structures (stadium lighting and scoreboard) 
would be performed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC) 
guidelines, and impacts would be less than significant.  

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.6-a(ii). 
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iv. Landslides?   

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.6-a(ii). 

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities such as grading may have the 
potential to cause soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Short-term erosion effects during the 
construction phase of the project would be prevented to the extent possible through 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the 
incorporation of BMPs. The SWPPP will include standard construction methods, such as 
temporary detention basins to control on-site and off-site erosion, as appropriate to the 
project. The SWPPP is required by the City during plan review and approval of project 
improvement plans; therefore, with implementation of an approved SWPPP, impacts 
resulting from erosion during construction would be less than significant. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located on Alluvium and Eocene 
marine geologic units. Additionally, based on soils information obtained from the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the project site is underlain by Huerhuero 
loam (15% to 30% slopes), Altamont clay (30% to 50% slopes), and Salinas clay loam 
(2% to 9% slopes). Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an 
increased risk of unstable soil over the existing condition. Further, as mentioned earlier 
seismic design of the structures (stadium lighting and scoreboard) would be performed in 
accordance with the UBC guidelines. Impacts would be less than significant.  

d)  Be located on expansive soils, as defined in Table 18 – 1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The site is underlain by clays and loams, and Table 18-1-
B identifies clays as having a “high” potential for expansion. However, as mentioned in 
Response 5.6-c, implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increased 
risk over the existing condition. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any need for a 
septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system. No impact would result.  

5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions—Would the project: 

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are often referred 
to as greenhouse gases (GHGs). Principal GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and water vapor (H2O). Some greenhouse gases, 
such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through 
natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the 
greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of 
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results mostly from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills.  

GHG emissions contributing to global climate change have only recently been addressed 
in CEQA documents, such that CEQA and case law do not provide much guidance 
relative to their assessment. Quantitative significance thresholds for this topic have not 
been adopted by the State of California or any particular air pollution control district. 
CEQA does, however, provide guidance regarding topics such as climate change in 
Guidelines Section 15144, Forecasting. Section 15144 notes that preparation of an 
environmental impact analysis document necessarily involves some degree of 
forecasting. While forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its 
best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can. 

Greenhouse gas emissions would be associated with the construction phase of the 
proposed project through the use of heavy equipment and vehicle trips. Emissions of 
greenhouse gases would be short-term and temporary. Following construction, no 
increase in air pollutant emissions in excess of existing operational emissions created by 
regular use of the athletic facilities is anticipated. 

While global climate change is, by definition, a cumulative environmental impact and the 
impacts of climate change on California human and natural systems would also be 
substantial, there currently is no agreed-upon methodology to adequately identify, under 
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CEQA, when project-level GHG emissions contribute considerably to this cumulative 
impact.  

As indicated in the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix B), the emission of GHGs 
associated with implementation of any one development project would not necessarily 
result in any discernable direct impact globally or locally on climate, water availability, 
plant or wildlife species, populations, habitats, or ecosystems (Dudek, 2009). Therefore, 
until such time that guidance is provided by regulatory agencies to evaluate thresholds of 
significance and control of GHG emissions, the significance of the proposed project’s 
contribution to global GHG emissions and thereby climate change, pursuant to CEQA, 
cannot be judged and such an evaluation would be speculative.  

The proposed project would not result in long-term operational impacts, but would result 
in temporary construction impacts. The air pollutant emissions generated from 
construction activity would be short term, and these impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to Response 5.7-a. The proposed project is not 
likely to result in a conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials—Would the project:  

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve the 
transport of gasoline and other fuels to the project site for the sole purpose of equipment 
fueling. Relatively small amounts of commonly used hazardous substances, such as 
gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, and solvents would be used on site for 
construction and maintenance. These materials would be transported and handled in 
accordance with all federal, state, and local laws regulating the management and use of 
hazardous materials. Consequently, use of these materials for their intended purpose 
would not pose a significant risk to the public or environment. Once construction is 
complete, fuels and other petroleum products would no longer remain on-site. The 
transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials would be limited to common hazardous 
materials. Although limited quantities of these hazardous materials (e.g., cleaning agents, 
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paints and thinners, turf care products, etc.) are expected to be used during both 
construction and operation of the proposed project, these activities generally do not entail 
the use of such substances in quantities that would present a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment. Impacts are considered to be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.8-a.  

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.8-a. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 
(CalEPA, 2006). No impact would result. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles east of 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, and is also located within the Influence 
Area for MCAS Miramar (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, 2004). 
However, as indicated in the Final Program EIR for the City of San Diego Draft General 
Plan, the proposed project site is located outside of the MCAS Miramar Municipal 
Airport Safety Area (City of San Diego, 2008, Figure 3.5-6). As a result, safety hazards 
for people residing or working in the project area are not expected. Additionally, the 
athletic facilities would not be permanently occupied by people residing or working 
there, but would rather be utilized at various times throughout the day for sports 
activities. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.8-e above.  

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of San Diego General Plan (City of San Diego, 
2008) and the University Community Plan (City of San Diego, 1987) do not identify an 
emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan. Additionally, it is not 
anticipated that project implementation would impair or interfere with an emergency 
response plan or evacuation plan due to the temporary and short-term nature of 
construction. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located adjacent to Rose Canyon, 
a regional biological resource and recreation area. The proposed project would be located 
within the existing footprint of University City High School and would be constructed in 
compliance with City Code regulations. Due to the residential homes and school 
buildings surrounding the project site, the risk of fire from this area is expected to be low 
and would not result in an increased risk over the existing condition. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality—Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project is not expected to 
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Construction 
activities could result in wind and water erosion leading to sediment laden discharges to 
nearby water resources. Sediment transport to drainages could result in degradation of 
water quality. Similarly, fuels, oils, lubricants, and other hazardous substances used 
during construction could be released and impact surface and groundwater. Anticipated 
pollutants of concern typical of recreational developments such as the proposed project 
include but are not limited to the following: sediments, nutrients, trash and debris, and 
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pesticides. Implementation of project design feature PDF-WQ-1 (refer to Section 2.3) 
would reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality. 
 
Upon completion of construction activities, the project would not violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The athletic facilities improvements 
would not result in an increased amount of runoff over the existing condition. The 
artificial turf field would consist of a vertical draining, porous base underneath a 
complete synthetic grass system, and as a result it would not result in additional runoff 
when compared to the existing grass field. Impacts would be less than significant.  

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (i.e., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the proposed 
project would not require dewatering, therefore construction activities would not affect 
groundwater supplies. Additionally, as mentioned earlier the artificial turf field would 
consist of a vertical draining, porous base, and as a result groundwater recharge would 
not be interfered with. Impacts would be less than significant.  

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not involve substantial 
alteration of existing drainage patterns at University City High School. Drainage from the 
project site would continue to flow into existing storm drain systems, and the artificial 
turf field would consist of a vertical draining, porous base, allowing water to permeate 
into the soil. Impacts would be less than significant.  

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the flow rate 
or amount (volume) of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.9-c.  
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e)  Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The athletic facilities improvements are not expected to 
contribute a substantial amount of runoff to existing drainage facilities. The artificial turf 
field would consist of a vertical draining, porous base underneath a complete synthetic 
grass system, and as a result it would not result in additional runoff when compared to the 
existing grass field. As a result, no increase in runoff is expected to occur, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Responses 5.9-a through 5.9-e above.  

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood delineation map?  

No Impact. The project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard area (refer to Figure 
4). However, the project does not propose housing, and as a result no impacts would 
result.  

h)  Place within 100-year flood hazard area structures, which would impede or redirect 
flood flows?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project entails the installation of artificial 
turf within the University City High School stadium to accommodate football, soccer, 
and field hockey events. In addition, the project proposes to replace the existing track 
surface with a synthetic track, as well as stadium lighting, a scoreboard, and an upgraded 
sound system. As such, the proposed project would be replacing existing facilities within 
the 100-year flood hazard area with comparable facilities. No additional structures are 
proposed that would significantly impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts would thus be 
less than significant.  
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i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

Less Than Significant Impact. As mentioned earlier, the proposed project is located 
within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project would not subject the area to 
any greater risk than the existing condition. Additionally, use of the field would be 
intermittent and only a marginal increase in use is proposed due to the availability of the 
facility for nighttime events. The project is not located within a dam inundation area, and 
thus would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death as 
a result of the failure of a levee or dam. Impacts would be less than significant. 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  

Less Than Significant Impact. A tsunami is a water wave or a series of waves generated 
by a sudden displacement of the surface of the ocean or other deep body of water through 
displacements associated with large earthquakes, major submarine slides, or exploding 
volcanic islands. A seiche is a periodic oscillation or “sloshing” of water in an enclosed 
basin, such as a reservoir. Seiche-generating disturbances include earthquakes, landslides, 
wave interactions, and changes of wind or air pressure. Seiches can create a range of 
water-level changes, from imperceptible to those that damage vessels or threaten lives.  

The project site is located approximately three miles east of the Pacific Ocean and at 
approximately 250 feet above mean sea level. Based on the elevation and distance to the 
Pacific Ocean, the potential for damage resulting from a tsunami is considered to be low. 
There is the potential for a seiche to occur, given the proximity of the project site to a 
major active fault zone as well as three large reservoirs. However, the periodic oscillation 
of water within these reservoirs would need to overtop their respective dams, and even if 
this were to occur the amount of water released would likely not be significant enough to 
result in inundation of the project site. There is the potential for impacts related from 
mudflow, as there is a steep slope directly south of the athletic facilities. However, 
impacts resulting from mudflow would not be considered significant, as the project 
proposes no change in use and only a marginal increase in use would occur due to the 
availability of the facility for nighttime events. 

5.10 Land Use and Planning—Would the project:  

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The proposed project involves improvements to an existing high school and 
would not physically divide an established community.  



R O S E  C A N Y O N

N
O

B
E

L
 D

R

T
O

W
N

E
 C

E
N

T
R

E
 D

R

NO
B

EL D
R

GENESEE AV

GO
VERNO

R  D
R

805

FIGURE 4

FEMA Floodplain
5457-01

University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project - MNDJUNE 2010

AERIAL SOURCE: DIGITALGLOBE 2008

Z:
\P

ro
je

ct
s\

j5
45

70
1\

M
A

P
D

O
C

\M
AP

S
\M

N
D

 F
ig

s\
Fi

g0
4_

FE
M

A.
m

xd

0 1,000500
Feet

Project Site



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
University City High School Athletic Facilities Improvement Project 

  5457 
 70 August 2010  

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect?   

No Impact. University City High School is located in the City of San Diego General Plan 
area and is designated as Institutional & Public and Semi-Public Facilities. It is also 
located within the University Community Plan area. The designated zoning for the 
project site is RS (Residential – Single Unit). These land use and zoning designations 
include activities and facilities operated by school districts. Improvements to the athletic 
facilities would not conflict with the use of the site as a school; therefore, no impacts 
would result. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan?  

No Impact. See Response 5.4-f. The proposed project site is currently developed within 
an existing high school campus. The project site is located outside of areas proposed for 
conservation in the MSCP Subarea Plan. As a result, no impacts to a local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan would occur. 

5.11 Mineral Resources—Would the project: 

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of future 
value to the region and the residents of the State?  

No Impact. As mandated by the Surface Mining Reclamation Act of 1975 (California 
Public Resources Code, Section 2710 et seq.), the California State Minerals and Geology 
Board classifies California mineral resources with the Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 
system. The proposed project site is situated on land classified as MRZ-3, which is 
defined by the State as “areas containing mineral deposits where the significance cannot 
be evaluated from available data” (California Department of Mineral Resources, 1996). 
While the site has been categorized as MRZ-3, it should be noted that the property is not 
currently being used for mineral resource extraction, and the site has been occupied by 
University City High School since 1981. Also, the site is zoned for residential uses rather 
than mining uses, demonstrating that the City would not allow future plans to develop the 
site for mining. Given these factors, while the proposed project would be located on 
MRZ-3 land, it would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
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that would be of future value to the region and the residents of the State, and no impact 
would result. 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

No Impact. See Response 5.11-a above. The proposed project site is not designated as an 
important mineral resource recovery site in applicable local land use documents. As such, 
no impact would result. 

5.12 Noise—Would the project result in:  

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies?  

Less Than Significant Impact. A Noise and Outdoor Lighting Assessment was 
completed for the proposed project (Dudek, 2010), and is included as Appendix A. Noise 
associated with the construction of the proposed project would be short-term and would 
temporarily impact nearby sensitive receptors. All construction activity would comply 
with the City of San Diego’s allowable hours for construction (7 am to 7 pm, Monday 
through Friday). During this time period the construction equipment would generate an 
average noise level of up to approximately 65 dB or less at the closest existing residences 
to the south and east of the site (Dudek, 2010). This construction noise level would be in 
compliance with the City of San Diego’s 75 dB average sound level threshold outlined in 
the Municipal Code. As a result, noise levels during construction of the proposed project 
would not exceed established standards, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Upon completion of construction activities, project-related noise would primarily consist 
of spectator vocalizations during sporting events and intermittent public address system 
announcements. The sound levels were modeled at a constant value of 75 dBA Leq-h at 3 
feet per group of 50 people at a large event, and 90 dBA per public address speaker. 
These levels are consistent with the proposed utilization of the site.  

The Noise and Outdoor Lighting Assessment indicates that the worst-case scenario (full 
capacity events) may result in property line sound levels of approximately 57 to 62 dBA 
Leq-h (Dudek, 2010). Comparative noise sources that produce 60 dB include restaurant 
and office conversations, background music, and air conditioning units at 100 feet. This 
would exceed the City of San Diego’s sound level limit of 50 dBA between the hours of 
7 am to 7 pm, and the 45 dBA limit between the hours of 7 pm to 10 pm. Comparative 
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noise sources that produce 50 dB and 45 dB are conversations at home and bird calls, 
respectively.  

Project-related noise would be intermittent, as the noise is generated periodically and 
typically triggered by important plays occurring on the athletic facilities. Because noise 
from the crowd is periodic, these sound levels are not considered significant. 
Additionally, as indicated in project design feature PDF-NOI-1 (refer to Section 2.3), the 
PA system would be designed to minimize noise impacts to the surrounding residences. 
The design will include directional speakers that have the ability to be adjusted 
individually during evening hours to reduce noise levels.  

The existing athletic facilities currently utilizes a sound system during athletic events. 
The noise associated with athletic events following implementation of the proposed 
project is anticipated to decrease with the installation of an upgraded sound system that 
includes directional speakers that will direct the sound away from the property lines and a 
four-channel amplifier that will allow the District to turn down the speakers closest to the 
property lines. Although the proposed project will reduce the impact of noise associated 
with athletic events, modeling of a worst-case scenario (full spectator capacity) indicates 
that noise levels may still exceed the City of San Diego’s sound level limits, as discussed 
above. 

The District anticipates that approximately 15 evening events would occur with 
implementation of the proposed project. Additionally, the PA system would be shut off at 
approximately 9 pm at the completion of the athletic events. As a result, the proposed 
project would not result in a constant exposure of persons to project-related noise, and 
impacts would be less than significant.  

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The construction activities required for the proposed 
project are not anticipated to generate excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels. 
Construction would not require pile driving, which is known to create groundborne 
vibrations. As mentioned above, construction activities would comply with the City of 
San Diego’s allowable hours for construction, and due to the temporary nature of 
construction activities impacts would be less than significant.  
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c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.12-a. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.12-a. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles east of 
MCAS Miramar, and is also located within the Influence Area for MCAS Miramar (San 
Diego County Regional Airport Authority, 2004). As indicated in the Noise and Outdoor 
Lighting Assessment for the proposed project, the noise levels associated with aircraft 
from MCAS Miramar range from 60 to 65 dB at the site. These noise levels are existing 
conditions and are not considered to be excessive; there would be no increase in noise 
levels over the existing condition. As a result, the proposed project would not result in the 
exposure of people to excessive noise levels.  

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.12-e.  

5.13 Population and Housing—Would the project:  

a) Induce substantial 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)?   

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project entails the installation of artificial 
turf within the University City High School stadium to accommodate football, soccer, 
and field hockey events. In addition, the project proposes to replace the existing track 
surface with a synthetic track, as well as the inclusion of stadium lighting, a scoreboard, 
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and an upgraded sound system. No increase in capacity is proposed, and the stadium 
would continue to serve the existing school population. No impact would result.  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. The project site does not currently support housing. No impact would result. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?   

No Impact. The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people. The 
site is currently used as a sports field for football, soccer, and field hockey events and no 
change in use is proposed.   

5.14 Public Services  

a)  Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, a need for new or 
physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire protection?  

No Impact. The City of San Diego Fire Department provides fire protection and 
safety services to the City of San Diego. The nearest fire station (Fire Station No. 
35) is located at 4285 Eastgate Mall, approximately 1 mile north of the project 
site. The design of the proposed project must comply with Fire Department 
requirements and standards to ensure adequate access is provided. The project 
would not result in an increase in call volume or an increase in response to the 
area. The proposed project would not involve the closure of any surface streets 
that will increase the response time for Fire Protection services. Therefore, there 
would be no impact.  

ii. Police protection?  

No Impact. The City of San Diego Police Department provides police protection 
and safety services to the City of San Diego. The nearest police station (the 
Northern Division) is located at 4275 Eastgate Mall, approximately 1 mile north 
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of the project site. The project would not result in an increase in call volume or an 
increase in response to the area. The proposed project would not involve the 
closure of any surface streets that will increase the response time for Police 
Protection services. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

iii. Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project entails upgrades to an existing sports field at 
University City High School and does not support an increase in student 
population. Since the project does not propose housing, impacts to existing 
schools or the need for additional schools would not result.  

iv. Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project entails upgrades to an existing sports field at 
University City High School and does not support an increase in student 
population. It would not result in an increased demand for park space. No impacts 
would result.  

v.  Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The proposed project entails upgrades to an existing sports field at 
University City High School. It would not result in an increased demand for any 
other public facilities. No impacts would result.  

5.15 Recreation 

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated?   

No Impact. The proposed project intends to enhance an existing school facility by 
providing artificial turf to replace the existing grass, a synthetic track to replace the 
existing dirt track, and the inclusion of stadium lighting, a scoreboard, and an upgraded 
sound system. The proposed project would not result in an increase in capacity or 
population, which would generate an increased demand for recreational uses. Therefore, 
there would be no impact.   
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b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
improvements of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.15-a. The proposed project would 
provide improvements to an existing school facility and is not intended to increase 
student population. The environmental impacts of the construction of the proposed 
project are addressed in this MND. Impacts would be less than significant. 

5.16 Transportation/Traffic—Would the project:  

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?  

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. During construction, traffic 
would be generated by construction crews and equipment/material deliveries. It is 
expected that construction-related traffic would not create a substantial impact on traffic 
volumes or change traffic patterns on local streets in such a way that congestion and 
delay would be substantially increased. However, delays, hazards and congestion may 
result and have the potential to cause a substantial increase in traffic.  

Implementation of mitigation measure M-TR-1 would minimize construction related 
impacts to traffic flow to a level below significance. 

M-TR-1 Prior to construction, a traffic control plan would be developed by the 
District’s contractor in accordance with the City of San Diego traffic 
control guidelines and would specifically address construction traffic 
during periods of supply delivery or heavy equipment transport. The 
traffic control plan would address construction traffic at the affected 
intersections, and would specify access and traffic safety requirements 
during hours of operation. The traffic control plan would include signage 
and a flagger when necessary to allow heavy equipment transport along 
residential and local streets, and would also include parking and laydown 
areas for construction equipment and construction worker vehicles.  
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Once construction is complete, the proposed project would not cause any increase in 
traffic. No increase in student enrollment is proposed as part of the project; therefore, no 
increase in daily trips would be generated and impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 5.16-a. Following construction, the 
proposed project would not result in any increase in daily trips and as a result would not 
exceed any level of service standards.  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels 
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The project does not propose any use which will result in a change in air 
traffic patterns. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include the development or redesign of any 
roadways that would pose a hazardous threat due to a design feature. No impacts are 
expected. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. Improvements to the existing field would be required to meet City standards 
for emergency access. The design of the proposed project will comply with Fire 
Department requirements and standards to ensure access is provided. The proposed 
project would not involve the closure of any surface streets that would increase the 
response time for emergency services. Therefore, there would be no impacts.  

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

No Impact. Following construction, players and spectators would utilize the University 
City High School parking lot and local pedestrian facilities as they currently do. As 
mentioned earlier, no increase in student enrollment is proposed as part of the project; 
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therefore, no increased demand for public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would 
result. Therefore, there would be no impacts.  

5.17 Utilities and Services Systems—Would the project: 

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board?   

No Impact. The proposed project includes the construction of athletic facilities 
improvements. No increase in student enrollment is proposed, and therefore there would 
not be an increase in wastewater generation. The proposed project is not expected to 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements. No impacts would result.  

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
improvements of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental effects?   

No Impact. See Response 5.17-a.  

c)  Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
improvements of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?   

Less Than Significant Impact. The athletic facilities improvements are not expected to 
contribute a substantial amount of runoff to existing drainage facilities. The artificial turf 
field would consist of a vertical draining, porous base underneath a complete synthetic 
grass system, and would not result in additional runoff when compared to the existing 
grass field. As a result, no increase in runoff is expected to occur, and impacts would be 
less than significant.  

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?   

No Impact. No additional demand on water supply is anticipated. Further, it is expected 
that the replacement of the existing grass field with artificial turf would result in a 
significant decrease in water demand, as the field would not require any regular watering. 
No impact would result.  
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e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing commitments?  

No Impact. See Response 5.17-a.  

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's 
solid waste disposal needs?   

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate a limited amount of 
solid waste during construction. Following construction, no increase in solid waste is 
anticipated since no increase in student enrollment is proposed. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?   

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant.  

5.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a facility or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
facility or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Section 5.4, the proposed project would 
not directly impact sensitive wildlife, plants or habitats. The proposed project does not 
have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a facility or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered facility or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.  
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects) 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not 
have impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. The proposed 
project would not increase the capacity of the existing school. Given that project impacts 
are less than significant – some with mitigation incorporated, cumulative impacts are not 
foreseen.  

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause the substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Based on the analysis 
above, it has been determined that there would be no significant direct or indirect effect 
on human beings with incorporation of the mitigation measures presented herein.  
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