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6.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
6.1

RATIONALE FOR ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

CEQA requires the consideration of alternatives to the proposed Plan and the analysis of impacts
associated with the alternatives. Through comparison of these alternatives to the proposed Plan, the
advantages of each can be weighed and analyzed. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that
an EIR “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives.”
Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines state the following:
•

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. If the
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. [Section 15126.6(e)(1)(2)]

•

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making
and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. The
range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen
one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly discuss the rationale for selecting
the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. Among the factors that
may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are (i) failure to
meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii), infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts. [Section 15126.6(a)(c)]

•

“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. [Section 15364]

Alternatives were generated as alternate means of achieving most of the basic objectives of the
proposed Plan. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, these basic objectives are to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Focus population and employment growth in existing urbanized areas to protect sensitive
habitat and natural resource areas.
Provide transportation investments that support compact land development patterns.
Meet GHG emissions targets for passenger cars and light-duty trucks.
Provide transportation investments and land use patterns that promote public health and
safety.
Use TransNet revenue as matching funds to maximize funding from non-TransNet sources.
Provide access to jobs and key destinations for all communities.
Make transportation investments that reduce travel times for all trips.
Enhance the efficiency of the transportation network through the deployment of new
technologies.
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Table 6.0-1 shows that all of the alternatives considered in detail in this EIR partially or fully meet most
of the basic project objectives with the exception of the Alternative 1: No Project. In this table, a “yes”
indicates an alternative has the ability to at least partially, if not fully meet project objectives.
CEQA requires identification of alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen the significant
impacts of the proposed Plan. Based on the analysis in Chapter 4.0, construction and operational
activities associated with forecasted regional growth and land use change and planned transportation
network improvements and programs under the proposed Plan would result in significant impacts for
many resource topics. Of these topics, air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts were of particular
concern to the public during the EIR scoping and planning processes.
Among other things, the comments provided on the NOP and during development of the proposed Plan
focused around a common theme of avoiding or substantially lessening GHG emission and air quality
impacts through major reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Various transportation investments
and policy options were recommended in the comment letters to achieve the major reductions in VMT.
The range of alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR is in large part based on public and stakeholder
requests to avoid or substantially lessen GHG emissions and air quality impacts by reducing total VMT. It
should be noted, however, that many measures included in alternatives to reduce GHG emissions or
VMT, such as further compacting development and increasing transit utilization, would also have the
effect of reducing other impacts, such as loss of wildlife habitat or agricultural land. The alternatives
selected for detailed consideration incorporate many of the major transportation investments and
policy options that commenters suggested would lead to major reductions in VMT, including but not
limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Advancing public transit (capital and operations) and active transportation investments to 2025
(the first 10 years of the proposed Plan)
Including investments from the unconstrained transit network (e.g., investments for which
available funding was not identified in the proposed Plan)
Delaying and eliminating general purpose highway and managed lane investments
Converting existing general purpose lanes to managed lanes
Providing more compact land use patterns
Substantially lowering transit fares
Substantially increasing the price of parking
Substantially increasing the cost of driving.

The remaining parts of this section provide the following:
•
•

•
•

A description of alternatives considered in detail;
A summary of the environmental impacts of each alternative and a comparison of each
alternative’s impacts with those of the proposed Plan. The focus of this analysis is to determine
if alternatives are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the significant environmental
effects of the proposed Plan to a less-than-significant level; and
A discussion of the environmentally superior alternative; and
A discussion of alternatives considered but rejected from detailed analysis.
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Table 6.0-1
Ability of Alternatives to Meet Basic Project Objectives
Alternatives Considered in Detail
Basic Project Objectives
1 Focus population and employment
growth in existing urbanized areas
to protect sensitive habitat and
natural resource areas.
2 Provide transportation investments
that support compact land
development patterns.
3 Meet GHG emissions targets for
passenger cars and light-duty
trucks.
4 Provide transportation investments
and land use patterns that promote
public health and safety.
5 Use TransNet revenue as matching
funds to maximize funding from
non-TransNet sources.
6 Provide access to jobs and key
destinations for all communities.
7 Make transportation investments
that reduce travel times for all trips.
8 Enhance the efficiency of the
transportation network through the
deployment of new technologies.

Proposed
Plan

Alt 5C.
Alt 4.
Alt 5A.
Alt 5B.
Alt 5D.
Dense Cores
SG Intensification SCS + Trans Alt Dense Cores
Dense Cores +
+ Trans Alt
+ Trans Alt 4
5A
+ Trans Alt 5A
Trans Alt 5D
5C
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Alt 1.
No Project

Alt 2.
SCS + Trans
Alt 2

Alt 3.
SCS + Trans
Alt 3

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Page 6-3

6.0 Alternatives Analysis

6.2

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

Aside from Alternative 1: No Project, the alternatives analyzed in detail are considered potentially
feasible for the purposes of a CEQA analysis of alternatives to the proposed Plan, although some of
elements of the alternatives would require major changes in legislation or policy or in the availability of
funding. The alternatives are described below and, the action alternatives are summarized in Table 6.02. The primary focus of the alternatives descriptions is on the characteristics that differentiate them
from the proposed Plan. Tables listing all transportation network improvement projects for each
alternative are provided in Appendix D.

Alternative 1: No Project
CEQA requires a No Project Alternative to be analyzed in the EIR. The No Project Alternative assumes
that the proposed Plan would not be adopted or implemented.
The No Project Alternative assumes the Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast land use (same as included
in the proposed Plan). The Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast was accepted for planning purposes by
SANDAG’s Board of Directors in October 25, 2013, and would likely be implemented even if the
proposed Plan was not adopted because it is based on the adopted general plans of the 18 cities and
County government. Although the total population, number of housing units, and number of jobs by
2050 would likely be the same as the proposed Plan under this alternative, the pattern of development
within the region would likely be less compact since all transit improvements included in the proposed
Plan would not be available to support the transit-oriented compact development pattern envisioned in
the proposed Plan. SANDAG transportation and growth modeling has shown that the likelihood of
housing stock and households locating in an area is correlated with the accessibility of transportation
and employment. Therefore, in the absence of future transportation network improvements and
programs identified in the proposed Plan, it is likely that the future land use pattern would see relatively
less concentration of population, housing and jobs in major transportation corridors and relatively more
growth occurring in less developed areas of the region.
The No Project Alternative includes transportation projects likely to be implemented if the proposed
Plan were not adopted. These consist of transportation projects with environmental clearance, full
funding, under construction, or otherwise reasonably foreseeable based on current plans, as listed in
Table D-1 (Appendix D of this EIR) and shown in Figures 6.0-1 and 6.0-2. It includes some projects that
were under construction or opened in 2013, 2014, and 2015, because these projects started
construction or opened after the EIR baseline year (2012). (The action alternatives (2-5D) assume all the
No Project transportation projects would be implemented.)
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Figure 6.0-2
No Project Alternative
2050 Managed Lanes
and Highway Network
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Table 6.0-2
Summary of Action Alternatives Considered in the EIR
Action
Alternative
2
3

1

2

3
4
5
6

1

2

A. Transit
All revenue constrained by
2025
All revenue constrained by
2025

B. Active

3

All projects by 2025
All projects by 2025

Assumptions
4
C. Managed Lanes
6
If support Rapid , same as column A. If not,
same as column D.
If support Rapid, same as column A. If not,
same as column D.
If support Rapid, same as column A. If not,
same as column D.
Reduce scope of MLs:
-Eliminate proposed increases to 4ML where
2ML already exist,
-Reduce proposed increases to 4ML to 2ML
Eliminate.
Convert existing general purpose lanes to
managed lanes to operate proposed Rapid
routes.

4

All revenue constrained
and unconstrained by
2025

All projects by 2025

5A

All revenue constrained
and unconstrained by
2025

All projects by 2025

5B
5C
5D

Same as Alternative 5A
Same as Alternative 5A + New Transit and Parking Policies
Same as Alternative 5A + New Transit and Parking Policies + Increased Auto Operating Cost

D. Highway

5

E. Land Use

No change

SCS Land Use

Delay all to 2050

SCS Land Use

Eliminate

Smart Growth Area
Intensification

Eliminate

SCS Land Use
Dense Cores
Dense Cores
Dense Cores

Each action alternative makes the following assumptions: Advance Urban Core bus route 10-minute all-day frequency improvements to 2025 (2035 under proposed Plan). New
toll lanes remain the same as the proposed Plan. Removal of tolls on SR 125 remains the same as the proposed Plan. TSM and TDM investments remain the same as the
proposed Plan.
Transit = COASTER, SPRINTER, Trolley, Rapid, Streetcar, San Marcos Shuttle, Airport Express, Intermodal, and Other (vehicles, system rehabilitation, regulatory
compliance, park-and-ride).
Active = Regional Bike Network Project List.
Managed Lanes = managed lanes and managed lane connectors.
Highway = general purpose lanes, operational improvements, freeway connectors.
Rapid services refer to both bus rapid transit (BRT) that operates on Managed Lanes and Rapid bus that provides higher-speed alternatives to local bus services in high-volume
arterial corridors and utilizes a range of lower-capital cost signal priority treatments, transit-only lanes, and limited station stops to achieve faster travel times.
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Alternative 2: Sustainable Communities Strategy/Advanced Revenue Constrained Transit +
Revenue Constrained Highway (SCS + Trans Alt 2)
This alternative would implement the SCS land use pattern (same as the proposed Plan) and complete
the public transit and active transportation projects of the proposed Plan within 10 years (by 2025) as
suggested by public comments during the scoping process, instead of the proposed Plan’s 35-year
period (by 2050). Specifically, this alternative would:
•

Complete all public transit capital projects and public transit operations improvements in the
proposed Plan by 2025.

•

Complete managed lanes (MLs) and ML connectors in the proposed Plan that support Rapid
routes by 2025.

•

Implement 10-minute all-day frequencies for Urban Core local bus routes by 2025.

•

Complete all active transportation projects in the proposed Plan by 2025.

Figure 6.0-3 identifies the transit network that would be implemented by 2025 under Alternative 2. This
figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative the entire transit network of the
proposed Plan would be completed by 2025. Because this alternative would complete all transit projects
from the 2035 and 2050 phases of the proposed Plan by 2025, the 2035 and 2050 transit networks for
Alternative 2 would look the same as the 2025 network shown on Figure 6.0-3. In 2050, the Alternative
2 transit network would be the same as the proposed Plan.
Figure 6.0-4 identifies the managed lane and highway networks that would be implemented by 2025
under Alternative 2. This figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative MLs and ML
connectors in the later phases of the proposed Plan that support Rapid service are completed by 2025.
In 2050, the Alternative 2 managed lane and highway networks would be the same as the proposed
Plan. Table D-2 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement projects
that would be implemented under this alternative. This alternative is identical to the “Accelerated
Transportation Network A” discussed at the January 16, 2015, meeting of the SANDAG Transportation
Committee meeting and the January 28, 2015, meeting of the SANDAG Board of Directors.
Significant new funding would be required to implement and operate the accelerated capital program of
Alternative 2, which is estimated at approximately $34 billion by 2025. This would require approximately
$30 billion in new capital funds within a 10-year period, substantially more than the anticipated $4.8
billion in anticipated available revenue (see Chapter 3 of the proposed Plan for discussion of available
revenues). The cost to operate the transit facilities would expand from approximately $350 million
annually in Fiscal Year 2015, to nearly $1.1 billion annually in Fiscal Year 2025. Total operating costs over
the 35 year period (by 2050) would be nearly $49 billion, more than $14 billion more than anticipated
available revenues of $34 billion for operations over that timeframe.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change.
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Alternative 3: Sustainable Communities Strategy/Advanced Revenue Constrained Transit +
Delayed Revenue Constrained Highway (SCS + Trans Alt 3)
Similar to Alternative 2, this alternative would implement the SCS land use pattern (same as the
proposed Plan) and complete the public transit and active transportation projects of the proposed Plan
within 10 years (by 2025) instead of the planned 35-year period (by 2050). In addition, in an attempt to
further reduce VMT, this alternative would delay completion of highway general purpose lanes and
freeway connectors in the proposed Plan to the 2050 phase. Specifically, this alternative would:
•

Complete all public transit capital projects and public transit operations improvements in the
proposed Plan by 2025.

•

Complete MLs and ML connectors in the proposed Plan that support Rapid routes by 2025.

•

Delay completion of highway general purpose lanes and freeway connectors in the proposed
Plan to the 2050 phase.
o

All highway general purpose lanes are already in the 2050 phase of the proposed Plan,
except for the addition of two general purpose lanes to an approximately 3-mile
segment of SR 67, which would be delayed to the 2050 phase under this alternative.

o

The addition of two general purpose lanes to a segment of SR 76 remains in 2020 since
it is under construction as of 2014.

o

Six freeway connectors would be delayed to the 2050 phase.

o

Delay completion of new MLs and ML connectors in the proposed Plan that do not
support Rapid routes to the 2050 phase.

•

Implement 10-minute all-day frequencies for Urban Core local bus routes by 2025.

•

Complete all active transportation projects in the proposed Plan by 2025.

Figure 6.0-3 identifies the transit network that would be implemented by 2025 under Alternative 3. This
figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative the entire transit network of the
proposed Plan would be completed by 2025. Because this alternative would complete all transit projects
from the 2035 and 2050 phases of the proposed Plan by 2025, the 2035 and 2050 transit networks for
Alternative 3 would look the same as the 2025 network shown on Figure 6.0-3. In 2050, the Alternative
3 transit network would be the same as the proposed Plan.
Figure 6.0-5 identifies the managed lane and highway networks that would be implemented by 2025
under Alternative 3. This figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative MLs and ML
connectors in the later phases of the proposed Plan that support Rapid service are completed by 2025,
and highway general purpose lanes and freeway connectors in the proposed Plan are delayed to the
2050 phase. In 2050, the Alternative 3 managed lane and highway networks would be the same as the
proposed Plan. Table D-3 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement
projects that would be implemented under this alternative.
Significant new funding would be required to implement and operate the accelerated capital program of
Alternative 3, which is estimated at approximately $34 billion by 2025. This would require approximately
$30 billion in new capital funds within a 10-year period, approximately seven times more than the
anticipated $ 4.8 billion in available revenue (see Chapter 3 of the proposed Plan for discussion of
available revenues).
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The cost to operate the transit facilities would expand from approximately $350 million annually in
Fiscal Year 2015, to nearly $ 1.1 billion annually in Fiscal Year 2025. Total operating costs over the 35
year period (by 2050) would be nearly $49 billion, more than $14 billion more than anticipated available
revenues of $34 billion for operations over that timeframe. Also, the delayed completion of highway
general purpose lanes and non-transit supportive Managed Lanes would result in nearly $5 billion more
than the anticipated available revenue between 2026 and 2050.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change.

Alternative 4: Intensified Smart Growth/Advanced Revenue Unconstrained Transit + Modified
Managed Lanes (SG Intensification + Trans Alt 4)
In an attempt to further reduce VMT, residential densities and employment intensities under Alternative
4 were increased relative to the proposed Plan within specified 2014 Smart Growth Opportunity Areas
(SGOAs) identified on the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map. Development assumptions for the
Metropolitan Center, Urban Center, and Town Center smart growth place types were modified to allow
for increased residential and employment development. Special Use centers were modified to allow for
increased employment development. There are no changes to other smart growth place types under
this alternative. Implementation of this alternative land use pattern would require changes to existing
local government land use policies. The land use assumptions for Alternative 4 are described in more
detail in Appendix D.
Overall, there is a major increase in housing located within the SGOAs in Alternative 4 as compared with
the proposed Plan. Between 2012 and 2050, total housing stock within SGOAs between the proposed
Plan and Alternative 4 differs by 35,397 total units – an increase of 7.7 percent for Alternative 4. By
2050, Alternative 4 results in approximately 0.6 percent more single family units within SGOAs
compared to the proposed Plan. In terms of multi-family housing stock, Alternative 4 has 34,468 more
units within SGOAs – approximately 8.5 percent more than the proposed Plan. As a result of the overall
increase in housing stock within SGOAs under Alternative 4 – an additional 250,151 units by 2050 –
there is a corresponding increase in the total population within SOGAs of 644,848. By 2050, the
population of SGOAs would increase by 95,411 people in Alternative 4 – an 8.5 percent increase –
relative to the proposed Plan.
Similar to Alternatives 2 and 3, this alternative would complete the public transit and active
transportation projects of the proposed Plan within 10 years (by 2025) instead of the planned 35-year
period (by 2050). In addition, this alternative would complete the unconstrained revenue transit
projects 7 that are not included in the proposed Plan by 2025. Furthermore, the proposed Plan’s highway
investments would be eliminated. Managed lane investments would be reduced relative to the
proposed Plan. Specifically, this alternative would:

7

The unconstrained project lists show actual needs for the region, without consideration of anticipated revenues.
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•

Complete all public transit capital projects and public transit operations improvements in the
proposed Plan by 2025.

•

Complete all revenue unconstrained public transit projects by 2025. This would result in 16
additional transit projects and $7.6 billion additional transit investments compared to the
proposed Plan (see Appendix A to the proposed Plan.

•

Eliminate the proposed Plan’s investments in highways, including general purpose lanes,
operational improvements, and freeway connectors.

•

Reduce the proposed Plan’s managed lane investments as follows:
o Eliminate new MLs not serving Rapid routes.
o Eliminate increases to 4ML where 2ML already exist.
o Reduce proposed increases from 4ML to 2ML.
o Maintain additions of 2ML that serve Rapid routes.
o Maintain ML connectors that serve Rapid routes.
o Eliminate new ML connectors not serving Rapid routes.

•

Implement 10-minute all-day frequencies for Urban Core bus routes by 2025.

•

Complete all active transportation projects in the proposed Plan by 2025.

Figure 6.0-6 identifies the managed lane and highway networks that would be implemented by 2050
under Alternative 4. This figure shows 2050 conditions because under this alternative there are
reductions in the proposed Plan’s managed lane investments for all phase years and complete
elimination of all the proposed Plan’s highway investments.
Figure 6.0-7A provides a visual depiction of intensified smart growth showing the change in housing
units compared to the proposed Plan, while Figure 6.0-7B depicts the change in employment compared
to the proposed Plan.
Figure 6.0-8 identifies the transit network that would be implemented by 2025 under Alternative 4. This
figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative the entire transit network of the
proposed Plan, and all of the revenue unconstrained transit projects not included in the proposed Plan,
would be completed by 2025. Because this alternative would complete all transit projects from the 2035
and 2050 phases of the proposed Plan, and all unconstrained revenue transit projects, by 2025, the 2035
and 2050 transit networks for Alternative 4 would look the same as the 2025 network shown on Figure
6.0-8. Table D-4 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement projects
that would be implemented under this alternative.
Eliminating the proposed Plan’s investments in several highway general purpose lanes, freeway
connectors, managed lanes and connectors would require amending the TransNet Extension Ordinance
with at least two-thirds approval of the SANDAG Board of Directors. These include managed lanes along
portions of I-5, I-805, and SR 54, general purpose lanes along portions of I-8, SR 125, SR 56, SR 67, and
SR 94, and managed lane and/or freeway connectors at I-5/I-8, I-5/SR 56, I-5/SR 78, I-805/SR 54, and SR
94/SR 125.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Significant new funding would be required to implement and operate the accelerated capital program of
Alternative 4, which is estimated at approximately $42 billion by 2025. This would require approximately
$38 billion in new capital funds within a 10-year period, approximately eight times more than the
anticipated $ 4.8 billion in available revenue (see Chapter 3 of the proposed Plan for discussion of
available revenues). The cost to operate the transit facilities would expand from approximately $350
million annually in Fiscal Year 2015, to approximately $1.25 billion annually in Fiscal Year 2025. Total
operating costs over the 35 year period (by 2050) would be nearly $59 billion, more than $24 billion
more than anticipated available revenues of $34 billion for operations over that timeframe.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change. Additionally, because it is not consistent with
current local general plans, unless local general plans change this alternative would conflict with SB 375
and Clean Air Act conformity requirements for the most recent planning assumptions to be used for
RTPs and conformity determinations. (See Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR 93.110).

Alternatives 5A-5D
Alternative 5 is divided into four subalternatives (A, B, C, D) to show how different policies reduce the
significant impacts of the proposed Plan, in particular GHG emission and air quality impacts. Similar to
alternatives 2-4, the focus is on transportation investments and policy options identified by stakeholders
as resulting in or contributing to total reductions in VMT. As described in more detail below, alternatives
5A-5D include changes in the timing and type of transportation network improvements with an
emphasis on public transit and active transportation investments by 2025, changes in land use patterns,
substantial reductions in transit fares (and related transit frequency improvements), substantial
increases in parking costs, and substantial increases in the cost of driving.

Alternative 5A: Sustainable Communities Strategy/Advanced Revenue Unconstrained Transit
+ Highway General Purpose Lane Conversion (SCS + Trans Alt 5A)
This alternative would implement the SCS land use pattern (same as the proposed Plan) and complete
the public transit and active transportation projects of the proposed Plan within 10 years (by 2025)
instead of the planned 35-year period (by 2050). In addition, this alternative would complete the
unconstrained revenue public transit projects that are not included in the proposed Plan by 2025.
Furthermore, the proposed Plan’s highway and managed lane investments would be eliminated, and
specified existing highway general purpose lanes would be converted to managed lanes to
accommodate Rapid routes. Specifically, this alternative would:
•

Complete all public transit capital projects and public transit operations improvements in the
proposed Plan by 2025.

•

Complete all revenue unconstrained public transit projects by 2025. This would result in 16
additional transit projects and $7.6 billion in additional transit investments compared to the
proposed Plan.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
•

Eliminate the proposed Plan’s investments in highways, including general purpose lanes,
operational improvements, and freeway connectors.

•

Eliminate the proposed Plan’s investments in managed lanes and managed lane connectors.

•

Convert existing general purpose lanes to managed lanes to accommodate Rapid routes that
would operate in new Managed Lanes under the proposed Plan.

•

Implement 10-minute all-day frequencies for Urban Core local bus routes by 2025.

•

Complete all active transportation projects in the proposed Plan by 2025.

Figure 6.0-8 identifies the transit network that would be implemented by 2025 under Alternative 5a-5d.
This figure shows conditions in 2025 because under this alternative the entire transit network of the
proposed Plan, and all of the revenue unconstrained transit projects not included in the proposed Plan,
would be completed by 2025. Because this alternative would complete all transit projects from the 2035
and 2050 phases of the proposed Plan, and all unconstrained revenue transit projects, by 2025, the 2035
and 2050 transit networks for Alternative 4 would look the same as the 2025 network shown on Figure
6.0-8.
Figure 6.0-10 identifies the managed lane and highway networks that would be implemented by 2025
under Alternative 5. This figure shows 2025 conditions because under this alternative specified existing
highway general purpose lanes are converted to MLs to accommodate Rapid service by 2025. The
proposed Plan’s managed lane investments and highway investments are completely eliminated for all
phase years. Table D-5 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement
projects that would be implemented under this alternative.
Eliminating the proposed Plan’s investments in several highway general purpose lanes, freeway
connectors, managed lanes and connectors would require amending the TransNet Extension Ordinance
with at least two-thirds approval of the SANDAG Board of Directors. These include managed lanes along
portions of I-5, I-805, I-15, SR 52, SR 94 and SR 54, general purpose lanes along portions of I-8, SR 125,
SR 56, SR 67, and SR 94, and managed lane and/or freeway connectors at I-5/I-8, I-5/SR 56, I-5/SR 78, I15/SR 78, I-15/SR 94, I-5/I-805, I-805/SR 52, I-805/SR 54, and SR 94/SR 125.
Similar to Alternative 4, significant new funding would be required to implement and operate the
accelerated capital program of Alternative 5, which is estimated at approximately $42 billion by 2025.
This would require approximately $38 billion in new capital funds within a 10-year period, approximately
eight times more than the anticipated $ 4.8 billion in available revenue (see Chapter 3 of the proposed
Plan for discussion of available revenues). The cost to operate the transit facilities would expand from
approximately $350 million annually in Fiscal Year 2015, to nearly $ 1.25 billion annually in Fiscal Year
2025. Total operating costs over the 35 year period (by 2050) would be nearly $59 billion, more than
$24 billion more than anticipated available revenues of $34 billion for operations over that timeframe.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change.
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Alternative 5B: Multiple Dense Cores/Advanced Revenue Unconstrained Transit + Highway
General Purpose Lane Conversion (Multi Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A)
To examine the ability of land strategies to further reduce VMT, this alternative would implement a land
use pattern that focused forecasted housing and employment growth into four existing urban cores
around high-quality transit fixed-route stops. Figure 6.0-9A provides a visual depiction of a multiple
dense core growth pattern for Alternatives 5B, 5C and 5D showing the change in housing units
compared to the proposed Plan, while Figure 6.0-9B depicts the change in employment compared to the
proposed Plan. These figures also identify the boundary of the four urban cores. Implementation of this
alternative land use pattern would require changes to existing local government land use policies. The
land use assumptions of Alternatives 5B-5D are described in more detail in Appendix D. The
transportation components of this alternative would be the same as Alternative 5A (Figures 6.0-8 and
6.0-10). Table D-5 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement
projects that would be implemented under this alternative.
In this alternative, approximately 70 percent of the future housing growth is located within the Dense
Cores, with the remaining 30 percent being mostly located in the surrounding Transit Priority Areas
(TPAs). This paragraph describes forecasted growth under this alternative within Dense Cores only
(forecasted growth within Dense Cores and TPAs is shown in Table 3 of EIR Appendix D-2).
As shown in Table 2 of EIR Appendix D-2, total housing stock within the dense cores is approximately 4.7
percent higher than in the proposed Plan. The majority of this increase can be attributed to the
significant increase in multi-family units. Between 2012 and 2050, multi-family units increase by 244,961
units, or 97.4 percent. Multi-family housing stock within the Dense Cores in this alternative is 7 percent
greater relative to the proposed Plan by 2050. Single family housing stock, by comparison, sees a slight
increase within Dense Cores compared to the proposed Plan, approximately 0.7 percent higher.
Between 2012 and 2050 employment grows from 884,704 to 1,269,654 within Dense Cores; over 5.1
percent more than 2050 employment in Dense Cores under the proposed Plan.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change. Additionally, because it is not consistent with
current local general plans, unless local general plans change this alternative would conflict with SB 375
and Clean Air Act conformity requirements for the most recent planning assumptions to be used for
RTPs and conformity determinations. (See Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR 93.110).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis

Alternative 5C: Multiple Dense Cores/Advanced Revenue Unconstrained Transit + Highway
General Purpose Lane Conversion + New Transit and Parking Policies (Multi Dense Cores +
Trans Alt 5C)
This alternative would implement the Multiple Dense Cores land use pattern along with the
transportation assumptions of Alternative 5A (Figures 6.0-8 and 6.0-10). In addition, this alternative
would implement the following public transit and parking policy changes by 2050. The intent of these
policy changes is to reduce the proposed Plan’s significant greenhouse gas and air quality impacts by
attempting to reduce total vehicle miles traveled by substantially decreasing the cost of public transit
fares and substantially increasing the price of parking. Frequencies were increased on specified transit
routes to accommodate the increased ridership associated with the lower transit fares.
•

Transit fare reduction by 50 percent
Transit fare reductions are based on the assumption of an automated transit system with
driverless vehicles. Reduced operating costs (through labor reductions) have the potential to
lower operating costs by up to 50 percent.

•

Increased frequencies for 44 transit routes
SANDAG identified transit routes in Alternative5B where ridership was at or near capacity of the
vehicles. These routes were identified as routes where more ridership could be attracted if more
vehicles (increased frequencies) were available and the increase in ridership would be expected
to offset the increase in GHG and air pollutant emissions from additional transit vehicles.

•

Double parking prices (hourly, daily, monthly) for areas with a parking charge
Sensitivity testing of the transportation model by SANDAG indicates that increased parking costs
in existing pay-to-park areas have measurable, but minimal impact, on regional VMT. Based on
this background, SANDAG staff determined a 100 percent price increase to daily and monthly
parking price in existing pay to park areas would be needed to show any measurable reduction
in VMT.

The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. The major policy changes
would be implemented by transit agencies and local governments, and require major changes in local
government land use and parking policies, and large increases in transit funding. Also, this alternative
does not reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and
federal transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated
available revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and
federal budgets and funding priorities would have to change. Additionally, because it is not consistent
with current local general plans, unless local general plans change this alternative would conflict with SB
375 and Clean Air Act conformity requirements for the most recent planning assumptions to be used for
RTPs and conformity determinations. (See Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR 93.110).
Table D-5 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement projects that
would be implemented under this alternative.
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Alternative 5D: Multiple Dense Cores + Advanced Revenue Unconstrained Transit + Highway
General Purpose Lane Conversion + New Transit and Parking Policies + New Driving Fee (Multi
Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D)
This alternative would implement the Multiple Dense Cores land use pattern along with the
transportation assumptions of Alternative 5C. In addition, this alternative would implement a policy
change to substantially increase auto operating costs by approximately 50 percent by 2050 (e.g., a tax or
fee on fuel consumption or vehicle miles traveled). The approximately 50 percent increase by 2050
would be in addition to the auto operating cost increase assumed for 2050 as part of the proposed
Plan 8. The intent of this policy change is to reduce the proposed Plan’s significant greenhouse gas and
air quality impacts by attempting to reduce total vehicle miles traveled by substantially increasing the
cost of driving.
The 50 percent increase (13.7 cents per mile) in auto operating costs results in an auto operating cost of
42.6 cents per mile compared to the proposed Plan 2050 costs of 28.9 cents per mile In the sensitivity
testing around auto operating costs, SANDAG identify the cause and effect relationship (elasticity)
between auto operating cost and VMT. For every 1 percent increase in auto operating cost, the SANDAG
model reduces VMT between 0.03 and 0.08 percent. These findings are consistent with the CARB SB 375
Policy Guidance white papers. 9 SANDAG chose 50 percent as the maximum change that produces
reliable results from the SANDAG model with the expectation that it would further lower VMT by at
least 2 percent.
The feasibility of this alternative would be affected by a number of factors. This major road pricing policy
change would likely be implemented by the State of California (VMT or fuel fee or tax), or require a
major change in State legislation to allow implementation by regional or local agencies such as SANDAG,
cities, or the County. Implementing this alternative would also require the major changes in land use
policies, parking polices, and transit funding mentioned for Alternative 5C. Also, this alternative does not
reflect fiscal constraint under current and expected funding forecasts as required by state and federal
transportation law because the amount of funds required would exceed the anticipated available
revenues (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(ii)).) Future state and federal
budgets and funding priorities would have to change. Additionally, because it is not consistent with
current local general plans, unless local general plans change this alternative would conflict with SB 375
and Clean Air Act conformity requirements for the most recent planning assumptions to be used for
RTPs and conformity determinations. (See Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR 93.110).
Table D-5 (Appendix D of this EIR) provides a list of transportation network improvement projects that
would be implemented under this alternative. These are also shown in Figure 6.0-8 and Figure 6.0-10.

6.3

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON

Tables 6.0-3 and 6.0-4 provide a detailed description of the impacts of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5A, 5B, 5C
and 5D, and a comparison of the impacts of each alternative with those of the proposed Plan.
Calculations for the alternatives analysis are provided in Appendix D of this EIR.
8

Under the proposed Plan, auto operating costs are anticipated to increase from 19.8 cents per mile in 2012 to
28.9 cents per mile in 2050.
9
Available at: http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/policies.htm
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6.4

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Based on the analysis of alternatives provided in Tables 6.0-3 and 6.0-4, Alternative 5D: Multi Dense
Cores + Trans Alt 5D is the environmentally superior alternative. Although Alternative 5D would not
reduce any of the proposed Plan’s significant impacts to less than significant levels, it would have
reduced environmental impacts compared to the proposed Plan impacts for the following
environmental resource topics: aesthetics and visual resources; agricultural and forestry resources; air
quality; biological resources; cultural and paleontological resources; energy; geology, soils and mineral
resources; greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; public services and utilities;
transportation; and water supply. Alternative 5D would have greater environmental impacts for the
following environmental resource topics, but would not cause new significant impacts compared to the
proposed Plan: land use; noise and vibration; and population and housing. Alternative 5D would have
the same impacts as the proposed Plan for hydrology and water quality. Among the alternatives
considered in detail, Alternative 5D would achieve the greatest reductions in total VMT, GHG emissions,
and air pollutant emissions.
Under Alternative 5D, total VMT would increase by about 6.57.2 million miles per year, or 89 percent, by
2050, compared to an increase of about 14.915.7 million miles per year, or 1920 percent, by 2050 under
the proposed Plan. Lower total VMT would reduce emissions of toxic air contaminants and particulates,
and therefore lower exposure of sensitive receptors to such emissions. On-road CO2 emissions would be
25,96924,298 tons per day by 2050 under this alternative, about 6 percent lower than emissions of
27,66325,823 tons of CO2 per day under the proposed Plan by 2050.
Even though Alternative 5D would result in the greatest reduction in VMT compared to the proposed
Plan among the alternatives analyzed, VMT in 2050 would still exceed VMT in 2012, creating a significant
environmental impact (Impact T-1). To be implemented, this alternative would require a major State
road pricing policy change, and major changes in land use policies, parking policies, and transit funding.
These results indicate that total reductions in VMT below the 2012 level are not feasible in light of the
forecasted increase of nearly one million people in the region by 2050. Implementing an alternative that
reduces VMT to below 2012 levels would require additional measures to reduce total VMT beyond those
in Alternative 5D: even more compact development than a multiple dense cores scenario, further
substantial increases in the cost of driving, and further substantial transit service improvements,
additional measures like these may ultimately be needed to reduce VMT, but currently are considered
infeasible for several reasons, including the further changes needed in legislation and policy; lack of
availability and allowable uses of funding for the transit service improvements; severe economic and
social impacts to residents and businesses caused by substantial increases in driving costs; and lack of
authority of SANDAG or local governments to implement these types of measures. In addition,
population growth is the main cause of increases in total VMT, and SANDAG has no authority to control
population growth in the region.
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6.5

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

This section discusses several alternatives that were considered by SANDAG decision makers or raised by
the public during the proposed Plan planning process or raised in public comments on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the EIR, but rejected from detailed consideration in this EIR. Many of these
alternatives are similar to alternatives considered in detail in Section 6.2, or have their major
components that have been incorporated into the alternatives considered in detail in Section 6.2.
However, the following additional alternatives have been rejected from detailed consideration in this
EIR. Reasons for rejecting these alternatives include:
•

Major elements of the alternative are already included in the proposed Plan or one of the
alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR.

•

The alternative is infeasible due to economic, legal, or other considerations.

•

The alternative fails to reduce any of the proposed Plan’s significant environmental impacts.

•

The alternative fails to meet most of the basic project objectives.

•

The alternative is for individual project components rather than the project as a whole.

6.5.1 Draft Revenue Constrained Transportation Scenarios Presented to SANDAG Board of
Directors (Scenarios 1 and 2)
With acceptance of the Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast for planning purposes, SANDAG staff
initiated development of alternative regional transportation network scenarios based upon an
unconstrained revenue projection. At its August 15, 2014, meeting, the Board of Directors discussed two
draft Revenue Constrained 10 Transportation Scenarios and reviewed the results of the performance
measure and social equity analyses. Input on draft Scenarios 1 and 2 also was received from the public
at two outreach workshops, SANDAG working groups, stakeholders, and the network of Community
Based Organizations (CBOs).
The main themes of the two draft scenarios presented on August 1, 2014, to the Transportation and
Regional Planning Committees were as follows:
•

10
11

Scenario 1 emphasized strengthening existing transit corridors with “Express” services along the
existing Blue and Orange Trolley Lines and early operational efficiency improvements of the
SPRINTER. The proposed approach for the Managed Lanes 11 network was the phasing of two
Managed Lanes along the Interstate 5 (I-5) and Interstate 805 (I-805) corridors early in the Plan
by 2025.

RTP-listed projects must be fully funded, i.e., revenue constrained, except illustrative projects, which can be unconstrained.
Managed Lanes support carpooling, vanpooling, and Rapid services. Managed Lanes also can accommodate fee-paying
patrons (similar to the FasTrak® system, in which fees support transit services along the Interstate 15 corridor).
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•

Scenario 2 emphasized the creation of a system of Rapid 12 services. Complementing the
network of 10-minute all-day (by 2035) high-frequency local bus services in key urban corridors
included in both scenarios, the Rapid system would provide fast, limited stop service for
passengers making longer distance trips within these corridors and facilitate access to rail and
other services. As with Scenario 1, this scenario provided for new Trolley services in the more
densely populated areas, but unlike Scenario 1, it would implement limited stop express bus
services instead of “Express” Trolley service along the Blue and Orange Trolley Lines for
passengers making longer distance trips. For Managed Lanes, Scenario 2 proposed the initial
development of all four Managed Lanes projects for segments of I-5 and I-805 at one time, with
those investments phased later in the Plan by 2035.

Both Scenarios 1 and 2 proposed the same Active Transportation Program as well as Emerging
Technologies and Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Program. The Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program proposed the same elements for both scenarios, with slight variations in
the level of investment for the new elements of the program for each scenario.
At its August 15, 2014 meeting, the Board of Directors directed staff to develop a “blended” scenario for
presentation at the September 12, 2014 Board meeting. The Transportation and Regional Planning
Committees discussed the Blended Scenario at their September 5, 2014, meetings. The Blended
Scenario, which is described in detail in Section 2.5 Project Characteristics, forms the basis for the
transportation network improvements and programs included in the proposed Plan.
Reasons for Rejection
Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 were rejected for detailed consideration as alternatives in the EIR because
major elements of these scenarios are included in the proposed Plan and alternatives evaluated in detail
in this EIR.

6.5.2 Healthy People and Economy Scenario (Scenario 3)
In letters dated July 30, 2014, and August 29, 2014, Circulate San Diego, the California-San Diego office
of the American Lung Association, Community Health Improvement Partners, San Diego County Bicycle
Coalition, American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, Citizens Coordinate for Century 3, and Stay
Cool for Grandkids, requested that SANDAG analyze a Healthy People and Economy Scenario (also
referred to as a third scenario or Scenario 3) in addition to Scenarios 1 and 2 described previously.
Among other comments (such as requests that certain models be used to evaluate all scenarios), the
letters lay out the following elements of a Healthy People and Economy Scenario:
•

12

Expanded Transit Opportunities
o Include transit revenue from a sales tax ballot measure programmed for 2016 rather
than postponing to 2020.
o Don’t expand transit at the expense of existing transit operations and avoid transit
projects that don’t support smart growth principles.

Rapid services refer to both bus rapid transit (BRT) that operates on Managed Lanes and Rapid bus that provides higher-speed
alternatives to local bus services in high-volume arterial corridors and utilizes a range of lower-capital cost signal priority
treatments, transit-only lanes, and limited station stops to achieve faster travel times.
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Model the full build-out of the unconstrained Transit network, before building out the
future highway network in order to reveal the magnitude of benefits from a transit-first
approach. Since SANDAG has already modeled theoretical Land Use Scenarios, we
believe is it only prudent to do the same for transportation networks, in order to
uncover ways we can maximize the health and prosperity of our region’s residents.
o “Un-Grandfather” the list of TransNet highway projects included in the RTP (currently
grandfathered due to passage four years prior to SB 375) in order for the highway
network to truly reflect the significant changes of recently-adopted land use regulations,
as well as local policy changes. This should prioritize investments in transit ahead of
projects that expand capacity for single occupancy vehicles.
o Maximize existing and new funding for local transit operations to achieve the highest
transit level of service envisioned.
o Prioritize capital funds that cannot be shifted or swapped to transit operations for
maintenance of the existing transit system rather than capital expansion.
o Prioritize transit operating assistance for those communities in which lower-income
populations are concentrated, or for job centers which commit providing more lowercost and/or affordable housing, with a goal of increasing transit operating funding
substantially.
o Consider converting select general purpose lanes to HOT lanes, and using the revenue
for transit and vanpooling, before costly expansions are included.
Active Transportation
o Include the entire unconstrained Active Transportation network in the first decade of
the plan.
Public Health
o Prioritize active transportation capital projects over freeway and roadway expansion,
with a focus on improving public health and safety, especially in Communities of
Concern
Equity
o Set aside a portion of TransNet Local Streets & Roads and other funds to reward local
jurisdictions that accommodate – through zoning and financial support – a significant
portion of the region’s lower-income/affordable housing need in Transit Priority Areas
and Smart Growth Opportunity Areas.
As an alternative to modeling a third scenario, these components could be included in one of
the existing scenarios.
o

•
•

•

•

Reasons for Rejection
The Healthy People and Economy Scenario (Scenario 3) was rejected from detailed consideration in the
EIR because major elements are included in the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR and other
elements were determined to be infeasible. The reasons that various elements of the Healthy People
and Economy Scenario are not included in the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR are explained
below.
The alternatives considered in detail include removal of all new highway projects that expand general
purpose lane capacity, except for the addition of two new general purpose lanes on SR 76 between
South Mission Road and I-15. This project was not removed from any alternatives considered in detail
because it is under construction as of November 2014.
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The alternatives considered in detail do not prioritize capital funds that cannot be shifted or swapped to
transit operations for maintenance of the existing transit system rather than capital expansion because
an alternative with increased maintenance funding would not avoid or substantially lessen any
significant environmental impacts of the proposed Plan.
The alternatives considered in detail do not prioritize transit operating assistance for communities in
which lower-income populations are concentrated or for job centers which commit to providing more
lower-cost and/or affordable housing. Prioritizing transit operating assistance for communities in which
lower-income populations are concentrated would advance certain social goals, but would not avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed Plan. In order to evaluate the
ability of increased transit operations to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the
proposed Plan, transit projects included in the alternatives were selected for their potential to increase
overall transit utilization as an alternative to other forms of transportation, and thus reduce
environmental impacts. The alternatives considered in detail thus include major investments in transit
capital improvements and major transit operations improvements in a variety of communities, including
lower-income communities but not restricted to only those communities.
It is not clear what is meant by job centers that commit to providing more lower-cost and/or affordable
housing, how such areas would be identified for purposes of a CEQA alternatives analysis, or how
prioritizing transit operating assistance to these areas would avoid or substantially lessen significant
environmental impacts of the proposed Plan, so this specific element is not included in the alternatives
considered in detail. However, the alternatives considered in detail include major transit capital and
operations investments combined with more compact land use patterns, including closer proximity of
jobs and housing units.
The unconstrained active transportation network includes Safe Routes to Transit investments for
existing transit stations that are not served by Rapid routes under the proposed Plan, and bicycle and
pedestrian improvements for highway interchanges that are not improved under the proposed Plan.
These are not included in the alternatives considered in detail because the benefits of these types of
site-specific improvements to improve pedestrian and bicycling conditions (e.g., shorter pedestrian
crossings, pavement markings, traffic calming) are difficult to quantify in the regional transportation
model. However, the alternatives considered in detail include completion of all active transportation
projects by 2025.
The alternatives considered in detail include two alternative land use patterns that accommodate a
greater proportion of the region’s forecasted growth, including lower-income and affordable housing, in
Transit Priority Areas and Smart Growth Opportunity Areas relative to the proposed Plan. Therefore, an
alternative that was to set aside a portion of TransNet Local Streets & Roads 13 and other funds to
reward local jurisdictions that accommodate – through zoning and financial support -- a significant
portion of the region’s lower-income/affordable housing need in Transit Priority Areas and Smart
Growth Opportunity Areas would not further reduce impacts.

13

The proposed Plan identifies approximately $27 billion in local streets and roads funding based on the State
Controller’s annual reports for local street and road expenditures. Of this funding, approximately $4.6 billion is
from the TransNet local streets and roads program.
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6.5.3 Accelerated Transportation Networks
On September 12, 2014, the Board of Directors accepted the Preferred Transportation Network for the
proposed Plan. As part of the action, the Board of Directors requested that staff evaluate the
performance and estimate the cost of an accelerated transportation network (Accelerated Network).
The Board of Directors’ request was based in part on public comments requesting analysis of a third
scenario or Scenario 3 (also referred to as a Healthy People and Economy Scenario), in addition to
Scenarios 1 and 2 described previously. The Accelerated Network would complete all of the public
transit and active transportation projects in the Preferred Network within 10 years instead of the
planned 35-year period. The purpose of the analysis was to inform future planning efforts and funding
strategies.
Staff developed two accelerated networks: one that advances Managed Lanes that support transit
(Accelerated Network A) and one that does not advance Managed Lanes that support transit
(Accelerated Network B).
Reasons for Rejection
Accelerated Network A is considered in detail in the EIR as Alternative 2. Accelerated Network B was
rejected for detailed consideration in the EIR because its major elements are included in alternatives
evaluated in detail in this EIR. The component distinguishing Accelerated Network B from Network A is
that Network B does not advance Managed Lanes that support transit. Alternatives 5A-D incorporate
this component, and also do not advance Managed Lanes that support transit.

6.5.4 Circulate San Diego Alternatives
In a February 10, 2015, letter, Circulate San Diego, the American Lung Association, and San Diego
Housing Federation, requested that the following elements be included in EIR alternatives analysis for
the proposed Plan:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Changes to adopted land use plans such as alternative land use scenarios A, B, and C identified
in a December 6, 2013, report presented to the SANDAG Board of Directors (SANDAG 2013).
The Accelerated Network Scenario (described previously in Section 6.5.3) that advances the
transit and active transportation projects of the proposed Plan to the first 10 years, or a scenario
that is as aggressive but is financially feasible to comply with the standards for a reasonable
alternative, or a scenario that accelerates transit and active transportation investments to the
first 12 or 15 years of the proposed Plan instead of the first 10 years.
Advancement of unconstrained revenue scenario transit and active transportation projects,
including safe routes to transit projects, to the first 10 years of the proposed Plan.
Conversion of general purpose lanes to managed lanes to accommodate BRT, HOV, and solo
drivers paying a fee.
Delay of highway construction to later years of the proposed Plan.
Lower transit fares.
Stored value payment systems for transit.
Extended transit service to nightlife and entertainment outside of commute hours.
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Reasons for Rejection
The alternative outlined in this letter was rejected from detailed consideration in the EIR because major
elements of this alternative are included in the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR. However,
several elements are not included in the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR, for the reasons
explained below.
The alternatives considered in detail do not include alternative land use scenarios A or B, but they do
include an alternative land use scenario based on Scenario C. Scenarios A and B were not included
because previous analysis performed by SANDAG showed that they have similar or less potential to
reduce GHG emissions relative to Scenario C. Stored value payments systems for transit were not
included because they would not avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of
the proposed Plan. While the alternatives considered in detail do not specifically extend transit service
to nightlife and entertainment outside of commute hours, they advance all-day transit service
improvements to earlier years relative to the proposed Plan, which includes but is not specifically
limited to areas with nightlife or entertainment.

6.5.5 Transit-First Alternative
In a March 4, 2015, letter, the Environmental Health Coalition, City Heights Community Development
Corporation, MAAC, and Cleveland National Forest Foundation, requested that SANDAG analyze a
Transit-First Alternative in the EIR for the proposed Plan. The letter asserts that a Transit-First
Alternative would lead to reduction of air quality impacts (especially for sensitive receptors), VMT, and
GHG emissions. Among the many topics addressed in the letter (such as criteria and benchmarks for
evaluating EIR alternatives and comments on the analysis of GHG emissions and air quality impacts of
the proposed Plan) were the following components of a Transit-First Alternative:
•
•
•

•

Delay freeway expansion: prioritize transit and active transportation projects over the next 1015 year period and during the same time delay freeway expansion projects.
Innovative Managed Lanes Approach: convert general purpose lanes in freeway corridors for
HOV and BRT use; ensure overburdened communities have access to BRT routes on lanes that
run through their communities.
Prioritization: prioritize transit and active transportation investment in the most overburdened
communities as identified by the CalEnviroScreen Model. Focus on specific transit corridors in
the San Diego urban core (which includes the Trolley Ring and south to National City), COASTER,
and SPRINTER.
Unconstrained network projects: include transit and active transportation projects from the
unconstrained network scenario project list.

Reasons for Rejection
The Transit-First Alternative was rejected from detailed consideration in the EIR because major elements
are included in the alternatives evaluated in detail in this EIR. However, the alternatives considered in
detail do not prioritize transit and active transportation projects in specified communities based on the
CalEnviroScreen Model because doing so would not avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed Plan.
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In order to evaluate the availability of increased transit and active transportation investments to avoid
or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the proposed Plan, the alternatives considered in detail
include major investments in transit capital and active transportation improvements and major transit
operations improvements in a variety of communities, including communities identified by the
CalEnviroScreen model but not restricted to only those communities.

6.5.6 Total VMT Reduction Alternative
This alternative would be based on a land use and transportation scenario that would be designed to
reduce total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) below the 2012 level.
Reasons for Rejection
As described throughout Chapter 6.0, the action alternatives considered in detail in this EIR already
include several major changes in transportation investments and other policy changes suggested by
stakeholders specifically for the purpose of reducing total vehicle miles traveled. Even Alternative 5D,
which has the most compact land use pattern and the most measures to reduce VMT, is unable to
reduce total VMT to below 2012 levels. As noted above, the feasibility of Alternative 5D would be
affected by a number of factors. This major road pricing policy change would likely be implemented by
the State of California (VMT or fuel fee or tax), or require a major change in State legislation to allow
implementation by regional or local agencies such as SANDAG, cities, or the County.
Implementing this alternative would also require the major changes in land use policies, parking policies,
and transit funding mentioned for Alternative 5C. Also, this alternative does not reflect fiscal constraint
as required by state and federal transportation law (Government Code Section 65080(b)(4); 23 CFR
450.322(f)(10)(ii)). )). Although implementation of several of the alternatives considered in detail in
Section 6.2 would also require significant changes in existing and expected future transportation funding
patterns, the degree of changes required to implement this alternative would be considerably more
drastic and are not considered likely under any foreseeable future funding scenario. Additionally,
because it is not consistent with local general plans, unless these plans change, this alternative would
conflict with SB 375 and Clean Air Act conformity requirements for the most recent planning
assumptions to be used for RTPs and conformity determinations. (See Government Code Section
65080(b)(2)(B); 40 CFR 93.110)
These results suggest that total reductions in VMT below the 2012 level are not feasible in light of the
forecasted increase of nearly one million people in the region by 2050. Implementing an alternative that
reduces VMT to below 2012 levels would require additional measures to reduce total VMT beyond those
in Alternative 5D: even more compact development than the multiple dense cores scenario, further
substantial increases in the cost of driving, and further substantial transit service improvements,
Additional measures like these may ultimately be needed to reduce VMT, but currently are considered
infeasible for several reasons, including the further changes needed in legislation and policy; lack of
availability and allowable uses of funding for the transit service improvements; severe economic and
social impacts to residents and businesses caused by substantial increases in driving costs; and lack of
authority of SANDAG or local governments to implement these types of measures.
Public comments specifically suggested evaluating an alternative that “greatly reduces” VMT below
baseline levels. This alternative would be even more infeasible than one that only slightly reduces VMT
below 2012 levels. For example, the Draft California Transportation Plan (DOT 2015) developed
hypothetical scenarios that were designed to provide maximum reductions in VMT, thus reducing GHG
emissions.
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Page 6-34

6.0 Alternatives Analysis
With all the assumptions included in the aggressive scenarios (2 and 3), a 12 percent reduction in
statewide daily VMT by 2040 would be achieved (compared to a 2010 baseline). The most effective
strategies to achieve this reduction were: 1) a 75% increase in auto operating cost, and 2) major transit
service improvements consisting of doubling all transit services, doubling transit speeds, free transfers,
reduced transfer wait times, and high speed rail fares reduced by 50 percent (DOT 2015, Table 17).
Again, additional measures like these may ultimately be needed to greatly reduce VMT, but currently
are considered infeasible for several reasons, including the further changes needed in legislation and
policy; lack of availability and allowable uses of funding for the transit service improvements; severe
economic and social impacts to residents and businesses caused by substantial increases in driving costs;
and lack of authority of SANDAG or local governments to implement these types of measures.

6.5.7 City of San Diego Alternative
In its comment letter provided in response to the NOP (see Appendix A, comment C-8), the City of San
Diego requests analysis of at least one alternative that would avoid significant impacts to the City’s
street and transit systems.
Reasons for Rejection
This alternative was rejected because it would not avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of the
proposed Plan (the proposed Plan would not have significant impacts to local streets or transit systems)
or meet the following basic project objectives:
1. Focus population and employment growth in existing urbanized areas to protect sensitive habitat
and natural resource areas.
2. Provide transportation investments that support compact land development patterns.
3. Meet GHG emissions targets for passenger cars and light-duty trucks.
4. Provide transportation investments and land use patterns that promote public health and safety.
8. Enhance the efficiency of the transportation network through the development of new
technologies.

6.5.8 Alternate Mixes of Transit Projects
In the past, comments have been made related to inclusion of alternate mixes of transit projects in the
analysis of alternatives considered in detail. The process to develop transportation network
improvements (including transit projects) for inclusion in the proposed Plan starts by identifying all of
the transportation network improvements needed to support the mobility needs of forecasted regional
population, housing, and job growth in a way that meets the Plan’s objectives. This includes identifying
areas where the mobility needs of forecasted regional growth would be served by investment in transit
capital projects and transit operations. This list of all transportation network improvements that would
meet the region’s mobility needs assumes there are no constraints on revenues or funding (i.e.,
“Unconstrained Revenue Network”); unconstrained transit projects are included in this network.
Because in actuality there are constraints on funding and available revenue is lower than what would be
needed to build and operate the entire Unconstrained Revenue Network within the time horizon of the
proposed Plan, the next step in the process is to develop and apply specific project evaluation criteria to
rank the projects by mode. Projects are ranked based on this evaluation. A “Constrained Revenue
Network” is then created based on the project rankings and assumptions about available revenue;
constrained transit projects are included in this network.
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Page 6-35

6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Reasons for Rejection
The Constrained and Unconstrained Revenue Networks include all known transit capital projects and
transit operational improvements that would meet the mobility needs of forecasted regional
population, housing, and job growth in the San Diego region. The alternatives considered in detail in this
EIR include all transit projects from the Constrained and Unconstrained Revenue networks, and
accelerate investments in all transit projects to the year 2025; the proposed Plan has some transit
investments occurring in 2035 and 2050. Alternatives 2 and 3 accelerate all Constrained Revenue transit
capital and operational projects for completion by 2025. Alternatives 4 and 5A-D accelerate all
Constrained and Unconstrained Revenue transit capital and operational projects for completion by
2025.
Alternatives in which there are other alternate mixes of transit projects are rejected from detailed
consideration in this EIR because all known transit projects are already included in Alternatives 2,3, 4
and 5A-5D, which also accelerate all transit investments to be completed by 2025. Any other mixes of
transit projects would be permutations of the Constrained and Unconstrained transit projects in these
alternatives, and would therefore have equal or less ability to reduce air quality and GHG impacts.
Similarly, alternative timing scenarios that go slower than completing all transit investments in 2025
would have equal or less ability to reduce air quality and GHG impacts. In addition, CEQA does not
require that an EIR consider multiple variations of the alternatives that are considered in detail.
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Table 6.0-3
Comparison of Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 to Proposed Plan
Year

Alt 1: No Project

1. Aesthetics and Visual Resources
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AES-1 substantial adverse
effects on scenic vistas; AES-2 substantially
damage scenic resources within scenic
highways, local scenic resources, and public
viewsheds; and AES-3 substantially degrade
character. Impacts would be same as the
proposed Plan in 2020 because forecasted
growth and land use change and
transportation network improvements and
programs in place by 2020 would be similar to
the proposed Plan.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AES-1, AES-2 and AES3. Transportation network improvement
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts because revenue
constrained transit projects and active
transportation projects would not be
completed until after 2020. The only
proposed Plan general purpose lane
project in 2020 is already under
construction and would not change
under this alternative. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same because the land use
pattern is the same.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AES-1
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
2030 and AES-3 would be significant in 2025 and
significant in 2025 and 2030 but greater significant in 2025 and 2030 but greater
2030, and greater than the proposed Plan.
than proposed Plan impacts because all than proposed Plan impacts because all
Impact AES-2 would be significant and less
revenue constrained transit projects
than the proposed Plan. In the absence of the revenue constrained transit projects
including managed lanes supporting
including managed lanes supporting
Plan’s transportation improvements, there
Rapid transit and active transportation Rapid transit and active transportation
would be less compact development and
projects in the proposed Plan would be projects in the proposed Plan would be
more growth in less developed areas of the
completed by 2025. Impacts would be
region, resulting in greater impacts to scenic completed by 2025. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would less in the vicinity of a 3-mile segment
vistas and greater degradation of visual
of SR 67, improvements to which would
character of areas. Impacts to scenic highways be the same because the land use
pattern is the same.
be delayed to 2050 under this
would be less because there would not be
alternative. Regional growth/land use
transportation improvements within scenic
change impacts would be the same
highways, local scenic resources, and public
because the land use pattern is the
viewsheds, but would be significant because
same.
growth and land use change would result in
obstruction, interruption, or detraction to
such resources.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AES-1, AES-2 and AES3. Transportation network
improvements would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts because revenue
constrained transit projects and active
transportation projects would not be
accelerated until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same because the land use
pattern is the same.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AES-1, AES-2, and AES3. These impacts would be less than
proposed Plan impacts because this
alternative would focus a greater
proportion of regional growth and land
use change within developed urban
areas and less growth in undeveloped
and rural areas.

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and
considered the same as the proposed
Plan impacts because more compact
development patterns due to smart
growth intensification would result in
reduced impacts to scenic vistas, scenic
highways, and to visual character in
rural and less developed areas of the
region. However, the completion of all
revenue constrained and unconstrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects by 2025 under
this alternative would result in greater
impacts to visual character within the
more developed areas of the region.
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Year
2035

2050

Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AES-1
and AES-3 would be significant by 2035, and
greater than proposed Plan impacts. Impact
AES-2 would be significant but less than the
proposed Plan. The rationale described for
2025 and 2030 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AES-1
and AES-3 would be significant by 2050, and
greater than proposed Plan impacts. Impact
AES-2 would be significant but less than the
proposed Plan. The rationale described for
2025 and 2030 applies to 2050.

2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AG-1 conversion of
agricultural lands to non-agricultural use, AG-2
conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural
use and Williamson Act contracts, and FR-2
loss of forest land. Impacts would be same as
the proposed Plan in 2020 because forecasted
growth and land use change and
transportation network improvements and
programs in place by 2020 would be similar to
the proposed Plan.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AG-1,
2030 AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant in 2025
and 2030, and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. In the absence of the Plan’s
transportation improvements, there would be
less compact development and more growth
in less developed areas of the region, resulting
in additional conversion of agricultural lands
to non-agricultural, more conflicts with lands
zoned for agricultural use and under
Williamson Act contract, and more loss of
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. In 2050, impacts
of Alternative 2 and the proposed Plan
would be the same because the same
transportation network improvements
would be completed and the land use
pattern is the same.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. In 2050, impacts
of Alternative 3 and proposed Plan
impacts would be the same because the
same transportation network
improvements would be completed and
the land use pattern is the same.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 applies
to 2035.
Significant impact (same) -- Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2050 and same as
proposed Plan impacts due to
elimination of highway improvements,
more compact development, which
would reduce impacts, combined with
completion of constrained and
unconstrained transit projects, which
would result in greater impacts.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AG-1, AG-2, FR-1.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because
there would be no change in
transportation investments under this
alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because the land use pattern would be
the same.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and same
as proposed Plan impacts because
completion of all revenue constrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects under this
alternative would not meaningfully
increase agricultural and forest land
impacts. Regional growth/land use
change impacts would be the same as

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: AG-1, AG-2, FR-1. These
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts in 2020 because there
would be no change in transportation
investments under this alternative until
after 2020. Regional growth/land use
change impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impact because the land
use pattern would be the same.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AG-1, AG-2, FR-1.
These impacts would be less than
proposed Plan impacts because
intensification of smart growth
development would reduce impacts to
agricultural and forest land.

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts because
completion of all revenue constrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects under this
alternative would not meaningfully
increase agricultural and forest land
impacts. Regional growth/land use
change impacts would be the same as

Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG-1,
AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant in
2025 and 2030, and less than proposed
Plan impacts because more compact
development from smart growth area
intensification, and to a lesser extent
elimination of highway investments,
would reduce impacts to agricultural
and forest land.
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2035

2050

Alt 1: No Project
forest land. While there would be less impacts
to agricultural and forest lands from
transportation network improvements, this
reduction would be far outweighed by the
greater impacts of less compact development.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AG-1,
AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant in 2035
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2025/2030 also
applies to 2035.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AG-1,
AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant in 2050
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2025/2030 also
applies to 2050.

3. Air Quality
2020 Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in a less than
significant impact in 2020 for AQ-1, conflict
with or obstruct implementation of applicable
Air Quality Attainment Plans. Same as the
proposed Plan, this alternative would be
consistent with applicable rules, regulations,
and programs adopted as part of plans by
SDAPCD and ARB.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020 for PM10 emissions: AQ-2
violate air quality standards or contribute
substantially to air quality violations, and AQ3, result in a cumulatively considerable
increase of PM10 emissions. Same as the
proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 0.730.74 tons/day, or 2
percent, from 2012 to 2020.
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
proposed Plan impact because the land
use pattern would be the same.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
proposed Plan impact because the land
use pattern would be the same.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because land use
patterns and the transportation network
would be the same by 2050.

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because land use
patterns and the transportation
network would be the same by 2050.

Significant impact (less) – Impacts
AG-1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be
significant in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG-1,
AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant in
2050 and less than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: AQ-1. Same as the proposed Plan,
this alternative would be consistent with
applicable rules, regulations, and
programs adopted as part of plans by
SDAPCD and ARB.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: AQ-1. Same as the proposed Plan,
this alternative would be consistent
with applicable rules, regulations, and
programs adopted as part of plans by
SDAPCD and ARB.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: AQ-1. Same as the proposed Plan,
this alternative would be consistent
with applicable rules, regulations, and
programs adopted as part of plans by
SDAPCD and ARB.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020 for PM10 emissions:
AQ-2 violate air quality standards or
contribute substantially to air quality
violations, and AQ-3, result in a
cumulatively considerable increase of
PM10 emissions. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 0.74 tons/day, or 2 percent, from
2012 to 2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020 for PM10 emissions:
AQ-2 violate air quality standards or
contribute substantially to air quality
violations, and AQ-3, result in a
cumulatively considerable increase of
PM10 emissions. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 0.730.75 tons/day, or 2 percent,
from 2012 to 2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
4 would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020 for PM10
emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to
air quality violations, and AQ-3, result in
a cumulatively considerable increase of
PM10 emissions. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase
by about 0.74 tons/day, or 2 percent,
from 2012 to 2020.
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Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: AQ-4 expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. The impact would be greater
because total VMT would increase by about 6
million miles per year, or 8 percent, from 2012
to 2020. Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent. The greater total VMT
would result in greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and thereby
cause greater exposure of sensitive receptors
to such concentrations.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: AQ-4. Same as the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent, from 2012 to
2020. As a result, generation of TAC
emissions and resulting sensitive
receptor exposure also would be the
same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following impact in 2020: AQ-5.
Exposure of people to objectionable
odors would be the same between
Alternative 2 and the proposed Plan
since planning for air quality
management would continue to occur
with this alternative and regulations
governing odor would continue to be
enforced.
2025/ Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
2030 AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, same as proposed Plan impact. The significant in 2025 and 2030, same as
rationale described under 2020 also applies to proposed Plan impact. The rationale
2025 and 2030 impact.
described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impact.
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: AQ-5 expose a
substantial number of people to objectionable
odors. Exposure of people to objectionable
odors would be the same between Alternative
1 and the proposed Plan since planning for air
quality management would continue to occur
with this alternative and regulations governing
odor would continue to be enforced.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in significant impacts in
2025/2030 for PM10 emissions for AQ-2 and
AQ-3. Same as the proposed Plan, PM10
emissions would increase by about 1.2
tons/day, or 3 percent, from 2012 to 2025.
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Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in significant impacts in
2025/2030 for PM10 emissions for AQ-2
and AQ-3. Same as the proposed Plan,
PM10 emissions would increase by
about 1.2 tons/day, or 3 percent, from
2012 to 2025.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Alternative
3 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: AQ-4. Same
as the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent, from 2012 to
2020. As a result, generation of TAC
emissions and resulting sensitive
receptor exposure also would be the
same.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in the
following significant impact in 2020:
AQ-4. The impact would be greater
because smart growth intensification
would increase the number of sensitive
receptors located near freeways, and
total VMT would be about the same:
total VMT would increase by 5.15.2
million miles per year, or 7 percent,
from 2012 to 2020, under this
alternative. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about
5.35.4 million miles per year, or 7
percent.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following impact in 2020: AQ-5.
Exposure of people to objectionable
odors would be the same between
Alternative 3 and the proposed Plan
since planning for air quality
management would continue to occur
with this alternative and regulations
governing odor would continue to be
enforced.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following impact in 2020: AQ-5.
Exposure of people to objectionable
odors would be the same between
Alternative 4 and the proposed Plan
since planning for air quality
management would continue to occur
with this alternative and regulations
governing odor would continue to be
enforced.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in significant impacts in
2025/2030 for PM10 emissions for AQ-2
and AQ-3. Same as the proposed Plan,
PM10 emissions would increase by
about 1.25 tons/day, or 3 percent, from
2012 to 2025.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
4 would result in significant impacts in
2025/2030 for PM10 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase
by about 1.2 tons/day, or 3 percent,
from 2012 to 2025.

Page 6-40

6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

2035

Alt 1: No Project

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in a greater significant impact in
2025/2030 for AQ-4 expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. The impact would be greater
because total VMT would increase by about
9.1 million miles per year, or 12 percent, from
2012 to 2025. Under the proposed Plan, total
VMT would increase by about 7.87.9 million
miles per year, or 10 percent. The greater
total VMT would result in greater generation
of toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause greater exposure of sensitive
receptors to such concentrations.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the same significant
impact in 2025/2030 for AQ-4 because
total VMT would increase by about
7.97.7 million miles per year, or 10
percent, from 2012 to 2025. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 7.87.9 million miles
per year, also 10 percent. As a result,
generation of TAC emissions and
resulting sensitive receptor exposure
also would be the same.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 3
would result in a lesser significant
impact in 2025/2030 for AQ-4 because
total VMT would increase by about
7.47.2 million miles per year, or 9
percent, from 2012 to 2025, compared
to an increase of about 7.87.9 million
miles per year, or 10 percent, under the
proposed Plan. As a result, generation of
TAC emissions and resulting sensitive
receptor exposure also would be lower.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
AQ-5 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2025 and 2030.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in a greater
significant impact in 2025/2030 for
AQ-4. The impact would be greater
because smart growth intensification
would increase the number of sensitive
receptors located near freeways,
although total VMT would be lower:
total VMT would increase by 7.26.5
million miles per year, or 98 percent,
from 2012 to 2025, under this
alternative. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about
7.87.9 million miles per year, or 10
percent.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impact.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in significant impacts in 2035 for
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for AQ-2 and AQ3. Same as the proposed Plan, PM10
emissions would increase by about 2 tons/day,
or 4 percent, from 2012 to 2035, and PM2.5
emissions would increase by about 0.2
tons/day, or 2 percent.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in significant impacts in
2035 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 2 tons/day, or 4 percent, from
2012 to 2035, and PM2.5 emissions
would increase by about 0.2 tons/day,
or 2 percent.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in significant impacts in
2035 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 2 tons/day, or 4 percent, from
2012 to 2035, and PM2.5 emissions
would increase by about 0.2 tons/day,
or 2 percent.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
4 would result in significant impacts in
2035 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase
by about 2 tons/day, or 4 percent, from
2012 to 2035, and PM2.5 emissions
would increase by about 0.2 tons/day,
or 2 percent.
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Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in a greater significant impact in
2035 for AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The
impact would be greater because total VMT
would increase by about 13.413.3 million
miles per year, or 17 percent, from 2012 to
2035. Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 11.111.6 million
miles per year, or 1415 percent. The greater
total VMT would result in greater generation
of toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause greater exposure of sensitive
receptors to such concentrations.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the same significant
impact in 2035 for AQ-4
because total VMT would increase by
about 11.211.5 million miles per year, or
1415 percent, from 2012 to 2035. Under
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 11.111.6 million miles
per year, also 1415 percent. As a result,
generation of TAC emissions and
resulting sensitive receptor exposure
also would be the same.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
AQ-5 would be less than significant in 2035,
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
2050

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts Less than significant impact (same) AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2025
Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
and 2030, same as proposed Plan impact. The significant in 2050 and the same as
rationale described under 2020 also applies to proposed Plan impact. The rationale
2050.
described under 2020 also applies to
2050.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in significant impacts in 2050 for
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for AQ-2 and AQ3. Same as the proposed Plan, PM10
emissions would increase by about 2.5
tons/day, or 6 percent, from 2012 to 2050,
and PM2.5 emissions would increase by about
1 ton/day, or 8 percent.
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Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in significant impacts in
2050 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 2.5 tons/day, or 6 percent, from
2012 to 2050, and PM2.5 emissions
would increase by about 1 ton/day, or 8
percent.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (less) - Alternative 3
would result in a lesser significant
impact in 2035 for AQ-4 because total
VMT would increase by about 10.710.9
million miles per year, or 14 percent,
from 2012 to 2025, compared to an
increase of about 11.111.6 million miles
per year, or 1415 percent, under the
proposed Plan. As a result, generation of
TAC emissions and resulting sensitive
receptor exposure also would be lower.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in a greater
significant impact in 2035 for AQ-4. The
impact would be greater because smart
growth intensification would increase
the number of sensitive receptors
located near freeways, although total
VMT would be lower: total VMT would
increase by 11.21 million miles per year,
or 1314 percent, from 2012 to 2025,
under this alternative. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 11.111.6 million
miles per year, or 1415 percent.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in significant impacts in
2050 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase by
about 2.5 tons/day, or 6 percent, from
2012 to 2050, and PM2.5 emissions
would increase by about 1 ton/day, or 8
percent.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
1 would result in significant impacts in
2050 for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for
AQ-2 and AQ-3. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase
by about 2.5 tons/day, or 6 percent,
from 2012 to 2050, and PM2.5
emissions would increase by about 1
ton/day, or 8 percent.

Page 6-42

6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in a greater significant impact in
2050 for AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The
impact would be greater because total VMT
would increase by about 18.318.1 million
miles per year, or 23 percent, from 2012 to
2050. Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 14.915.7 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent. The greater
total VMT would result in greater generation
of toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause greater exposure of sensitive
receptors to such concentrations.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in a significant impact in
2050 for AQ-4. Same as the proposed
Plan, total VMT would increase by about
14.915.7 million miles per year, or 1920
percent, from 2012 to 2050. As a result,
generation of TAC emissions and
resulting sensitive receptor exposure
also would be the same.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in a significant impact in
2050 for AQ-4. Same as the proposed
Plan, total VMT would increase by about
14.915.7 million miles per year, or 1920
percent, from 2012 to 2050. As a result,
generation of TAC emissions and
resulting sensitive receptor exposure
also would be the same.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in a greater
significant impact in 2050 for AQ-4. The
impact would be greater because smart
growth intensification would increase
the number of sensitive receptors
located near freeways, although total
VMT would be lower: total VMT would
increase by 14.14 million miles per year,
or 18 percent, from 2012 to 2050,
under this alternative. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.7 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
AQ-5 would be less than significant in 2050,
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because
there would be no change in
transportation investments under this
alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because the land use pattern would be
the same.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because
there would be no change in
transportation investments under this
alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because the land use pattern would be
the same.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3.
Impacts for this alternative would be
less than proposed Plan impacts
because of more compact development
patterns due to smart growth area
intensification.

4. Biological Resources
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: have a substantial adverse
effect on sensitive natural communities
including wetlands (BIO-1); candidate,
sensitive, endangered, rare, threatened, or
special status species (BIO-2); and interfere
substantially with wildlife movement (BIO-3).
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be greater
than proposed Plan impacts since there would
be less compact development in the region
and more impact to natural communities,
plant and animal species, wildlife movement,
and conservation plans. Impacts would be
same as the proposed Plan in 2020 because
forecasted growth and land use change and
transportation network improvements and
programs in place by 2020 would be similar to
the proposed Plan.
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Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: BIO-4 conflict
with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP,
or other conservation plan, or with any local
policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. Encroachment into hardline
preserve areas would require biologically
equivalent or superior compensation of
habitat or project redesign, the same as the
proposed Plan.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: BIO-4 conflict with the provisions
of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
conservation plan, or with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources. Encroachment into
hardline preserve areas would require
biologically equivalent or superior
compensation of habitat or project
redesign, the same as the proposed
Plan.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts BIO-1, Significant impact (same) - Impacts
2030 BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be significant in 2025 BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
and 2030, and greater than proposed Plan
significant in 2025 and 2030 and same
impacts. In the absence of the Plan’s
as proposed Plan impacts because
transportation improvements, there would be completion of all revenue constrained
less compact development and more growth transit projects and active
in less developed areas of the region, resulting transportation projects under this
in additional loss of sensitive vegetation
alternative would not meaningfully
communities including, direct and indirect
increase biological resources impacts.
impacts to plant and wildlife species, and
Regional growth/land use change
impacts to wildlife corridors. While there
impacts would be the same as proposed
would be less impacts to biological resources Plan impact because the land use
from transportation network improvements, pattern would be the same.
this reduction would be far outweighed by the
greater impacts of less compact development.
Less than significant (same) – Impact BIO-4
would be less than significant in 2025 and
2030, and the same as proposed Plan impacts.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.
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Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: BIO-4 conflict with the provisions
of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
conservation plan, or with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources. Encroachment into
hardline preserve areas would require
biologically equivalent or superior
compensation of habitat or project
redesign, the same as the proposed
Plan.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and same
as proposed Plan impacts because
completion of all revenue constrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects under this
alternative would not meaningfully
increase biological resources impacts.
Regional growth/land use change
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impact because the land use
pattern would be the same.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: BIO-4 conflict with the provisions
of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
conservation plan, or with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources. Encroachment into
hardline preserve areas would require
biologically equivalent or superior
compensation of habitat or project
redesign, the same as the proposed
Plan.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and less
than proposed Plan impacts because
more compact development from
smart growth area intensification, and
to a lesser extent elimination of
highway investments, would reduce
impacts to biological resources.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.
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Alt 1: No Project
2035 Significant impact (greater) - Impacts BIO-1,
BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be significant in 2035
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2025/2030 also
applies to 2035.

2050

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2035 but less than the
proposed Plan because more compact
development from smart growth area
intensification, and to a lesser extent
elimination of highway investments,
would reduce impacts to biological
resources.

Less than significant (same) – Impact BIO-4
would be less than significant in 2035, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts BIO-1,
BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be significant in 2050
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2025/2030 also
applies to 2050.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2035, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because in 2050,
the same transportation network
improvements would be completed and
the same regional growth/land use
change would occur as with the
proposed Plan since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2035, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because in 2050,
the same transportation network
improvements would be completed and
the same regional growth/land use
change would occur as with the
proposed Plan since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2035, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
significant in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact because highway
projects would be eliminated and
because smart growth area
intensification would reduce the
regional development footprint.

Less than significant (same) – Impact BIO-4
would be less than significant in 2050, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
impact.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2050, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2050, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2050, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impact.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year
Alt 1: No Project
5. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: CULT-1 cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an historical
resource or unique archaeological resource;
and PALEO-1 directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geological feature. Impacts would be
same as the proposed Plan in 2020 because
forecasted growth and land use change and
transportation network improvements and
programs in place by 2020 would be similar to
the proposed Plan.
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: CULT-2 disturb
any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries, in violation of
existing laws and regulations protecting
human remains. Existing laws and regulations
would continue to apply to Alternative 1, so
the impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts CULT-1
2030 and PALEO-1 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan impacts.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant and
same as the proposed Plan impact in 2025 and
2030. The rationale described under 2020
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (same - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: CULT-1 and PALEO-1.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because
there would be no change in
transportation investments under this
alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because the land use pattern would be
the same.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: CULT-1 and PALEO-1.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because
there would be no change in
transportation investments under this
alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because the land use pattern would be
the same.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: CULT-1 and PALEO-1.
These impacts would be less than
proposed Plan impacts because
intensification of smart growth
development would reduce impacts to
historical and unique archaeological
resources.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: CULT-2. Existing laws and
regulations would continue to apply to
Alternative 2, so the impact would be
the same as proposed Plan impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: CULT-2 Existing laws and
regulations would continue to apply to
Alternative 3, so the impact would be
the same as proposed Plan impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: CULT-2 Existing laws and
regulations would continue to apply to
Alternative 4, so the impact would be
the same as proposed Plan impact.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and would
be greater than proposed Plan impact
since all revenue constrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects would be constructed by 2025,
resulting in additional impacts to
historical and unique archaeological,
paleontological, and geologic features.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and greater
than proposed Plan impact because
although one highway project would be
delayed until 2050, accelerated transit
projects and active transportation
projects would result in substantial
impacts to historical and unique
archaeological, paleontological, and
geologic features.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030 and less
than proposed Plan impact because
even though accelerated constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects would
increase impacts, elimination of
highway projects and intensification of
smart growth areas would result in a
relative greater reduction in impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year
Alt 1: No Project
2035 Significant impact (greater) - Impacts CULT-1
and PALEO-1 would be significant in 2035 and
greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2035 impacts.

2050

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Less than Significant impact (same) - Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant and the
same as proposed Plan impact in 2035. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.
Significant impact (greater than proposed
Plan) - Impacts CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2050 and greater than proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impacts.

Less than Significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because in 2050,
the same transportation network
improvements would be completed and
the same regional growth/land use
change would occur as with the
proposed Plan since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Less than Significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts because in 2050,
the same transportation network
improvements would be completed and
the same regional growth/land use
change would occur as with the
proposed Plan since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Less than Significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
CULT-1 and PALEO-1 would be
significant in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant and the
same as proposed Plan impact in 2050. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: EN-1 result in an increase in
overall per capita energy consumption
relative to baseline conditions, or
otherwise use energy in an inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary manner; and
EN-2 result in an increased reliance on
fossil fuels and decreased reliance on
renewable energy sources. Therefore, it

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: EN-1 result in an increase in
overall per capita energy consumption
relative to baseline conditions, or
otherwise use energy in an inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary manner; and
EN-2 result in an increased reliance on
fossil fuels and decreased reliance on
renewable energy sources. Therefore, it

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: EN-1 result in an increase in
overall per capita energy consumption
relative to baseline conditions, or
otherwise use energy in an inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary manner; and
EN-2 result in an increased reliance on
fossil fuels and decreased reliance on
renewable energy sources. Therefore, it

6. Energy
2020 Less than significant impact – The proposed
Plan would result in the following less than
significant impacts in 2020: EN-1 result in an
increase in overall per capita energy
consumption relative to baseline conditions,
or otherwise use energy in an inefficient,
wasteful, or unnecessary manner; and EN-2
result in an increased reliance on fossil fuels
and decreased reliance on renewable energy
sources. Therefore, it is not possible to
examine whether this alternative would avoid
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
or substantially lessen significant impacts of
the proposed Plan for EN-1 and EN-2.

Significant impact (greater) – Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: EN-3 require or result in the
construction of new energy facilities or the
expansion of such facilities to adequately
meet projected demand, the construction of
which could cause a significant environmental
effect. Impacts would be same as the
proposed Plan in 2020 because forecasted
growth and land use change and
transportation network improvements and
programs in place by 2020 would be similar to
the proposed Plan.

2025/ Less than significant impact – The rationale
2030 described under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impacts.
Significant impact (greater) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2025 and 2030. In the
absence of the Plan’s transportation
improvements, there would be less compact
development and more growth in less
developed areas of the region, VMT would be
greater, and there would be fewer
opportunities to travel by public transit,
walking, and biking. As a result, demand for
energy, and therefore energy facilities, would
be greater relative to the proposed Plan.
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
is not possible to examine whether this
alternative would avoid or substantially
lessen significant impacts of the
proposed Plan for EN-1 and EN-2.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: EN-3. This impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
because elements of this alternative
that would avoid or reduce impacts
associated with the construction of new
or expanded energy facilities, such as
accelerated revenue constrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects under this alternative would
not occur by 2020. This alternative
would have the same highway projects
as the proposed Plan, and regional
growth/land use change impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
since the same SCS land use pattern
would be used.
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2025 and 2030.
This impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because accelerated
revenue constrained transit projects and
active transportation projects would
occur by 2025 and 2030 reducing
vehicular travel and associated energy
demand. This alternative would have
the same highway projects as the
proposed Plan, and regional
growth/land use change impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
since the same SCS land use pattern
would be used.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
is not possible to examine whether this
alternative would avoid or substantially
lessen significant impacts of the
proposed Plan for EN-1 and EN-2.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: EN-3. This impact
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact because elements of this
alternative that would avoid or reduce
impacts associated with the
construction of new or expanded energy
facilities, such as highway projects that
would be delayed until 2050 would not
be implemented yet under the
proposed Plan. Accelerated revenue
constrained transit projects and active
transportation projects would not occur
by 2020. Regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same
because Alternative 3 would have the
same SCS land use pattern.
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2025 and 2030.
This impact would be less than
proposed Plan impact because
accelerated revenue constrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects would occur by 2025 and 2030
reducing vehicular travel and associated
energy demand, and all highway
projects would be delayed until 2050.
This alternative would have the same
regional growth/land use change impact
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since the same SCS land use
pattern would be used.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
is not possible to examine whether this
alternative would avoid or substantially
lessen significant impacts of the
proposed Plan for EN-1 and EN-2.
Significant impact (less t) - Alternative
4 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: EN-3. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because intensification of
smart growth areas would result in
compact, energy-efficient regional
growth. Other elements of this
alternative that would avoid or reduce
impacts associated with the
construction of new or expanded
energy facilities, such as accelerated
revenue constrained and unconstrained
transit and active transportation
projects, elimination of highway
projects, would not occur by 2020.
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: EN-3. This impact
would be less than proposed Plan
impact because elements of this
alternative, such as elimination of
highway projects and intensification of
smart growth areas, would reduce
transportation-related energy demand
and need for new or expanded energy
facilities relative to the proposed Plan.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year
2035

2050

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact – The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2035. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 also applies to
2035.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2035. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2035. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035.

Less than significant impact – The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (less than proposed
Plan) – Impact EN-3 would be
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035. The rationale described
under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2035.
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and the same as
proposed Plan impact because this
alternative would have the same
transportation network improvements
and programs and the same SCS land
use pattern as the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (same) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and the same as
proposed Plan impact because this
alternative would have the same
transportation network improvements
and programs and the same SCS land
use pattern as the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: GEO-1, GEO-2 and GEO-3.
Therefore, it is not possible to examine
whether this alternative would avoid or
substantially lessen significant impacts
of the proposed Plan for GEO-1, GEO-2,
GEO-3.

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: GEO-1, GEO-2 and GEO-3.
Therefore, it is not possible to examine
whether this alternative would avoid or
substantially lessen significant impacts
of the proposed Plan for GEO-1, GEO-2,
GEO-3.

Less than significant impact – The
proposed Plan would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: GEO-1, GEO-2 and GEO-3.
Therefore, it is not possible to examine
whether this alternative would avoid or
substantially lessen significant impacts
of the proposed Plan for GEO-1, GEO-2,
GEO-3.

7. Geology, Soils and Mineral Resources
2020 Less than significant impact – The proposed
Plan would result in the following less than
significant impacts in 2020: GEO-1 expose
people or structures to potential substantial
significant impacts, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving: a) rupture of a
known earthquake fault, b) strong seismic
ground shaking; c) seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction; and d)
seismically-induced landslides; and GEO-2
locate projects on a geologic unit or soil that is
expansive or 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; GEO-3 result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil; and GEO-4 have
soils incapable of adequately supporting the
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems, potentially causing adverse
groundwater impacts. Therefore, it is not
possible to examine whether this alternative
would avoid or substantially lessen significant
impacts of the proposed Plan for GEO-1, GEO2, GEO-3.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: MR-1. This impact
would be the same as proposed Plan
impacts in 2020 because there would be
no change in transportation investments
under this alternative until after 2020.
Regional growth/land use change
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impact because the land use
pattern would be the same.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: MR-1. This impact
would be the same as proposed Plan
impacts in 2020 because there would be
no change in transportation
investments under this alternative until
after 2020. Regional growth/land use
change impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impact because the land
use pattern would be the same.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: MR-1. Impacts for this
alternative would be less than
proposed Plan impacts because of more
compact development patterns due to
smart growth area intensification.

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 (GEO-1, GEO2, GEO-3).
Significant impact (greater) - Impact MR-1
Significant impact (same) – Impact MRwould be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
1 would be significant in 2025 and 2030
greater than proposed Plan impact. In the
and same as proposed Plan impacts
absence of the Plan’s transportation
because completion of all revenue
improvements, there would be less compact constrained transit projects and active
development and more growth in less
transportation projects under this
developed areas of the region, resulting in
alternative would not meaningfully
additional loss of MRZ-2 lands. While there
increase mineral resources impacts.
would be less impacts to MRZ-2 lands from
Regional growth/land use change
transportation network improvements, this
impacts would be the same as proposed
reduction would be far outweighed by the
Plan impact because the land use
greater impacts of less compact development. pattern would be the same.
Less than significant impact – The rationale
Less than significant impact – The
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
rationale described under 2020 also
(GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).
applies to 2035 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 (GEO-1, GEO2, GEO-3).
Significant impact (same) – Impact MR1 would be significant in 2025 and 2030
and same as proposed Plan impacts
because completion of all revenue
constrained transit projects and active
transportation projects under this
alternative would not meaningfully
increase mineral resources impacts.
Regional growth/land use change
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impact because the land use
pattern would be the same.
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 (GEO-1, GEO2, GEO-3).
Significant impact (less) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030,
and less than proposed Plan impacts
because more compact development
from smart growth area intensification,
and to a lesser extent elimination of
highway investments, would reduce
impacts to mineral resources.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: MR-1 result in the loss of availability
of known aggregate and mineral resources
that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state, or 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. Impacts would be same as the proposed
Plan in 2020 because forecasted growth and
land use change and transportation network
improvements and programs in place by 2020
would be similar to the proposed Plan.
2025/ Less than significant impact – The rationale
2030 described under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

2035
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

2050

Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to 2035.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2035 and same
as the proposed Plan. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to
2035.

Less than significant impact – The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
(GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2035 but less
than the proposed Plan because more
compact development from smart
growth area intensification, and to a
lesser extent elimination of highway
investments, would reduce impacts to
mineral resources.
Less than significant impact – The
Less than significant impact – The
rationale described under 2020 also
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3). applies to 2050 (GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3).

Significant impact (greater) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2050 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 also applies to
2050 impact.

Significant impact (same) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050, the same transportation
network improvements would be
completed and the same regional
growth/land use change would occur
since the same SCS land use pattern
would be used.

Significant impact (same) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050, the same transportation
network improvements would be
completed and the same regional
growth/land use change would occur
since the same SCS land use pattern
would be used.

Significant impact (less) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact because
highway projects would be eliminated
and because smart growth area
intensification would reduce the
regional development footprint.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-1. At 36,26036,045 tons of
on-road CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be the
same as proposed Plan impact
(36,26036,045 tons) due to the same
transportation network and same land
use pattern in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-1. At 36,25436,024 tons of
on-road CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
essentially the same as the proposed
Plan impact (36,26036,045 tons) due to
the same transportation network and
same land use pattern in 2020.

Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-1. At 36,22935,978 tons of
on-road CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
0.12% less than proposed Plan impact
(36,26036,045 tons) due to the more
compact development pattern.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-2. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact since the
land use pattern and transportation
network would be the same as the
proposed Plan in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-2. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact since the
land use pattern and transportation
network would be the same as the
proposed Plan in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-2. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact since
neither the smart growth area
intensification of this alternative or the
SCS land use pattern of the proposed

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
2020 Less than significant impact (greater) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: GHG-1 directly
or indirectly result in an increase in GHG
emissions compared to existing conditions
(2012). At 36,48236,235 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative, GHG
emissions would be greater 0.60.5% than
proposed Plan impact (36,26036,045 tons).
Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: GHG-2 conflict with AB 32, SANDAG
Climate Action Strategy, or Local Climate
Action Plans. Under this alternative, a
significant impact would occur because
without the adoption and implementation of
the proposed Plan (e.g., transit and active
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Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impact MR-1
would be significant in 2035 and same
as the proposed Plan. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to
2035.
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Year

Alt 1: No Project
transportation investments), some conflicts
with GHG reduction plans likely would occur.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Plan would conflict with AB 32, the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy, or
local climate action plans.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-3. At 22.021.4 lbs of on-road
SB 375 CO2 emissions per person for
this alternative, GHG emissions would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
(22.021.4 lbs).

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-3. At 22.021.4 lbs of on-road
SB 375 CO2 emissions per person for
this alternative, GHG emissions would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
(22.021.4 lbs).

Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-3. At 21.93 lbs of on-road SB
375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
less than proposed Plan impact
(22.021.4 lbs).

Not applicable – As explained in Section
4.8, there is no 2020 analysis for impact
GHG-4.
Less
than
significant
impact
(greater)
Impact
Less than significant impact (greater) 2025/
GHG-1
would
be
less
than
significant
and
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
2030
greater than proposed Plan impact in 2025
significant and greater than proposed
and 2030 because 31,74931,219 tons of onPlan impact in 2025 and 2030 with
road CO2 emissions per day for this
31,61031,014 tons of on-road CO2
alternative would be 1.31.2% greater than the emissions per day for this alternative
31,33730,834 tons per day for proposed Plan compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
impact due to less compact development
proposed Plan impact (0.90.6% greater)
patterns, relatively more growth in
due to the advancement of all transit
undeveloped areas of the region, and the
capital and operations projects including
absence of the Plan’s transportation
managed lanes in the Plan to 2025, with
investments.
no change in land use patterns or
highway investments.

Not applicable – As explained in Section
4.8, there is no 2020 analysis for impact
GHG-4.
Less than significant impact (same) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and the same as the
proposed Plan impact in 2025 and 2030
with 31,43030,844 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact due to the
advancement of all transit capital and
operations projects including managed
lanes in the Plan to 2025 and the delay
of highway investments.

Not applicable – As explained in Section
4.8, there is no 2020 analysis for impact
GHG-4.
Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2025 and 2030 with
31,42130,671 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.35% lower)
due to the more compact land use
pattern, elimination of highway
investments, and advancement of
revenue constrained and unconstrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects to 2025.

Less than significant impact (greater) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: GHG-3 conflict
with SB 375 GHG emission reduction targets.
At 22.50 lbs of SB 375 CO2 emissions per
person for this alternative, GHG emissions
would be greater than proposed Plan impact
(22.021.4 lbs).
Not applicable – As explained in Section 4.8,
there is no 2020 analysis for impact GHG-4.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact GHG-2
would be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impacts.
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Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or local
climate action plans. As explained in
Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or local
climate action plans. As explained in
Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or
local climate action plans. As explained
in Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.
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Year

Alt 1: No Project
Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030
analysis for GHG-3 because there are no SB
375 targets for these years.
Significant impact (greater) – Impact GHG-4
would be significant in 2025 and 2030 and
greater than the proposed Plan impact in 2025
and 2030 because 31,74931,219 tons of onroad CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative would be 1.31.2% greater than the
31,33730,834 tons per day for proposed Plan
impact due to less compact development
patterns, relatively more growth in
undeveloped areas of the region, and the
absence of the Plan’s transportation
investments.

2035

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030 Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030 Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030
analysis for GHG-3 because there are no analysis for GHG-3 because there are no analysis for GHG-3 because there are
SB 375 targets for these years.
SB 375 targets for these years.
no SB 375 targets for these years.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact in 2025 and 2030 with
31,61031,014 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.90.6% greater)
due to the advancement of all transit
capital and operations projects including
managed lanes in the Plan to 2025, with
no change in land use patterns or
highway investments.
Less than significant impact (greater) - Impact Less than significant impact (same) GHG-1 would be less than significant and
Impact GHG-1 would be less significant
greater than proposed Plan impact in 2035
and the same as the proposed Plan
with 27,71626,049 tons of on-road CO2
impact in 2035 with 27,34625,785 tons
emissions per day for this alternative
of on-road CO2 emissions per day for
compared to 27,29925,787 tons for proposed this alternative compared to
Plan impact (1.51.0% greater). This is due to
27,29925,787 tons for proposed Plan
less compact development patterns, relatively impact despite early completion of all of
more growth in undeveloped areas of the
the Plan’s transit and active
region, and the absence of the Plan’s
transportation investments.
transportation investments.
Significant impact (greater than proposed
Plan) – Impact GHG-2 would be significant in
2035 and greater than proposed Plan impact
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact.
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Significant impact (same) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and the same as the proposed Plan
impact in 2025 and 2030 with
31,43030,844 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact due to the
advancement of all transit capital and
operations projects including managed
lanes in the Plan to 2025 and the delay
of highway investments.

Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2025 and 2030 with
27,21225,653 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 27,29925,787 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.30.5% lower)
due to advancement of all transit
projects including managed lanes in the
Plan to 2025 and the delay of highway
investments.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or local SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or local
climate action plans. As explained in
climate action plans. As explained in
Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.
only provided for 2020.

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG4 would be significant in 2025 and 2030
with 31,42130,671 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.35% lower)
due to the more compact land use
pattern, elimination of highway
investments, and advancement of
revenue constrained and unconstrained
transit projects and active
transportation projects to 2025.
Less than significant impact
(greatersame) - Impact GHG-1 would
be less than significant and the same
asgreater than the proposed Plan
impact in 2035 with 27,41025,793 tons
of on-road CO2 emissions per day for
this alternative compared to
27,29925,787 tons for proposed Plan
impact (0.4% higher under this
alternative).
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or
local climate action plans. As explained
in Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (greater) - Impact
GHG-3 would be less than significant and
greater than proposed Plan impact in 2035.
With 21.60 lbs of SB 375 CO2 emissions per
person for this alternative, GHG emissions
would be greater than proposed Plan impact
(20.319.8 lbs).
Significant impact (greater) – Impact GHG-4
would be significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2035 with
26,04927,716 tons of on-road CO2 emissions
per day for this alternative compared to
27,29925,787 tons for proposed Plan impact
(1.51.0% greater). This is due to less compact
development patterns, relatively more growth
in undeveloped areas of the region, and the
absence of the Plan’s transportation
investments.

2050

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-3 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035. With 20.319.7 lbs of SB
375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
less than proposed Plan impact
(20.319.8 lbs).

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-4
would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact in 2025 and
2030 with 27,21225,653 tons of on-road
CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative compared to 27,29925,787
tons for proposed Plan impact (0.30.5%
lower) due to advancement of all transit
projects including managed lanes in the
Plan to 2025 and the delay of highway
investments.
Less than significant impact (greater) - Impact Less than significant impact (same) Less than significant impact (same) GHG-1 would be less than significant and
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
greater than proposed Plan impact in 2050
significant and the same as proposed
significant and the same as proposed
with 26,20828,350 tons of on-road CO2
Plan impact in 2050 with 27,66325,823 Plan impact in 2050 with 27,66325,823
emissions per day for this alternative
tons of on-road CO2 emissions per day tons of on-road CO2 emissions per day
compared to 27,66325,823 tons for proposed for this alternative compared to
for this alternative compared to
Plan impact (2..51.5% greater). This is due to 27,66325,823 tons for proposed Plan
27,66325,823 tons for proposed Plan
less compact development patterns, relatively impact. The transportation network and impact. The transportation network and
more growth in undeveloped areas of the
land use patterns would be the same in land use patterns would be the same in
region, and the absence of the Plan’s
2050 as the proposed Plan.
2050 as the proposed Plan.
transportation investments.
Significant impact (greater) – Impact GHG-2
Less than significant impact (same) –
Less than significant impact (same) –
would be significant in 2050 and greater than Impact GHG-2 would be less than
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
described under 2020 applies to 2050.
same as the proposed Plan impact since same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative or the proposed neither this alternative or the proposed
Plan would conflict with the SANDAG
Plan would conflict with the SANDAG
Climate Action Strategy or local climate Climate Action Strategy or local climate
action plans. As explained in Section 4.8, action plans. As explained in Section 4.8,
AB 32 conflict analysis is only provided AB 32 conflict analysis is only provided
for 2020.
for 2020.
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Significant impact (same) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as the proposed Plan impact in
2035 with 27,34625,785 tons of on-road
CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative compared to 27,29925,787
tons for proposed Plan impact despite
early completion of all of the Plan’s
transit and active transportation
investments.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-3 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035. With 20.219.6 lbs of SB
375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
less than the proposed Plan (20.319.8
lbs).

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-3 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035. With 20.219.6 lbs of SB
375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
less than the proposed Plan (20.319.8
lbs).
Significant impact (samegreater) –
Impact GHG-4 would be significant in
2035 and the same asgreater than the
proposed Plan impact in 2035 with
27,41025,793 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 27,29925,787 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.4% higher
under this alternative).
Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2050 with 27,57225,628 tons
of on-road CO2 emissions per day for
this alternative compared to
27,66325,823 tons for proposed Plan
impact (0.38% lower) due to the more
compact land use pattern and
elimination of highway investments.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as the proposed Plan impact since
neither this alternative nor the
proposed Plan would conflict with the
SANDAG Climate Action Strategy or
local climate action plans. As explained
in Section 4.8, AB 32 conflict analysis is
only provided for 2020.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Not applicable – there is no 2050 analysis for Not applicable – there is no 2050
Not applicable – there is no 2050
Not applicable – there is no 2050
GHG-3 because there are no SB 375 target for analysis for GHG-3 because there are no analysis for GHG-3 because there are no analysis for GHG-3 because there are
2050.
SB 375 target for 2050.
SB 375 target for 2050.
no SB 375 target for 2050.
Significant impact (greater) – Impact GHG-4
would be significant in 2050 and greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2050 with
28,35026,208 tons of on-road CO2 emissions
per day for this alternative compared to
27,66325,823 tons for proposed Plan impact
(1.5% greater). This is due to less compact
development patterns, relatively more growth
in undeveloped areas of the region, and the
absence of the Plan’s transportation
investments.

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
2020 Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impacts in 2020: HAZ-1 create
a significant hazard by generating hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous materials
during pre-construction, demolition, and/or
construction activities; HAZ-2 create a
significant hazard to the public, schools or the
environment through the routine use,
handling, transport, or disposal of hazardous
materials; HAZ-3 result in an air traffic hazard
for people residing or working within an
airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a
public or private airport, airstrip, or helipad, or
result in a change in air traffic patterns
including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location which results in
substantial safety risks; and HAZ-4 impede
implementation of an adopted emergency
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Significant impact (same) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact in
2050 with 27,66325,823 tons of on-road
CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative compared to 27,66325,823
tons for proposed Plan impact. The
transportation network and land use
patterns would be the same in 2050 as
the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact in
2050 with 27,66325,823 tons of on-road
CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative compared to 27,66325,823
tons for proposed Plan impact. The
transportation network and land use
patterns would be the same in 2050 as
the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG4 would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact in 2050 with
27,57225,628 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 27,66325,823 tons for
proposed Plan impact (0.38% lower)
due to the more compact land use
pattern and elimination of highway
investments.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts since existing
regulations, plans and programs would
occur, as they would with the proposed
Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4.
These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts since existing
regulations, plans and programs would
occur as they would with the proposed
Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4. These impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts since existing
regulations, plans and programs would
continue with this alternative.
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Year

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (greater) – Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: HAZ-5 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. Impact for this alternative would be
greater than proposed Plan impact since
development would be less compact,
increasing the geographic area of population
and housing units considered at high risk for
wildland fires.
2025/ Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
2030 HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less
than significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
2 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: HAZ-5. This
impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since the same SCS land use
pattern would occur and the same
relatively large amount of geographic
area considered at high risk for wildland
fires would include population and
housing units.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
3 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: HAZ-5. This
impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since the same SCS land use
pattern would occur and the same
relatively large amount of geographic
area considered at high risk for wildland
fires would include population and
housing units.

Significant impact (less) – Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: HAZ-5. This impact
would be less than proposed Plan
impact since a more compact
development pattern would occur
resulting in less population and housing
units an areas considered at high risk
for wildland fires.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4
would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and the same as proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and the same as proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and the same as proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impacts.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less
than significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4
would be less than significant in 2035
and the same as proposed Plan impacts.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2035,
and the same as proposed Plan impacts.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (less) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2025 and 2030
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2035,
and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impacts.

2035

Alt 1: No Project
response plan or emergency evacuation plan
or result in inadequate emergency access
These impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts since existing regulations, plans
and programs maintaining these impacts at
less than significant levels would continue
with this alternative.
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Year

2050

Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2035, and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts Less than significant impact (same) HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4
would be less than significant in 2050
than significant in 2050 and the same as
and the same as proposed Plan impacts.
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
The rationale described under 2020 also
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
applies to 2050 impacts.
impacts.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2050
and the same as proposed Plan impacts.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impacts.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ4 would be less than significant in 2050
and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impacts.

Significant impact (greater) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2050, and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.

Significant impact (less) – Impact HAZ-5
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
and HWQ-5. Existing regulations, plans
and programs and implementation of
design measures would occur, the same
as the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impacts in
2020: HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
and HWQ-5. Existing regulations, plans
and programs and implementation of
design measures would occur, the same
as the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5. Existing
regulations, plans and programs and
implementation of design measures
would occur, the same as the proposed
Plan.

10. Hydrology and Water Quality
2020 Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1would result in the following less
than significant impacts in 2020: HWQ-1
substantially degrade water quality in
violation of any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements; HWQ-2
substantially reduce groundwater quantity or
quality; HWQ-3 substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of an area such that flood
risk, erosion, or siltation would increase;
HWQ-4 expose people, structures or facilities
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including within 100-year
flood hazard areas and flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam; and HWQ-5
expose people or structures to a significant
risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow. Existing regulations, plans and
programs and implementation of design
measures would occur, the same as the
proposed Plan.
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Year
Alt 1: No Project
2025/ Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
2030 HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and HWQ-5
would be less than significant in 2025 and
2030, and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
2035

2050

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts Less than significant impact (same) –
HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 Impact HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
would be less than significant in 2035 and the and HWQ-5 would be less than
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale significant in 2035 and the same as
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
impacts.
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts Less than significant impact (same) –
HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 Impact HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
would be less than significant in 2050 and the and HWQ-5 would be less than
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale significant in 2050 and the same as
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
impacts.
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

11. Land Use
2020 Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: LU-1 physically
dividing an established community. Impact
would be the same as proposed Plan impact
since transportation network improvements
under this alternative by 2020 would be
similar to those under the proposed Plan.
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: LU-2 conflict
with the land use portion of adopted local
general plans or other applicable land use
plans, including specific plans and community
plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. This
impact would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since transportation network
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Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4
and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: LU-1. Impacts for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since transportation network
improvements by 2020 would be the
same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: LU-1. Impacts for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since transportation network
improvements by 2020 would be the
same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: LU-1. Impacts for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since transportation network
improvements by 2020 would be the
same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less significant impact in 2020:
LU-2. Impacts for this alternative would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
since transportation network
improvements by 2020 would be the
same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: LU-2. Impacts for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since transportation network
improvements by 2020 would be the
same.

Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in the
following significant impact in 2020:
LU-2. This impact would be greater
because smart growth area
intensification would conflict with the
land use portions of adopted general
plans and other land use plans.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
improvements under this alternative by 2020
would be similar to those under the proposed
Plan.
2025/ Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
2030 LU-1 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and less than proposed Plan impact
due to the absence of the Plan’s
transportation network improvements.

2035

2050

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would physically
divide established communities.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would physically
divide established communities.

Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
LU-2 would be less than significant in 2025
and 2030, and less than proposed Plan impact
due to the absence of the Plan’s
transportation network improvements.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would conflict
with land use plans.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would conflict
with land use plans.

Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
LU-2 would be less than significant in 2035
and less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
LU-1 would be less than significant in2050,
and less than proposed Plan impact due to the
absence of the Plan’s transportation network
improvements.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2035 and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impact LU-1
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050, the same transportation
network improvements would be
completed.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2035 and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impact LU-1
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050, the same transportation
network improvements would be
completed.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would physically
divide established communities.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan
impact due to the additional transit
projects by 2025 that would conflict
with land use plans and because smart
growth area intensification would
conflict with the land use portions of
adopted general plans and other land
use plans.
Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be less than significant in 2035,
LU-1 would be significant in 2035 and
LU-1 would be significant in 2035, and
LU-1 would be significant in 2035 and
and less than proposed Plan impact due to the greater than proposed Plan impact. The greater than proposed Plan impact. The greater than proposed Plan impact. The
absence of the Plan’s transportation network rationale described under 2025 and
rationale described under 2025 and
rationale described under 2025 and
improvements.
2030 also applies to 2035.
2030 also applies to 2035.
2030 also applies to 2035.
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Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2035 and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be significant in 2050 and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050.
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Year

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (less) - Impact
LU-2 would be less than significant in 2035
and less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impact LU-2
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050 the land use pattern and
transportation network would be the
same.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) - Impact LU-2
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050 the land use pattern and
transportation network would be the
same.
Significant impact (less) - Impact LU-1
would be significant in 2050, and the
less than the proposed Plan impact
because in 2050, the same transit
improvements would be completed, but
highway improvements would be
eliminated.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2050 and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050.

Significant impact (less) - Impact LU-2
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact because
in 2050 the same transit improvements
would be completed, but highway
improvements would be eliminated.
12. Noise and Vibration
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: N-1 expose persons to or
generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in local general plans or
noise ordinances, or applicable standards of
other agencies; N-2 cause a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels; N-3 cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels;
and N-4 expose persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels. Similar
transportation network improvements would
occur under this alternative by 2020 resulting
in similar noise and vibration than proposed
Plan impacts.
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Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: N1, N-2, N-3 and N-4.
The impacts of this alternative would be
the same as proposed Plan impacts
since transportation network
improvements would not change by
2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: N1, N-2, N-3 and N-4.
The impacts of this alternative would be
the same as proposed Plan impacts
since transportation network
improvements would not change by
2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
4 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: N-1, N-2, N-3
and N-4. The impacts of this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan
impacts since transportation network
improvements would not change by
2020.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: N-5 expose
people residing or working near airports,
private airstrips, or helipads to excessive noise
levels. The impact of this alternative is the
same as proposed Plan impact since this
alternative would not meaningfully change
exposure of people residing or working to
excessive noise levels from aircraft.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: N-5. The impact of this alternative
is the same as proposed Plan impact
since this alternative would not
meaningfully change exposure of people
residing or working to excessive noise
levels from aircraft.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 3 would result in a less than
significant impact in 2020 associated
with: N-5. The impact of this alternative
is the same as proposed Plan impact
since this alternative would not
meaningfully change exposure of people
residing or working to excessive noise
levels from aircraft.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: N-5. The impact of this
alternative is the same as proposed
Plan impact since this alternative would
not meaningfully change exposure of
people residing or working to excessive
noise levels from aircraft.

2025/ Significant impact (less) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
2030 N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, but less than proposed Plan impact due
to the absence of the Plan’s transportation
investments.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
Accelerated transit projects would result
in greater noise and vibration impacts
than with the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
Accelerated transit projects would result
in greater noise and vibration impacts
than with the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impacts.
Accelerated transit projects would
result in greater noise and vibration
impacts than with the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
N-5 would be less than significant in 2025 and
2030, and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2035, but N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
less than proposed Plan impact. The rationale significant in 2035, but greater than
described under 2025 and 2030 applies to
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
2035.
described under 2025/2030 applies to
2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2035, and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to
2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2035, but greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 applies to
2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
N-5 would be less than significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035
impact.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts N-1,
N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be significant in
2050, and the same as proposed Plan

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035
impact.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2050, and comparable to

2035

2050

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
Significant impact (same) - Impacts N-1,
N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2050 but N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be significant in
less than proposed Plan impact. The rationale 2050, and the same as proposed Plan
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
described under 2025 and 2030 applies to
2050.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
impact because in 2050 the
transportation network and land use
pattern would be the same.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
N-5 would be less than significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2050 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050
impact.

13. Population and Housing
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: PH-1 induce substantial
increases in population, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes or
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure);
and PH-2 displace substantial numbers of
people or housing units which would
necessitate the construction of replacement
homes elsewhere. The impact of this
alternative would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts since the same levels of
population growth and displacement would be
expected to occur in 2020 without
implementation of the proposed Plan.
2025/ Significant impact (same) - Impact PH-1 would
2030 be significant in 2025 and 2030, and the same
as proposed Plan impact. Under this
alternative, similar levels of population growth
would be expected to occur without
implementation of the proposed Plan.
Significant impact (less) - Impact PH-2 would
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Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
impact because in 2050 the
transportation network and land use
pattern would be the same.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts N-1,
N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be significant in
2050, and comparable to proposed Plan
impacts. Elimination of highway projects
would reduce the proposed Plan impact,
but the accelerated constrained transit
projects would increase the Plan’s noise
and vibration impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050
impact.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
proposed Plan impacts. Elimination of
highway projects would reduce the
proposed Plan impact, but the
accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects would
increase the Plan’s noise and vibration
impacts.
Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050
impact.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: PH-1 and PH-2. The
impact of this alternative would be the
same as proposed Plan the
transportation network and land use
pattern would be the same in 2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: PH-1 and PH-2. The
impact of this alternative would be the
same as proposed Plan the
transportation network and land use
pattern would be the same in 2020.

Significant impact (greater) Alternative 4 would result in the
following significant impacts in 2020:
PH-1 and PH-2. The impact of this
alternative would be greater than the
proposed Plan impacts since additional
growth would occur in developed areas,
resulting in greater displacement.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2025 and 2030 and greater than
proposed Plan impacts since more
revenue constrained transit projects
would result in a greater amount of
displacement in transit-served areas

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2025 and 2030, and greater than
proposed Plan impacts. Accelerated
revenue constrained transit projects
result in a greater amount of
displacement in transit-served areas

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2025 and 2030, and greater than
proposed Plan impacts. Accelerated
revenue constrained and unconstrained
transit projects and smart growth area
intensification would result in a greater
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2035

2050

Alt 1: No Project
be significant in 2025 and 2030, and less than
proposed Plan impact. Under this alternative,
displacement impact would be less than
proposed Plan impact since more vacant land
would be developed and less existing urban
land redeveloped, and since the Plan’s
transportation network improvements would
not be built.
Significant impact (same) - Impact PH-1 would
be significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035
impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impact PH-2 would
be significant in 2035 and less than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impact PH-1 would
be significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2025/2030 also applies to 2050 impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impact PH-2 would
be significant in 2050 and less than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under
2025/2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

14. Public Services and Utilities
2020 Significant impact (same) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: PS-1 result in substantial
physical deterioration of public facilities or
cause substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of or need for
new or physically altered (i.e. expanded)
public facilities, in order to maintain adequate
fire and police protection, emergency services,
schools, libraries, and recreation facilities; U-1
result in the expansion or construction of
wastewater collection and treatment facilities
to adequately meet projected capacity needs,
the construction of which could cause
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
than with the proposed Plan.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
than with the proposed Plan.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
amount of displacement in transitserved areas than with the proposed
Plan.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2035 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2035 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2035 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035.

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2050 and the same as proposed Plan
impacts because in 2050, the same
transportation network improvements
would be completed and the same
regional growth/land use change would
occur since the same SCS land use
pattern would occur.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts PH-1
and PH-2 would be significant in 2050
and less than proposed Plan impacts
because highway improvements would
be eliminated.

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2050 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025/2030 also applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: PS-1, U-1, and U-2.
Under this alternative, new or physically
altered public facilities and utilities
would be provided to meet projected
regional growth capacity needs, and
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 3
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: PS-1, U-1, and U-2.
Under this alternative, new or physically
altered public facilities and utilities
would be provided to meet projected
regional growth capacity needs, and
impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts since the same SCS land
use pattern would occur.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impacts in 2020: PS-1, US-1, and US-2.
Under this alternative with
intensification of smart growth areas,
new or physically altered public
facilities and utilities would be more
efficiently provided to meet projected
capacity needs associated with a
smaller regional development footprint
and these impacts would be less than
proposed Plan impacts.
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Alt 1: No Project
significant environmental impacts; and U-2
require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Under this alternative,
demand for public services and utilities would
not be meaningfully different by 2020, and
therefore the impact would be the same.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: U-3 require or
result in the construction of new solid waste
disposal facilities or the expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects. Under
this alternative, new or physically altered solid
waste disposal facilities would not be needed
to meet projected capacity needs and this
impact would be the same as proposed Plan
impact.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts PS-1,
2030 US-1, US-2 and US-3 would be significant in
2025 and 2030, and greater than proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
2035

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts PS-1,
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant in 2035
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2035 impacts.

2050

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts PS-1,
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant in 2050
and greater than proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2050 impacts.
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: U-3. Under this alternative, new
or physically altered solid waste disposal
facilities would not be needed to meet
projected capacity needs and this
impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: U-3. Under this alternative, new
or physically altered solid waste disposal
facilities would not be needed to meet
projected capacity needs and this
impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: U-3. Under this alternative, new
or physically altered solid waste
disposal facilities would not be needed
to meet projected capacity needs and
this impact would be the same as
proposed Plan impact.

Significant impact (same) - Impacts
PS-1, US-1, US-2 and US-3 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
PS-1, U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035
impacts.
Significant impact (same) - Impacts
PS-1, U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050
impacts.

Significant impact (same) – Impacts
PS-1, US-1, US-2 and US-3 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (same) – Impacts
PS-1, U-1, U-2 and US-3 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035
impacts.
Significant impact (same) – Impacts
PS-1, U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1,
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant in
2025 and 2030 and less than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 applies to 2025 and 2030
impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1,
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant in
2035 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2035 impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1,
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant in
2050 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2025/2030 applies to 2050 impacts.
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Alt 1: No Project
15. Transportation
2020 Significant impact (greater) – Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: T-1 increase total vehicle miles
traveled. The impact would be greater
because total VMT would increase by about 6
million miles per year, or 8 percent, from 2012
to 2020. Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent.
Less than significant impact (greater) –
Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: T-2 induce
substantial vehicle travel. Drive alone mode
share (40.2 percent) would be greater than
proposed Plan (40.039.9 percent), and daily
VMT for this alternative (24.8) would be
greater than proposed Plan impact (24.624.7).
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: T-3 decrease
the performance of public transit, bicycle or
pedestrian facilities.

Less than significant impact (samegreater) –
Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: T-4 result in a
substantially higher rate of systemwide
accidents, collisions, injuries or fatalities (by
mode). The annual accident rate for bicycles
and pedestrians would be higher (1.34)
thanthe same (1.41) as under the proposed
Plan (1.411.33).
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
2 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: T-1.
Same as the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 5.35.4 million
miles per year, or 7 percent, from 2012
to 2020.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
3 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: T-1. Same as
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent, from 2012 to
2020.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
4 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: T-1. Nearly
the same as the proposed Plan, total
VMT would increase by 5.12 million
miles per year, or 7 percent, from 2012
to 2020, under this alternative. Under
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.35.4 million miles
per year, or 7 percent.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-2. Drive alone mode share
(40.039.9 percent) would be the same
as proposed Plan impact (40.039.9
percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (24.624.7) would be the
same as proposed Plan impact
(24.624.7).

Less than significant impact (sameless)
– Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-2. Drive alone mode share
(40.039.9 percent) would be the same
as proposed Plan impact (40.039.9
percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (24.6) would be less thanthe
same as the proposed Plan impact
(24.624.7).

Less than significant impact (lesssame)
– Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-2. Drive alone mode share
(39.98 percent) would be less than the
proposed Plan impact (40.039.9
percent) and daily VMT for this
alternative (24.6) would be less the
same as thethan proposed Plan impact
(24.624.7).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-3. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
this alternative would support adopted
policies, plans and programs regarding
the performance of public transit,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
would the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-3. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
this alternative would support adopted
policies, plans and programs regarding
the performance of public transit,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
would the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-3. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
this alternative would support adopted
policies, plans and programs regarding
the performance of public transit,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
would the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-4. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be same
(1.411.33) as under the proposed Plan
(1.411.33).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-4. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be same
(1.411.33) as under the proposed Plan
(1.411.33).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-4. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be
lower (1.401.32) than under the
proposed Plan (1.411.33).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (less) –
Alternative 1 would result in the following less
than significant impact in 2020: T-5 result in
loss of parking supply that causes significant
adverse environmental impacts. This impact
would be less than proposed Plan impact
because there would be fewer parking
impacts in the absence of the Plan’s
transportation network improvements.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) – Impact T-1
2030 would be a significant impact in 2025 and
2030 and greater than proposed Plan impact.
The impact would be greater because total
VMT would increase by about 9.1 million miles
per year, or 12 percent, from 2012 to 2025.
Under the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 7.87.9 million miles per
year, or 10 percent.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 2 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-5. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
many existing SANDAG programs and
proposed Plan programs are specifically
designed to minimize vehicular traffic
demand and reduce parking demand.
Significant impact (same) – Alternative
2 would result in the same significant
impact in 2025/2030 for T-1 because
total VMT would increase by about
7.97.7 million miles per year, or 10
percent, from 2012 to 2025. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 7.87.9 million miles
per year, also 10 percent.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 3 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-5. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
many existing SANDAG programs and
proposed Plan programs are specifically
designed to minimize vehicular traffic
demand and reduce parking demand.
Significant impact (less) – Alternative 3
would result in a lesser significant
impact in 2025/2030 for T-1 because
total VMT would increase by about
7.47.2 million miles per year, or 9
percent, from 2012 to 2025, compared
to an increase of about 7.87.9 million
miles per year, or 10 percent, under the
proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (greater) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than significant
impact in 2025 and 2030 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone mode share
for this alternative (40.5 percent) would be
greater than proposed plan impact (39.9
percent), and daily VMT for this alternative
(24.6) would be greater than proposed Plan
impact (24.2).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
less than proposed Plan impact. Drive
alone mode share for this alternative
(39.4 percent) would be less than
proposed plan impact (39.9 percent),
and daily VMT for this alternative (24.2)
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact (24.2).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
less than proposed Plan impact. Drive
alone mode share for this alternative
(39.43 percent) would be less than
proposed plan impact (39.9 percent),
and daily VMT for this alternative
(24.124.0) would be less than proposed
Plan impact (24.2).

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 4 would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-5. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
many existing SANDAG programs and
proposed Plan programs are specifically
designed to minimize vehicular traffic
demand and reduce parking demand.
Significant impact (less) – Alternative 3
would result in a lesser significant
impact in 2025/2030 for T-1 because
total VMT would increase by 7.26.5
million miles per year, or 98 percent,
from 2012 to 2025, under this
alternative. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about
7.87.9 million miles per year, or 10
percent.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
less than proposed Plan impact. Drive
alone mode share for this alternative
(38.87 percent) would be less than
proposed plan impact (39.9 percent),
and daily VMT for this alternative
(24.023.8) would be less than proposed
Plan impact (24.2).
Less than significant impact (same) – Impact Less than significant impact (same) –
Less than significant impact (same) –
Less than significant impact (same) –
T-3 would be less than significant in 2025 and Impact T-3 would be a less than
Impact T-3 would be a less than
Impact T-3 would be a less than
2030 and same as the proposed Plan impact. significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
The rationale described under 2020 applies to the same as proposed Plan impact. The the same as proposed Plan impact. The
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
2025 and 2030.
rationale described under 2020 applies rationale described under 2020 applies
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030.
to 2025 and 2030.
to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (less) –
Less than significant impact (lowergreater) – Less than significant impact (less) –
Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
Impact T-4 would be a significant impact in
Impact T-4 would be a less than
Impact T-4 would be a less than
2025 and 2030 and greater than proposed
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
less than proposed Plan impact. The
Plan impact. The annual accident rate for
less than proposed Plan impact. The
less than proposed Plan impact. The
annual accident rate for bicycles and
bicycles and pedestrians would be
annual accident rate for bicycles and
annual accident rate for bicycles and
lowerhigher (1.201.33) than under the
pedestrians would be lower (1.381.31) pedestrians would be lower (1.381.31) pedestrians would be lower (1.351.28)
proposed Plan (1.401.32).
as under the proposed Plan (1.401.32). as under the proposed Plan (1.401.32). as under the proposed Plan (1.401.32).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

2035

Alt 1: No Project
Less than Significant impact (less) – Impact T5 would be a less than significant impact in
2025 and 2030 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under 2020
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (greater) – Alternative 1
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in a greater significant impact in would result in the same significant
2035 for T-1. The impact would be greater
impact in 2035 for T-1 because total
because total VMT would increase by about
VMT would increase by about 11.211.5
13.413.3 million miles per year, or 17 percent, million miles per year, or 1415 percent,
from 2012 to 2035. Under the proposed Plan, from 2012 to 2035. Under the proposed
total VMT would increase by about 11.111.6 Plan, total VMT would increase by about
11.111.6 million miles per year, also
million miles per year, or 1415 percent.
1415 percent.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than Significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (less) - Alternative 3
would result in a lesser significant
impact in 2035 forT-1 because total
VMT would increase by about 10.710.9
million miles per year, or 14 percent,
from 2012 to 203525, compared to an
increase of about 11.111.6 million miles
per year, or 1415 percent, under the
proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (greater than
proposed Plan) – Impact T-2 would be a less
than significant impact in 2035 and greater
than proposed Plan impact. Drive alone mode
share for this alternative (40.340.2 percent)
would be greater than proposed plan impact
(39.5 percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (24.0) would be greater than
proposed Plan impact (23.523.6).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone mode
share for this alternative (39.4 percent)
would be less than proposed plan
impact (39.5 percent), and daily VMT for
this alternative (23.523.6) would be
same as the proposed Plan impact
(23.523.6).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (39.3
percent) would be less than proposed
plan impact (39.5 percent), and daily
VMT for this alternative (23.4) would be
less than proposed Plan impact
(23.523.6).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be lower (1.341.28)
as under the proposed Plan (1.351.29).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and same as
than proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be same (1.351.29)
as under the proposed Plan (1.351.29).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact
T-3 would be less than significant in 2035 and
same as the proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2035.
Less than significant impact (greater) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than significant
impact in 2035 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be higher
(1.370) than under the proposed Plan
(1.351.29).
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Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (lesssame) Alternative 4 would result in a lesserthe
same significant impact in 2035 for T-1
because total VMT would increase by
11.21 million miles per year, or 14
percent, from 2012 to 203525, under
this alternative. Under the proposed
Plan, total VMT would increase by
about 11.111.6 million miles per year,
or 1415 percent.
Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (39.1
percent) would be less than proposed
plan impact (39.5 percent), and daily
VMT for this alternative (23.5) would be
less than proposed Plan impact
(23.523.6).
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be lower (1.341.28)
as under the proposed Plan (1.351.29).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

2050

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T5 would be a less than significant impact in
2035 and less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2035.
Significant impact (greater) – Alternative 1
would result in a greater significant impact in
2050 for T-1. The impact would be greater
because total VMT would increase by about
18.318.1 million miles per year, or 23 percent,
from 2012 to 2050. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about 14.915.7
million miles per year, or 1920 percent.
Less than significant impact (greater) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than significant
impact in 2050 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. Drive alone mode share for this
alternative (39.3 percent) would be greater
than proposed plan impact (38.138.0 percent),
and daily VMT for this alternative (24.023.9)
would be greater than proposed Plan impact
(23.223.4).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact
T-3 would be less than significant in 2050 and
same as the proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2050.
Less than significant impact (greater) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than significant
impact in 2035 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be higher
(1.201.15) than under the proposed Plan
(1.181.13).
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) – Impact T-1
would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. Same as
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.7 million miles
per year, or 1920 percent, from 2012 to
2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and same as
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone mode
share for this alternative (38.138.0
percent) would be same as the
proposed plan impact (38.138.0
percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (23.223.4) would be same as
the proposed Plan impact (23.223.4).

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) – Alternative
3 would result in a significant impact in
2050 for T-1. Same as the proposed
Plan, total VMT would increase by about
14.915.7 million miles per year, or 1920
percent, from 2012 to 2050.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Total VMT
would increase by 14.14 million miles
per year, or 18 percent, from 2012 to
2050, under this alternative. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.7 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and same as
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative
(38.138.0 percent) would be same as
the proposed plan impact (38.138.0
percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (23.223.4) would be same as
the proposed Plan impact (23.223.4).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (37.8
percent) would be less than proposed
plan impact (38.138.0 percent) and
daily VMT for this alternative (23.0)
would be less than proposed Plan
impact (23.223.4).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same
Less than significant impact (same) –
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same described under 2020 applies to 2050.
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
Less than significant impact (same) –
described under 2020 applies to 2050.
Impact T-4 would be less than
Less than significant impact (same) –
significant in 2050 and the same as
Impact T-4 would be less than significant proposed Plan impact. The annual
in 2050 and the same as proposed Plan accident rate for bicycles and
impact. The annual accident rate for
pedestrians would be same (1.181.13)
bicycles and pedestrians would be same as under the proposed Plan (1.181.13).
(1.181.13) as under the proposed Plan
(1.181.13).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-4 would be less than
significant in 2050 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be same (1.13) as
under the proposed Plan (1.181.13).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 1: No Project
Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T5 would be a less than significant impact in
2050 and less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to
2050.

16. Water Supply
2020 Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: WS-1 increase demands on existing
water supplies such that they would be
inadequate to serve future demands, and new
or expanded water supplies or entitlements
would be needed. Regional water demand
impact for this alternative would be greater
than proposed Plan impact due to a less
compact development pattern, and Borrego
Valley water supplies would be inadequate to
serve forecasted growth.
Significant impact (greater) - Alternative 1
would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: WS-2 require or result in the
construction of new water facilities or the
expansion of existing facilities to adequately
meet forecast demand or capacity needs, the
construction of which could cause a significant
environmental effect. Compared to proposed
Plan impact, regional water demand impact
would be greater due to a less compact
development pattern, and the additional
water distribution facilities that would be
needed to serve more dispersed development.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-1
2030 would be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030.
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Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the same
as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: WS-1. Regional water
demand impact would be the same as
proposed Plan impact due to the same
SCS land development pattern, and
Borrego Valley water supplies would be
inadequate to serve forecasted growth.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 2
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: WS-1. Regional water
demand impact would be the same as
proposed Plan impact due to the same
SCS land development pattern, and
Borrego Valley water supplies would be
inadequate to serve forecasted growth.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: WS-1. Regional water
demand impact would be less than
proposed Plan impact since
intensification of smart growth would
result in more compact development
and less demand for landscape
watering, reducing regional
growth/land use change impact of the
proposed Plan. Borrego Valley water
supplies would be inadequate to serve
forecasted growth.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
2 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: WS-2.
Regional water demand impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
due to the same SCS land development
pattern, and the same additional water
distribution facilities that would be
needed to serve future development.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative
2 would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: WS-2.
Regional water demand impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact
due to the same SCS land development
pattern, and the same additional water
distribution facilities that would be
needed to serve future development.

Significant impact (less) – Alternative 4
would result in the following significant
impact in 2020: WS-2. Regional water
demand impact would be less than
proposed Plan impact since
intensification of smart growth would
result in more compact development
and less demand for landscape
watering, reducing the need for
additional water distribution facilities.

Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030,
and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030,
and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030,
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2025 and 2030.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

2035

Alt 1: No Project
Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2035 impact.

Alt 2: Trans Alt 2 + SCS
Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (same as proposed
Plan) - Impact WS-1 would be significant
in 2035 and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impact.

Alt 3: Trans Alt 3 + SCS
Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (same) - Impact
WS-1 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact.

Alt 4: Trans Alt 4 + SG Intensification
Significant impact (less) – Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2025 and 2030
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-1
Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2050 and greater than would be significant in 2050 and the
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described same as proposed Plan impact. The
under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact.
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact
Significant impact (same) - Impact
WS-1 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2050 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact

Significant impact (less) – Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2035 and greater than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
2050

Significant impact (same) – Impact
WS-2 would be significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Note:
The revised numbers in this table reflect the minor modifications to the project description and the new version of EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) released by ARB in
May 2015. On-road GHG emissions in the Draft EIR were calculated using EMFAC2014 (v1.0.1). The revised emissions and percentages for SB 375 have been
decreased by 2% per ARB requirement that EMFAC2014 model results be revised with 2% percent adjustment factor.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Table 6.0-4
Comparison of Alternatives 5A, 5B, 5C and 5D to Proposed Plan
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

1. Aesthetics and Visual Resources
2020
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
AES-1 have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista; AES-2 substantially damaging scenic
resources, including but not limited to trees,
rocks, outcroppings, and historic bridges within a
State scenic highway; and AES-3 substantially
degrading the character of an area, including
adding a visual element of urban character to an
existing rural or open space areas or by creating
substantial new sources of light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views.
Transportation network improvement impact
would be the same as proposed Plan impacts in
2020. Also, elements of this alternative that
would increase impacts, such as acceleration of
revenue constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation projects would
not occur by 2020. Regional growth/land use
change impacts would be the same as proposed
Plan impacts because this alternative uses the
same SCS land use pattern.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) – Impacts AES-1,
2030
AES-2, and AES-3 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, and greater than proposed Plan impacts
because the impacts would occur with
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects. Although highway
projects would be eliminated under this
alternative, most highway improvements would
not occur until after 2040 under the proposed
Plan and this reduction in impact would not offset
the greater impact of the accelerated revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would be the
same as proposed Plan impacts because this
alternative uses the same SCS land use pattern.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impacts in 2020: AES-1, AES2, and AES-3. These impacts would be
less than proposed Plan impacts
because this alternative would focus a
greater proportion of regional growth
and land use change within developed
urban areas and less growth in
undeveloped and rural areas.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts
Alternative 5C would be same as
AES-1, AES-2, and AES-3 would be
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
significant in 2025 and 2030, and less
than proposed Plan impact because
this alternative would focus a greater
proportion of regional growth and land
use change within developed urban
areas and less growth in undeveloped
and rural areas.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Page 6-71

6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year
2035

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Significant impact (greater) – Impacts AES-1,
AES-2 and AES-3 would be significant and greater
than proposed Plan impacts in 2035. The
rationale described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

2050

Significant impact (less) – Impacts AES-1, AES-2
and AES-3 would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impacts in 2050 since highway
projects would be eliminated, while the SCS land
use pattern would be the same as the proposed
Plan.
2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in with the following significant impacts in
2020: AG-1 convert agricultural lands to
nonagricultural use; AG-2 conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use, a Williamson Act
contract; and FR-1 convert or result in the loss of
“Forest Land”. These impacts would be the same
as proposed Plan impacts in 2020 because there
would be no change in transportation investments
under this alternative until after 2020. Regional
growth/land use change impacts would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because the land
use pattern would be the same.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AG-1, AG-2,
and FR-1 would be significant in 2025 and 2030.
2030
This impact would be greater than proposed Plan,
since accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit would exist sooner.
Although highway projects would be eliminated
under this alternative, most highway projects
would not occur until after 2040 under the
proposed Plan. Regional growth/land use change
impact would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since this alternative uses the same SCS
land use pattern.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (less) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2035, but less than
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts
AES-1, AES-2 and AES-3 would be
significant in 2050, but less than
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impacts.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impacts in 2020: AG-1, AG-2,
and FR-1. These impacts would be less
than proposed Plan impacts because
increased development within dense
urban cores would reduce impacts to
agricultural and forest land.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG- Alternative 5C would be same as
1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
in 2025 and 2030 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Even with
accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, other
elements of this alternative, such as
growth in multiple dense urban cores
would reduce proposed Plan impact to
agricultural and forest land.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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Year
2035

2050

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Significant impact (greater) - Impacts AG-1, AG-2,
and FR-1 would be significant but greater than
proposed Plan impact in 2035. The rationale
described under 2025/2030 also applies to 2035
impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG-1, AG-2,
and FR-1 would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050 since highway
projects would be eliminated.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant
in 2035 but less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts AG1, AG-2, and FR-1 would be significant
in 2050 but less than proposed Plan
impact. Elements of this alternative,
such as growth in multiple dense urban
cores and elimination of highway
projects would reduce proposed Plan
impact to agricultural land.

.
3. Air Quality
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: AQ-1. Same as the
proposed Plan, this alternative would be
consistent with applicable rules, regulations, and
programs adopted as part of plans by SDAPCD and
ARB.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following less than significant impact in
2020: AQ-1. Same as the proposed
Plan, this alternative would be
consistent with applicable rules,
regulations, and programs adopted as
part of plans by SDAPCD and ARB.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020
for PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to air quality
violations, and AQ-3, result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of PM10 emissions. Same as
the proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 0.723 tons/day, or 2 percent,
from 2012 to 2020.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020 for PM10
emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to
air quality violations, and AQ-3, result
in a cumulatively considerable increase
of PM10 emissions. Same as the
proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 0.701 tons/day, or 2
percent, from 2012 to 2020.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The impact would be
less because total VMT would increase by about
5.1 million miles per year, or 6 percent, from 2012

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B Alternative 5A would result in the
following significant impacts in 2020:
AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because total

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

to 2020. Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 5.34 million miles per
year, or 7 percent. The lower total VMT would
result in greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

VMT would increase by about 4.6
million miles per year, or 6 percent,
from 2012 to 2020. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.34 million miles
per year, or 7 percent. The lower total
VMT would result in greater
generation of toxic air contaminant
(TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors
to such concentrations.

Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: AQ-5 expose a
substantial number of people to objectionable
odors. Exposure of people to objectionable odors
would be the same between Alternative 1 and the
proposed Plan since planning for air quality
management would continue to occur with this
alternative and regulations governing odor would
continue to be enforced.

2025/
2030

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: AQ-5 expose a substantial
number of people to objectionable
odors. Exposure of people to
objectionable odors would be the
same between Alternative 1 and the
proposed Plan since planning for air
quality management would continue
to occur with this alternative and
regulations governing odor would
continue to be enforced.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2025 and
Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
2030, and the same as proposed Plan impact. The significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
same as proposed Plan impact. The
2025 and 2030 impact.
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.
Significant impact (same) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in
2025/2030 for PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air
quality standards or contribute substantially to air
quality violations, and AQ-3, result in a
cumulatively considerable increase of PM10
emissions. Same as the proposed Plan, PM10
emissions would increase by about 1.2 tons/day,
or 3 percent, from 2012 to 2025/2030.
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Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2025/2030 for
PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air
quality standards or contribute
substantially to air quality violations,
and AQ-3, result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of PM10
emissions. Same as the proposed Plan,
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

PM10 emissions would increase by
about 1.12 tons/day, or 3 percent,
from 2012 to 2025/2030.
Significant impact (less) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The impact would be
less because total VMT would increase by about
6.01 million miles per year, or 8 percent, from
2012 to 2025. Under the proposed Plan, total
VMT would increase by about 7.89 million miles
per year, or 10 percent. The lower total VMT
would result in greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020: AQ-4
expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because total
VMT would increase by about 5.36
million miles per year, or 7 percent,
from 2012 to 2025. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 7.89 million miles
per year, or 10 percent. The lower total
VMT would result in greater
generation of toxic air contaminant
(TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors
to such concentrations.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
Less than significant impact (same) AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2035, and Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
the same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale significant in 2035, and the same as
described under 2020 also applies to 2035 impact. proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impact.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impact AQ-5
would be less than significant in 2025 and 2030,
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030.

2035

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2035
for PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to air quality
violations, and AQ-3, result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of PM10 emissions. Same as
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Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2035 for PM10
emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to
air quality violations, and AQ-3, result
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

the proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 1.56 tons/day, or 4 percent,
from 2012 to 2035, and PM2.5 emissions would
increase by about 0.2 tons/day, or 2 percent.

in a cumulatively considerable increase
of PM10 emissions. Same as the
proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 1.5 tons/day, or 4
percent, from 2012 to 2035 and PM2.5
emissions would increase by about 0.2
tons/day, or 1 percent.

Significant impact (less) –Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The impact would be
less because total VMT would increase by about
9.47 million miles per year, or 12 percent, from
2012 to 2035. Under the proposed Plan, total
VMT would increase by about 11.16 million miles
per year, or 1415 percent. The lower total VMT
would result in greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Significant impact (less) -- Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020: AQ-4
expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because total
VMT would increase by about 8.89.1
million miles per year, or 11 percent,
from 2012 to 2035. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 11.16 million miles
per year, or 1415 percent. The lower
total VMT would result in greater
generation of toxic air contaminant
(TAC) emissions, and thereby cause
lesser exposure of sensitive receptors
to such concentrations.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
Less than significant impact (same) AQ-1 would be less than significant in 2050, and Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
the same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale significant in 2050, and the same as
described under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact. proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impact.

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact AQ-5
would be less than significant in 2035, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035.
2050
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Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described for Alternative 5B applies
here.

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts AQ-1 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described for Alternative 5B applies
here.
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2050
for PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to air quality
violations, and AQ-3, result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of PM10 emissions. Same as
the proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 2.4 tons/day, or 6 percent, from
2012 to 2050, and PM2.5 emissions would
increase by about 1 tons/day, or 8 percent.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2050 for PM10
emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to
air quality violations, and AQ-3, result
in a cumulatively considerable increase
of PM10 emissions. Same as the
proposed Plan, PM10 emissions would
increase by about 2.34 tons/day, or 6
percent, from 2012 to 2050, and
PM2.5 emissions would increase by
about 1 tons/day, or 8 percent.

Significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would result in the
following significant impacts in 2050
for PM10 emissions: AQ-2 violate air
quality standards or contribute
substantially to air quality violations,
and AQ-3, result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of PM10
emissions. Same as the proposed
Plan, PM10 emissions would increase
by about 2.34 tons/day, or 6 percent,
from 2012 to 2050, and PM2.5
emissions would increase by about 1
tons/day, or 8 percent.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5D would result in the following
significant impacts in 2050 for PM10
emissions: AQ-2 violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially
to air quality violations, and AQ-3,
result in a cumulatively considerable
increase of PM10 emissions. Same as
the proposed Plan, PM10 emissions
would increase by about 2.12
tons/day, or 5 percent, from 2012 to
2050, and PM2.5 emissions would
increase by about 1 tons/day, or 7
percent.

Significant impact (less) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
AQ-4 expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The impact would be
less because total VMT would increase by about
12.413.3 million miles per year, or 1617 percent,
from 2012 to 2050. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about 14.915.8
million miles per year, or 1920 percent. The lower
total VMT would result in greater generation of
toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause lesser exposure of sensitive
receptors to such concentrations.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020: AQ-4
expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because total
VMT would increase by about 11.612.3
million miles per year, or 1516 percent,
from 2012 to 2050. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.8 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent. The
lower total VMT would result in
greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause lesser exposure of
sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5D would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020: AQ-4
expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because
total VMT would increase by about
11.07 million miles per year, or 1415
percent, from 2012 to 2050. Under
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.8 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent. The
lower total VMT would result in
greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause lesser exposure of
sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5D would result in the following
significant impacts in 2020: AQ-4
expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.
The impact would be less because
total VMT would increase by about
6.47.2 million miles per year, or 9
percent, from 2012 to 2050. Under
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 14.915.8 million
miles per year, or 1920 percent. The
lower total VMT would result in
greater generation of toxic air
contaminant (TAC) emissions, and
thereby cause lesser exposure of
sensitive receptors to such
concentrations.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described for Alternative 5B applies
here.

Less than significant impact (same) Impact AQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described for Alternative 5B applies
here.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact AQ-5
Less than significant impact (same) would be less than significant in 2050, and the
Impact AQ-5 would be less than
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
significant in 2050, and the same as
described under 2020 also applies to 2050.
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050.
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

4. Biological Resources
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
BIO-1 have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS;
or have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the CWA or on resources regulated by the CDFW
under Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC; BIO-2
have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or indirectly on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or
by the CDFW or USFWS, or species that meet the
criteria for endangered , rare, or threatened in
CEQA Guidelines§15380; and BIO-3 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. Impacts for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan impacts
since elements of this alternative, such as
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects, and elimination of
highway network improvements would not be
completed until after 2020, while regional
growth/land use change impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impacts since this
alternative uses the same SCS land use pattern.
Less than Significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: BIO-4 conflict with the
provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
conservation plan, or with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources.
Encroachment into hardline preserve areas would
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impacts in 2020: BIO-1;
BIO-2; and BIO-3. These impacts would
be less than proposed Plan impact
because regional growth/land use
change in multiple dense cores would
result in less impact to biological
resources located in non-urban areas.
Elements of this alternative that affect
biological resources, such as
accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
elimination of highway investments,
would not occur by 2020.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Less than Significant impact (same) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: BIO-4 conflict with the provisions
of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other
conservation plan, or with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

2025/
2030

biological resources. Encroachment
into hardline preserve areas would
require biologically equivalent or
superior compensation of habitat or
project redesign.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts BIO-1,
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be significant in 2025 and BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
2030. This impact would be greater than
significant in 2025 and 2030. This
proposed Plan impacts, since accelerated revenue impact would be less than proposed
constrained and unconstrained transit would exist Plan impacts because even with
sooner. Although highway projects would be
accelerated constrained and
eliminated under this alternative, most highway
unconstrained transit projects and
projects would not occur until after 2040 under
active transportation projects, growth
the proposed Plan. Regional growth/land use
in multiple dense urban cores would
change impact would be the same as proposed
reduce proposed Plan impact to
Plan impacts since this alternative uses the same biological resources.
SCS land use pattern.

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

require biologically equivalent or superior
compensation of habitat or project redesign.

Less than significant (same) - Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts BIO-1,
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be significant in 2035 and BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
greater than proposed Plan impacts. The rationale significant in 2035 but less than
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
2035 impacts.
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Less than significant (same) - Impact BIO-4 would
be less than significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impact.
2035

Less than significant (same) – Impact BIO-4 would
be less than significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
2050

Significant impact (less) - Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2,
and BIO-3 would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impacts because highway
projects would be eliminated. Regional
growth/land use change impact would be the
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Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2035, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (less) - Impacts
Alternative 5C would be same as
BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would be
Alternative 5B in 2050.
significant in 2035 but less than
proposed Plan impact. Elements of this
alternative, such as growth in multiple

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

same as proposed Plan impacts since this
alternative uses the same SCS land use pattern.

dense urban cores and elimination of
highway projects would reduce
proposed Plan impacts to biological
resources.

Less than significant (same) – Impact BIO-4 would
be less than significant in 2050, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

Less than significant (same) – Impact
BIO-4 would be less than significant in
2050, and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

5. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
CULT-1 cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource or unique
archaeological resource. Impact for this
alternative would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects, and elimination of
highway network improvements would not occur
until after 2020, while regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since this alternative uses the same
SCS land use pattern.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impact in 2020: CULT-1. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because elements of this
alternative that affect cultural
resources, such as regional
growth/land use change impact would
be greater in the multiple dense core
areas, but much less than proposed
Plan impact in all other areas, resulting
in less overall impact. Accelerated
constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects, and elimination of highway
investments, would not occur by 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: CULT-2 disturb any
human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries, in violation of existing laws
and regulations protecting human remains. This
impact is the same as proposed Plan impact since
these existing laws and regulations would apply to
this alternative and the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: CULT-2. This impact is the same
as proposed Plan impact since these
existing laws and regulations would
continue to apply to Alternative 5B and
the proposed Plan.

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
PALEO-1 directly or indirectly destroy a unique

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: PALEO-1.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature. Impact for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan impact since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects, and elimination of
highway network improvements would not occur
until after 2020, while regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since this alternative uses the same
SCS land use pattern.

2025/
2030

Significant impact (greater) - Impact CULT-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030 and would
be greater than proposed Plan impact since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit would exist sooner.
Although highway projects would be eliminated
under this alternative, most highway projects
would not occur until after 2040 under the
proposed Plan. Regional growth/land use change
impact would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since this alternative uses the same SCS
land use pattern.

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant in 2025 and
2030 and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and
would be the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030
impacts.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact PALEO-1
would be significant in 2025 and 2030. This impact
would be greater than proposed Plan impact since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit would exist sooner.

Significant impact (less) - Impact
PALEO-1 would be less than significant
in 2025 and 2030, and less than
proposed Plan impact because even
with accelerated constrained and

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

This impact would be less than
proposed Plan impact because
elements of this alternative that affect
paleontological resources, such as
regional growth/land use change
impact would be greater in the
multiple dense core areas, but much
less than proposed Plan impact in all
other areas, resulting in less overall
impact. Accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
elimination of highway investments,
would not occur by 2020.
Significant impact (less) - Impact
Alternative 5C would be same as
CULT-1 would be significant in 2025
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
and 2030, and would be less than
proposed Plan impact because even
with accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, regional
growth/land use change impact would
be greater in the multiple dense core
areas, but much less than proposed
Plan impact in all other areas, resulting
in less overall impact to cultural
resources.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

2035

unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, regional
growth/land use change impact would
be greater in the multiple dense core
areas, but much less than proposed
Plan impact in all other areas, resulting
in less overall impact to paleontological
resources.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact CULT-1
Significant impact (less) - Impact
Alternative 5C would be same as
would be significant in 2035 and would be greater CULT-1 would be significant in 2035
Alternative 5B in 2035.
than proposed Plan impact. The rationale
and less than proposed Plan impact.
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
The rationale described under 2025
2035 impact.
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impact.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Although highway projects would be eliminated
under this alternative, most highway projects
would not occur until after 2040 under the
proposed Plan. Regional growth/land use change
impact would be the same as proposed Plan since
this alternative uses the same SCS land use
pattern.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impact The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035 impact.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact PALEO-1
would be significant in 2035. This impact would be
greater than proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2035 impact.
2050

Significant impact (less) – Impact CULT-1 would
be significant in 2050 and less than proposed Plan
impact because highway projects would be
eliminated. The same regional growth/land use
change would occur as with the proposed Plan
since the same SCS land use pattern would be
used.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Impact
PALEO-1 would be significant in 2035
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Impact
Alternative 5C would be same as
CULT-1 would be significant in 2050
Alternative 5B in 2050.
and less than proposed Plan impact.
Elements of this alternative, such as
growth in multiple dense urban cores,
but much less than proposed Plan
impact in all other areas and
elimination of highway projects would
reduce proposed Plan impact to
cultural resources.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact
CULT-2 would be less than significant in 2050 and
the same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact CULT-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact PALEO-1 would
be significant in 2050. This impact would be less
than proposed Plan impact because highway
projects would be eliminated. The same regional
growth/land use change would occur as with the
proposed Plan since the same SCS land use
pattern would be used.

Significant impact (less) - Impact
PALEO-1 would be significant in 2050
and less than proposed Plan impact.
Elements of this alternative, such as
growth in multiple dense urban cores,
but much less than proposed Plan
impact in all other areas and
elimination of highway projects would
reduce proposed Plan impact to
paleontological resources.

6. Energy
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impacts in 2020: EN-1 result in an
increase in overall per capita energy consumption
relative to baseline conditions, or otherwise use
energy in an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary
manner; and EN-2 result in an increased reliance
on fossil fuels and decreased reliance on
renewable energy sources. These impacts would
be the same as proposed Plan impacts because
the same SCS land use pattern would occur and
elements of this alternative that would avoid or
reduce energy consumption and reliance on fossil
fuels, such as elimination of highway projects
would not occur by 2020. Other elements of this
alternative that would decrease impacts, such as
acceleration of revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects would not occur by 2020.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: EN-1 and EN-2. These impacts
would be less than proposed Plan
impacts because regional growth
would occur in more energy efficient
multiple urban cores. Other elements
of this alternative that would avoid or
reduce impacts to energy resources,
such as elimination of highway projects
and acceleration of revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects would not occur by 2020.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.
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Year

2025/
2030

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
EN-3 require or result in the construction of new
energy facilities or the expansion of such facilities
to adequately meet projected demand, the
construction of which could cause a significant
environmental effect. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because the same
SCS land use pattern would occur. Elements of
this alternative that would avoid or reduce
impacts associated with the construction of new
or expanded energy facilities, such as accelerated
revenue constrained and unconstrained transit
and active transportation projects, and
elimination of highway projects would not occur
by 2020.
Less than significant impact (less) - Impacts EN-1
and EN-2 would be less than significant and less
than proposed Plan impacts in 2025 and 2030
because accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects would occur reducing
vehicular travel and associated per capita energy
reliance on fossil fuels, and all highway projects
would be eliminated.

Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: EN-3. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because regional growth
would occur in more energy efficient
multiple urban cores. Other elements
of this alternative that would avoid or
reduce impacts associated with the
construction of new or expanded
energy facilities, such as accelerated
revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit and active
transportation projects, elimination of
highway projects would not occur by
2020.
Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts EN-1 and EN-2 would be less
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
than significant and less than proposed
Plan impacts in 2025 and 2030 because
elements of this alternative, such as
elimination of highway improvements,
acceleration of revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
growth in multiple dense cores would
occur reducing energy consumption
and reliance on fossil fuels.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3 would be
significant and less than proposed Plan impact
because elements of this alternative, such as
elimination of highway projects, and acceleration
of revenue constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation projects would
avoid or reduce impact related to need for new or
expanded energy facilities.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact because
elements of this alternative, such as
elimination of highway projects,
acceleration of revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
growth in multiple dense cores would
avoid or reduce impact related to need
for new or expanded energy facilities.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year
2035

2050

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (less) - Impacts EN-1
and EN-2 would be less than significant and less
than proposed Plan impacts in 2035. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts EN-1 and EN-2 would be less
Alternative 5B in 2035.
than significant and less than proposed
Plan impacts in 2035. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3 would be
significant and less than proposed Plan impact in
2035. The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2035. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact EN-1 and EN-2 would be less
than significant and less than proposed
Plan impact in 2050. This alternative
would have less transportation
network improvements and programs
impact since highway projects would
be eliminated and revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects included,
while a multiple dense cores land use
pattern would occur, all reducing
energy consumption.

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact EN-1
and EN-2 would be less than significant and less
than proposed Plan impacts in 2050. This
alternative would have less transportation
network improvements and programs impact
since highway projects would be eliminated and
revenue constrained unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation projects
included, reducing energy consumption.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3 would be
significant and less than proposed Plan impact in
2050. The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.
7. Geology, Soils and Mineral Resources
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impacts in 2020: GEO-1 expose people
or structures to potential substantial significant
impacts, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving: a) rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact EN-1 and EN-2 would be less
than significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. This
alternative would have less
transportation network
improvements and programs impact
since highway projects would be
eliminated and revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects
included, while a multiple dense cores
land use pattern would occur, all
reducing energy consumption.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact EN-1 and EN-2 would be less
than significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. This
alternative would have less
transportation network
improvements and programs impact
since highway projects would be
eliminated and revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects
included, while a multiple dense cores
land use pattern would occur, all
reducing energy consumption.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN-3
would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN3 would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact EN3 would be significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and
GEO-4 Adherence to existing
regulations would occur with this
alternative, so the impacts are the
same as proposed Plan impact.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault; b) strong
seismic ground shaking; c) seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction; and d) seismicallyinduced landslides; GEO-2 locate projects on a
geologic unit or soil that is expansive or 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; GEO-3 result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; and
GEO-4 have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are
not available for the disposal of waste water,
potentially causing adverse groundwater impacts.
Adherence to existing regulations would also
occur with this alternative, so the impacts are the
same as proposed Plan impacts.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
MR-1 result in the loss of availability of known
aggregate and mineral resources that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state,
or result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan,
or other land use plan. Impact for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan impact since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active
transportation projects, and elimination of
highway network improvements would not occur
until after 2020, while regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since this alternative uses the same
SCS land use pattern.
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Significant impact (less) - Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: MR-1. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because elements of this
alternative that affect mineral
resources, such as Regional
growth/land use change impact would
be greater in the multiple dense core
areas, but much less than proposed
Plan impact in all other areas, resulting
in less overall impact.
Accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
elimination of highway investments,
would not occur by 2020.
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Year
2025/
2030

2035

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
GEO-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impact.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact MR-1 would
be significant in 2025 and 2030 and greater than
proposed Plan impact since accelerated revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects would exist
sooner. Although highway projects would be
eliminated under this alternative, most highway
projects would not occur until after 2040 under
the proposed Plan. Regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since this alternative uses the same
SCS land use pattern.

Significant impact (less than proposed
Plan) - Impact MR-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact because even with
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, growth
in multiple dense urban cores and
much less than proposed Plan impact
in all other areas would reduce
proposed Plan impact to mineral
resources.
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and
Alternative 5B in 2035.
GEO-4 would be less than significant
and the same as proposed Plan
impacts in 2035. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and GEO-4) would be less
than significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2035 impacts.

Significant impact (greater) - Impact MR-1 would
be significant in 2035 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
2050

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than Significant impact (same) - Impacts
GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and GEO-4 would be less
than significant in 2025 and 2030, and the same
as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030 impact.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and GEO-4 would be less
than significant in 2035, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2035 impacts.
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Significant impact (less) - Impact
MR-1would be significant in 2035 and
less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Less than significant impact (same) Impacts GEO-1, GEO-2, GEO-3, and
GEO-4 would be less than significant
and the same as proposed Plan
impacts in 2050. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.
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Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Significant impact (less) - Impact MR-1 would be
significant in 2035 and less than proposed Plan
impact since highway projects would be
eliminated.

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less than significant impact (less) – Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: GHG-1 directly or
indirectly result in an increase in GHG emissions
compared to existing conditions (2012). This
impact would be less than proposed Plan impact
in 2020 with 35,95936,215 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative compared to
36,260045 tons for proposed Plan impact (0.12
percent lower).
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: GHG-2 conflict with AB
32, SANDAG Climate Action Strategy, or Local
Climate Action Plans. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact since accelerated
revenue constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation project would
not occur by 2020.
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: GHG-3 conflict with SB
375 GHG emission reduction targets. At 22.021.4
lbs of on-road SB 375 CO2 emissions per person
for this alternative, GHG emissions would be the
same as proposed Plan impact (22.021.4 lbs).

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (less) - Impact
MR-1would be significant in 2050 and
less than proposed Plan impact.
Elements of this alternative, such as
growth in multiple dense urban cores
and elimination of highway projects
would reduce proposed Plan impact to
mineral resources.
Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-1. This impact would be
less than proposed Plan impact in 2020
with 35,80336,047 tons of on-road
CO2 emissions per day for this
alternative compared to 36,260045
tons for proposed Plan impact (0.67
percent lower).

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-2. This impact would be
the same as proposed Plan impact
since accelerated revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation project would not
occur by 2020.
Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: GHG-3 conflict with SB 375 GHG
emission reduction targets. At 21.60
lbs of on-road SB 375 CO2 emissions
per person for this alternative, GHG
emissions would be less than proposed
Plan impact (22.021.4 lbs).

Page 6-88
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Year

2025/
2030

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Not applicable – As explained in Section 4.8, there Not applicable – As explained in
is no 2020 analysis for impact GHG-4.
Section 4.8, there is no 2020 analysis
for impact GHG-4.
Less than significant impact (less) - Impact GHG-1 Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
would be less than significant and less than
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
proposed Plan impact in 2025 and 2030 with
significant and less than proposed Plan
31,09830,587 tons of on-road CO2 emissions per impact in 2025 and 2030 with
day for this alternative compared to 31,33730,834 30,92030,514 tons of on-road CO2
tons for proposed Plan impact (0.8 percent
emissions per day for this alternative
lower).
compared to 31,33730,834 tons for
proposed Plan impact (1.30 percent
lower).
Less than significant (less) – Impact GHG-2 would
be less than significant in 2025 and 2030, and less
than proposed Plan impact since revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation would occur.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Less than significant (less) – Impact
GHG-2 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, and less than proposed
Plan impact since revenue constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation would occur, as
well as more compact development in
multiple dense cores.

Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030 analysis
Not applicable – there is no 2025/2030
for GHG-3 because there are no SB 375 targets for analysis for GHG-3 because there are
these years.
no SB 375 targets for these years.
Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-4 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and less than
proposed Plan impact since accelerated revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects would occur
and highway projects would be eliminated,
resulting in lower GHG emissions.
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Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG4 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, and less than proposed Plan
impact since accelerated revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit
projects and active transportation
projects, along with multiple dense
core land development would occur,
and highway projects would be
eliminated, resulting in lower GHG
emissions.
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Year
2035

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (lesssame ) - Impact
GHG-1 would be less than significant and same as
the proposed Plan impact in 2035 with
26,96625,435 tons of on-road CO2 emissions per
day for this alternative compared to 27,29925,787
tons for proposed Plan impact (1.2% lower).

Less than significant impact (less) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
Alternative 5B in 2035.
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035 with 26,86025,341 tons
of on-road CO2 emissions per day for
this alternative compared to
27,29925,787 tons for proposed Plan
impact (1.67 percent lower).

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-2
would be less than significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035 impact.

Less than significant impact (less) - Impact GHG-3
would be less than significant and less than
proposed Plan impact in 2035 With 20.019.4 lbs of
SB 375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be less than the
proposed Plan impact (20.319.8 lbs).

Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-3 would be less than
significant and less than proposed Plan
impact in 2035. With 19.61 lbs of SB
375 CO2 emissions per person for this
alternative, GHG emissions would be
less than the proposed Plan impact
(20.319.8 lbs).

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-4 would be
significant in 2035 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
2050

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG4 would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Less than significant impact (less) - Impact GHG-1 Less than significant impact (less) would be less than significant and less than
Impact GHG-1 would be less than
proposed Plan impact in 2050 with 27,14425,362 significant and less than proposed Plan
tons of on-road CO2 emissions per day for this
impact in 2050 with 27,02525,242 tons
of on-road CO2 emissions per day for
alternative compared to 27,66325,823 tons for
this alternative compared to
proposed Plan impact (1.98 percent lower).
27,66325,823 tons for proposed Plan
impact 2.3 percent lower).

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and less than proposed
Plan impact in 2050 with
26,99725,215 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 27,66325,823 tons for
proposed Plan impact (2.4 percent
lower).

Less than significant impact (less) Impact GHG-1 would be less than
significant and less than proposed
Plan impact in 2050 with
25,96924,298 tons of on-road CO2
emissions per day for this alternative
compared to 27,66325,823 tons for
proposed Plan impact (6.15.9 percent
lower).
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-2
would be less than significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2050 impact.

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact GHG-2 would be less than
significant in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050 impact.

Not applicable – there is no 2050 analysis for
Not applicable – there is no 2050
Not applicable – there is no 2050
GHG-3 because there is no SB 375 target for 2050. analysis for GHG-3 because there is no analysis for GHG-3 because there is
SB 375 target for 2050.
no SB 375 target for 2050.

Not applicable – there is no 2050
analysis for GHG-3 because there is
no SB 375 target for 2050.

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG-4 would be
significant in 2050 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2050
and less than proposed Plan impact
because GHG emissions would be
lower than under the Plan.

9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: HAZ-1 create a
significant hazard by generating hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous materials during
pre-construction, demolition, and/or construction
activities; HAZ-2 create a significant hazard to the
public, schools or the environment through the
routine use, handling, transport, or disposal of
hazardous materials; HAZ-3 result in an air traffic
hazard for people residing or working within an
airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public
or private airport, airstrip, or helipad, or result in
a change in air traffic patterns including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location
which results in substantial safety risks; and HAZ-4
impede implementation of an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan or
result in inadequate emergency access. Existing
regulations, plans and programs would continue
and be the same as proposed Plan impacts for this
alternative.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Significant impact (less) – Impact GHG4 would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2050 impact.

Significant impact (less) – Impact
GHG-4 would be significant in 2050
and less than proposed Plan impact
because GHG emissions would be
lower than under the Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following less than significant impact in
2020: HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4.
The impacts would be the same as
proposed Plan impacts since
adherence to existing regulations,
plans and programs would continue to
occur with this alternative.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.
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2025/
2030

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Significant impact (same) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
HAZ-5 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. Impact for this
alternative would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since the same SCS land use pattern would
occur and the same relatively large amount of
geographic area considered at high risk for
wildland fires would include population and
housing units.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less
than significant in 2025 and 2030, and the same
as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030
impacts.

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (less) – Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: HAZ-5. This
impact would be less than proposed
Plan impact since a more compact
development pattern would occur
resulting in less population and
housing units an areas considered at
high risk for wildland fires.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
HAZ-4 would be less than significant in
2025 and 2030, and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impacts.

Significant impact (same ) - Impact HAZ-5 would
be significant in 2025 and 2030, and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
2035

Significant impact (less) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2025 and
2030 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less
Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and
Alternative 5B in 2035.
than significant in 2035 and the same as proposed HAZ-4 would be less than significant in
Plan impacts. The rationale described under 2020 2035 and the same as proposed Plan
also applies to 2035 impacts.
impact. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2035 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Significant impact (same) – Impact HAZ-5 would
be significant in 2035, and the same as proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2035.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Significant impact (less) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2035 and
less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
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2050

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (same) - Impacts
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4 would be less
than significant in 2050 and the same as proposed
Plan impacts. The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2050 impacts.

Significant impact (same) – Impact HAZ-5 would
be significant in 2050, and the same as proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2050.
10. Hydrology and Water Quality
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impacts in 2020: HWQ-1 substantially
degrade water quality in violation of any water
quality standards or waste discharge
requirements; HWQ-2 substantially reduce
groundwater quantity or quality; HWQ-3
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
an area such that flood risk, erosion, or siltation
would increase; HWQ-4 expose people, structures
or facilities to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including within 100year flood hazard areas and flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam; and HWQ-5 expose
people or structures to a significant risk of
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
Existing regulations, plans and programs and
implementation of design measures would occur
with this alternative as with the proposed Plan.
2025/ Less than significant impact (same) – Impacts
HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and HWQ-5
2030
would be less than significant in 2025 and 2030
and the same as proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impacts.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, and
Alternative 5B in 2050.
HAZ-4 would be less than significant in
2050 and the same as proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2020 also applies to 2050 impacts.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Significant impact (less) – Impact
HAZ-5 would be significant in 2050 and
less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impacts
in 2020: HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
HWQ-4, and HWQ-5. The impacts
would be the same as proposed Plan
impacts since adherence to existing
regulations, plans and programs and
implementation of design measures
would occur with this alternative as
with the proposed Plan.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030 and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

2035

Less than significant impact (same) – Impacts
HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and
HWQ-5would be less than significant in 2035 and
the same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
Alternative 5B in 2035.
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

2050

Less than significant impact (same) Impacts
HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4 and HWQ-5
would be less than significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
impacts.

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative 5C would be same as
Impacts HWQ-1, HWQ-2, HWQ-3,
Alternative 5B in 2050.
HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2050 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following less than significant impact in
2020: LU-1. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
elements of this alternative that affect
physical divisions of communities, such
as accelerated constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects,
elimination of highway investments
and growth in multiple dense urban
cores, would not occur by 2020.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

11. Land Use
Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
2020
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: LU-1 physically dividing
an established community. Impact for this
alternative would be the same as proposed Plan
impact since accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transits projects and active
transportation projects and elimination of
highway projects would not occur until after 2020,
while regional growth/land use change impact
would be the same as proposed Plan impact since
the same SCS land use pattern would occur.
Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: LU-2 conflict with the
land use portion of adopted local general plans or
other applicable land use plans, including specific
plans and community plans adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. Impact for this alternative
would be the same as proposed Plan impact since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transits projects and active

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Significant impact (greater) Alternative 5B would result in the
following significant impact in 2020:
LU-2. This impact would be significant
and greater than the proposed Plan
impact because the multiple dense
cores land use pattern would be
inconsistent with land use portions of
adopted plans.
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Year

2025/
2030

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

transportation projects and elimination of
highway projects would not occur until after 2020,
while regional growth/land use change impact
would be the same as proposed Plan impact since
the same SCS land use pattern would occur.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-1 would
be significant in 2025 and 2030. This impact would
be greater than proposed Plan impact, since
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects would occur.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-2 would
be significant in 2025 and 2030, and greater than
proposed Plan impact since accelerated revenue
constrained and unconstrained transit projects
and active transportation projects would occur.

2035

Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-1 would
be significant in 2035 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-2 would
be significant in 2035, and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impact.

2050

Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-1 would
be significant in 2050 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2050.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
Alternative 5C would be same as
LU-1 would be significant in 2025 and Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
2030. This impact would be greater
than proposed Plan impact because of
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2025 and
2030. This impact would be greater
than the proposed Plan impact
because of accelerated constrained
and unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects, and
growth in multiple dense urban cores
would conflict with adopted land use
plans.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
Alternative 5C would be same as
LU-1 would be significant in 2035 and Alternative 5B in 2035.
greater than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2035 and
less than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2025 and
2030 also applies to 2035 impact.
Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-1 would be significant in 2050 and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2050.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Significant impact (greater) - Impact LU-2 would
be significant in 2050 and greater than proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2050.
12. Noise and Vibration
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
N-1 expose persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in local
general plans or noise ordinances, or applicable
standards of other agencies; N-2 cause a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels; N-3 cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels; and
N-4 expose persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels. Impact for this alternative would be the
same as proposed Plan impacts since accelerated
revenue constrained and unconstrained transits
projects and active transportation projects and
elimination of highway projects would not occur
until after 2020, while regional growth/land use
change impact would be the same as proposed
Plan impact since the same SCS land use pattern
would occur.

2025/
2030

Less than significant impact (same) - Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: N-5 expose people
residing or working near airports, private airstrips,
or helipads to excessive noise levels. This
alternative impact is the same as proposed Plan
impact and would not meaningfully change
exposure of people residing or working to
excessive noise levels from aircraft.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2025 and
2030, and greater than proposed Plan impacts
since accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and active

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (greater) - Impact
LU-2 would be significant in 2050 and
greater than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2025
and 2030 also applies to 2050.
Significant impact (same) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impacts in 2020: N-1, N-2,
N-3 and N-4. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
elements of this alternative, such as
accelerated revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects,
elimination of highway investments
and growth in multiple dense urban
cores, would not occur by 2020.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: N-5. This alternative impact is
the same as proposed Plan impact and
would not meaningfully change
exposure of people residing or working
to excessive noise levels from aircraft.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and
greater than proposed Plan impacts.
Accelerated revenue constrained and

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

transportation projects would occur. Although
highway projects would be eliminated under this
alternative, most highway improvements would
not occur until after 2040 under the proposed
Plan. Regional growth/land use change impact
would be the same as proposed Plan impacts
since the same SCS land use pattern would occur.

unconstrained transit projects and
active transportation projects would
occur under this alternative resulting in
greater impact than proposed Plan
impacts.

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact N-5
would be less than significant in 2025 and 2030,
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030.
2035

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2035, and
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
greater than proposed Plan impacts. The rationale significant in 2035, and greater than
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
2035 impacts.
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2035.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) - Impact N-5
would be less than significant in 2035 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2025 and
2030 impact.
2050

Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2035 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to
2035.
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts N-1, N-2,
Significant impact (greater) - Impacts
N-3 and N-4 would be significant in 2050, and
N-1, N-2, N-3 and N-4 would be
greater than proposed Plan impacts. The rationale significant in 2050, and greater than
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
2050.
described under 2025 and 2030 also
applies to 2050.
Less than significant impact (same) - Impact N-5
would be less than significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050 impact.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Less than significant impact (same) Impact N-5 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2050.
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

13. Population and Housing
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
PH-1 induce substantial increases in population,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure); and PH-2 displace substantial
numbers of people or housing units which would
necessitate the construction of replacement
homes elsewhere. The impact of this alternative
would be the same as the proposed Plan since the
transportation network and land use pattern
would be the same in 2020.
2025/ Significant impact (greater) – Impacts PH-1 and
PH-2 would be significant in 2025 and 2030, and
2030
greater than proposed Plan impacts. Accelerated
revenue constrained transit projects result in a
greater amount of displacement in transit-served
areas than with the proposed Plan.

2035

Significant impact (greater) – Impacts PH-1 and
PH-2 would be significant in 2035 and greater
than proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2035 impacts.

2050

Significant impact (greater) – Impacts PH-1 and
PH-2 would be significant in 2050 and greater
than proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2025 and 2030 also applies to
2050 impacts.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (greater) Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B would result in the
Alternative 5B in 2020.
following significant impacts in 2020:
PH-1 and PH-2. The impact of this
alternative would be greater than the
proposed Plan impacts since additional
growth would occur in developed
areas, resulting in greater
displacement.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Significant impact (greater) – Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2025 and 2030, and greater than
proposed Plan impacts. Accelerated
revenue constrained and
unconstrained transit projects and the
multiple dense cores land use pattern
would result in a greater amount of
displacement in transit-served areas
than the proposed Plan.
Significant impact (greater) – Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2035 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5C would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Significant impact (greater) – Impacts
PH-1 and PH-2 would be significant in
2050 and greater than proposed Plan
impacts. The rationale described under
2025 and 2030 also applies to 2050
impacts.
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Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

14. Public Services and Utilities
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impacts in 2020:
PS-1 result in substantial physical deterioration of
public facilities or cause substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
or need for new or physically altered (i.e.
expanded) public facilities, in order to maintain
adequate fire and police protection, emergency
services, schools, libraries, and recreation
facilities; U-1 result in the expansion or
construction of wastewater treatment facilities to
adequately meet projected capacity needs, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts; and U-2 require or result
in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects. Under this alternative,
new or physically altered public facilities and
utilities would be provided to meet projected
capacity needs with the SCS land use pattern, the
same impact with the proposed Plan.
Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: U-3 require or result in
the construction of new solid waste disposal
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects, in order to comply with
federal, state, and local solid waste statutes and
regulations. Under this alternative, new or
physically altered solid waste disposal facilities
would not be needed to meet projected capacity
needs and this impact would be the same as
proposed Plan impact.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
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Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impacts in 2020: PS-1, U-1,
and U-2. Under this alternative with
multiple dense core growth areas, new
or physically altered public facilities
and utilities would be more efficiently
provided to meet projected capacity
needs associated with a smaller
regional development footprint and
these impacts would be less than
proposed Plan impacts.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: U-3. Under this alternative, new
or physically altered solid waste
disposal facilities would not be needed
to meet projected capacity needs and
this impact would be the same as
proposed Plan impact.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (same) – Impacts PS-1, U-1, U-2
and U-3 would be significant in 2025 and 2030,
and the same as proposed Plan impacts. The
rationale described under 2020 also applies to
2025 and 2030 impacts.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1, Alternative 5C would be same as
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
in 2025 and 2030, and less than
proposed Plan impact. The rationale
described under 2020 applies to 2025
and 2030 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Significant impact (same) – Impacts PS-1, U-1, U-2
and U-3 would be significant in 2035 and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2035
impacts.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1, Alternative 5C would be same as
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant Alternative 5B in 2035.
in 2035 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2035 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.

Significant impact (same) – Impacts PS-1, U-1, U-2
and U-3 would be significant in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impacts. The rationale
described under 2020 also applies to 2050
impacts.
15. Transportation
Significant impact (less) – Alternative 5A would
2020
result in a lesser significant impact in 2020 for T-1
because total VMT would increase by 5.1 million
miles per year, or 6 percent, from 2012 to 2020,
under this alternative. Under the proposed Plan,
total VMT would increase by about 5.34 million
miles per year, or 7 percent.

Significant impact (less) - Impacts PS-1, Alternative 5C would be same as
U-1, U-2 and U-3 would be significant Alternative 5B in 2050.
in 2050 and less than proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under
2020 applies to 2050 impacts.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Significant impact (less) – Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in a lesser significant
Alternative 5B in 2020.
impact in 2020 for T-1 because total
VMT would increase by 4.6 million
miles per year, or 6 percent, from 2012
to 2020, under this alternative. Under
the proposed Plan, total VMT would
increase by about 5.34 million miles
per year, or 7 percent.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

2025/
2030

2035

2050

Less than significant impact (less) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: T-2. Drive alone mode
share (39.9 percent) would be less than the
proposed Plan impact (40.039.9 percent) and daily
VMT for this alternative (24.6) would be same as
theless than proposed Plan impact (24.67).
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Less than significant impact (less) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-2. Drive alone mode share
(39.8 percent) would be less than the
proposed Plan impact (40.039.9
percent) and daily VMT for this
alternative (24.4) would be less than
proposed Plan impact (24.67).
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: T-3. This impact would
be the same as proposed Plan impact because this
alternative would support adopted policies, plans
and programs regarding the performance of
public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
would the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-3. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
this alternative would support adopted
policies, plans and programs regarding
the performance of public transit,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as
would the proposed Plan.

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following less than
significant impact in 2020: T-4. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and pedestrians would
be same as (1.4133) under the proposed Plan
(1.4133).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-4. The annual accident rate for
bicycles and pedestrians would be
lower (1.391) than under the proposed
Plan (1.4133).

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than significant impact (same) –
Alternative 5B would result in the
following less than significant impact in
2020: T-5. This impact would be the
same as proposed Plan impact because
many existing SANDAG programs and
proposed Plan programs are
specifically designed to minimize
vehicular traffic demand and reduce
parking demand.
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1 would be
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1 Alternative 5C would be same as
significant in 2025 and 2030, and less than the
would be significant in 2025 and 2030, Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
proposed Plan impact because total VMT would
and less than the proposed Plan impact
increase by about 6.01 million miles per year, or 8 because total VMT would increase by
percent, from 2012 to 2025. Under the proposed about 5.36 million miles per year, or 7
percent, from 2012 to 2025. Under the
Plan, total VMT would increase by about 7.89
proposed Plan, total VMT would
million miles per year, or 10 percent.
increase by about 7.89 million miles
per year, or 10 percent.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Less than significant impact (same) – Alternative
5A would result in the following significant impact
in 2020: T-5 result in loss of parking supply that
causes significant adverse environmental impacts.
This impact would be the same as proposed Plan
impact because many existing SANDAG programs
and proposed Plan programs are specifically
designed to minimize vehicular traffic demand
and reduce parking demand.
2025/
2030
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Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030
and less than proposed Plan impact.
Drive alone mode share for this
alternative (38.7 percent) would be
less than proposed plan impact (39.9
percent), and daily VMT for this
alternative (23.56) would be less than
proposed Plan impact (24.2).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-3
would be a less than significant impact in 2025
and 2030 and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 applies to
2025 and 2030.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030
and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
applies to 2025 and 2030.

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T-4
would be a less than significant impact in 2025
and 2030 and less than proposed Plan impact. The
annual accident rate for bicycles and pedestrians
would be lower (1.3929) as under the proposed
Plan (1.4032).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The annual accident rate for bicycles
and pedestrians would be lower
(1.3727) as under the proposed Plan
(1.4032).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-5
would be a less than significant impact in 2025
and 2030 and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020 applies to
2025 and 2030.
2035

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T-2
would be a less than significant impact in 2025
and 2030 and less than proposed Plan impact.
Drive alone mode share for this alternative (39.0
percent) would be less than proposed plan impact
(39.9 percent), and daily VMT for this alternative
(23.7) would be less than proposed Plan impact
(24.2).

Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1 would be
significant in 2025 and 2030, and less than the
proposed Plan impact because total VMT would
increase by about 9.47 million miles per year, or
12 percent, from 2012 to 2035. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would increase by
about 11.16 million miles per year, or 1415
percent.
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Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Less than Significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2025 and 2030
and the same as proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
applies to 2025 and 2030.
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1 Alternative 5C would be same as
would be significant in 2025 and 2030, Alternative 5B in 2035.
and less than the proposed Plan impact
because total VMT would increase by
about 8.89.1 million miles per year, or
1112 percent, from 2012 to 2035.
Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 11.16 million
miles per year, or 1415 percent.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T-2
would be a less than significant impact in 2035
and less than proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (39.1 percent)
would be less than proposed plan impact (39.5
percent), and daily VMT for this alternative
(23.01) would be less than proposed Plan impact
(23.56).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-3
would be a less than significant impact in 2035
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to 2035.

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-4
would be a less than significant impact in 2035
and less than proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and pedestrians would
be same as (1.3529) as under the proposed Plan
(1.3529).

2050

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-5
would be a less than significant impact in 2035
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to 2035.
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1 would be
significant in 2050 and less than proposed Plan
impact. Total VMT would increase by 12.413.3
million miles per year, or 1617 percent, from 2012
to 2050, under this alternative. Under the
proposed Plan, total VMT would increase by
about 14.915.7 million miles per year, or 1920
percent.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Total
VMT would increase by 11.07 million
miles per year, or 1415 percent, from
2012 to 2050, under this alternative.
Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 14.915.7
million miles per year, or 1920
percent.

Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Total
VMT would increase by 6.57.2 million
miles per year, or 89 percent, from
2012 to 2050, under this alternative.
Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 14.915.7
million miles per year, or 1920
percent.

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (38.8
percent) would be less than proposed
plan impact (39.5 percent), and daily
VMT for this alternative (22.9) would
be less than proposed Plan impact
(23.56).
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2035.
Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and less than
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be lower (1.3227) as
under the proposed Plan (1.3529).
Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2035 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2035.
Significant impact (less) – Impact T-1
would be significant in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Total VMT
would increase by 11.612.3 million
miles per year, or 1516 percent, from
2012 to 2050, under this alternative.
Under the proposed Plan, total VMT
would increase by about 14.915.7
million miles per year, or 1920 percent.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Less than significant impact (less) – Impact T-2
would be a less than significant impact in 2050
and less than proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (37.98 percent)
would be less than proposed plan impact (38.10
percent) and daily VMT for this alternative (22.57)
would be less than proposed Plan impact (23.24).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and less than
proposed Plan impact. Drive alone
mode share for this alternative (37.9
percent) would be less than proposed
plan impact (38.10 percent) and daily
VMT for this alternative (22.35) would
be less than proposed Plan impact
(23.24).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Drive
alone mode share for this alternative
(37.12 percent) would be less than
proposed plan impact (38.10 percent)
and daily VMT for this alternative
(22.24) would be less than proposed
Plan impact (23.24).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-2 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and less
than proposed Plan impact. Drive
alone mode share for this alternative
(36.56 percent) would be less than
proposed plan impact (38.10 percent)
and daily VMT for this alternative
(21.13) would be less than proposed
Plan impact (23.24).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-3
would be a less than significant impact in 2050
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020
applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-3 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020
applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (greater) – Impact T4 would be less than significant in 2050 and
greater than the proposed Plan impact. The
annual accident rate for bicycles and pedestrians
would be greater (1.1915) than under the
proposed Plan (1.1813).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be less than
significant in 2050 and less than the
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be less than
(1.1612) under the proposed Plan
(1.1813).

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-4 would be less than
significant in 2050 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be same (1.1713)
as under the proposed Plan (1.1813).

Less than significant impact (less) –
Impact T-4 would be less than
significant in 2050 and less than the
proposed Plan impact. The annual
accident rate for bicycles and
pedestrians would be less than
(1.1006) under the proposed Plan
(1.1813).

Less than significant impact (same) – Impact T-5
would be a less than significant impact in 2050
and the same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies to 2050.
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Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 applies
to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020
applies to 2050.

Less than significant impact (same) –
Impact T-5 would be a less than
significant impact in 2050 and the
same as proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020
applies to 2050.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

16. Water Supply
Significant impact (same) - Alternative 5A would
2020
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
WS-1 increase demands on existing water supplies
such that they would be inadequate to serve
future demands, and new or expanded water
supplies or entitlements would be needed.
Regional water demands would be the same as
proposed Plan impact due to the same SCS land
use pattern, and Borrego Valley water supplies
would be inadequate to serve forecasted growth.

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

Significant impact (less) - Alternative Alternative 5C would be same as
5B would result in the following
Alternative 5B in 2020.
significant impact in 2020: WS-1.
Regional water demands would be less
than proposed Plan impact since
growth in multiple dense cores would
result in more compact development
and less demand for landscape
watering, reducing regional
growth/land use change impact of the
proposed Plan.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2020.

Significant impact (same) – Alternative 5A would
result in the following significant impact in 2020:
WS-2 require or result in the construction of new
water facilities or the expansion of existing
facilities to adequately meet forecast demand or
capacity needs, the construction of which could
cause a significant environmental effect. Regional
water demands would be the same as proposed
Plan impact due to the same SCS land use pattern.

2025/
2030

2035

Significant impact (less) – Alternative
5B would result in the following
significant impact in 2020: WS-2.
Regional water demands would be less
than proposed Plan impact since
growth in multiple dense cores would
result in more compact development
and less demand for landscape
watering, reducing regional
growth/land use change impact of the
proposed Plan.
Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1 would be Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1 Alternative 5C would be same as
significant in 2025 and 2030, and the same as
would be significant in 2025 and 2030 Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
and less than proposed Plan impact.
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030
The rationale described under 2020
impacts.
also applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (same) – Impact WS-2 would
be significant in 2025 and 2030 and the same as
proposed Plan impact. The rationale described
under 2020 also applies to 2025 and 2030
impacts.
Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1 would be
significant in 2035 and the same as proposed Plan
impact. The rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
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Significant impact (less) – Impact WS-2
would be significant in 2025 and 2030
and less than proposed Plan impact.
The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2025 and 2030 impacts.
Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1 Alternative 5C would be same as
would be significant in 2035 and less
Alternative 5B in 2035.
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2025/2030.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2035.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis
Year

Alt 5A: SCS + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5B: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5A

Alt 5C: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5C

2050

Significant impact (less) – ImpactWS-2
would be significant in 2035 and less
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2035.
Significant impact (same) - Impact WS-1 would be Significant impact (less) - Impact WS-1 Alternative 5C would be same as
significant in 2050 and the same as proposed Plan would be significant in 2050 and less
Alternative 5B in 2050.
impact. The rationale described under 2020 also than proposed Plan impact. The
applies to 2050.
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.
Significant impact (same) – Impact WS-2 would
be significant in 2050 and the same as proposed Significant impact (less) – Impact WS-2
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2020 would be significant in 2050 and less
also applies to 2050.
than proposed Plan impact. The
rationale described under 2020 also
applies to 2050.

Alt 5D: Dense Cores + Trans Alt 5D

Significant impact (same) – Impact WS-2 would
be significant in 2035 and the same as proposed
Plan impact. The rationale described under 2020
also applies to 2035.

Alternative 5D would be same as
Alternative 5B in 2050.

Note:
The revised numbers in this table reflect the minor modifications to the project description and the new version of EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) released by ARB in
May 2015. On-road GHG emissions in the Draft EIR were calculated using EMFAC2014 (v1.0.1). The revised emissions and percentages for SB 375 have been
decreased by 2% per ARB requirement that EMFAC2014 model results be revised with 2% percent adjustment factor.

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report

Page 6-106

