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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 
This document constitutes an Addendum to the April 2010 Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) originally prepared for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port 
Master Plan Amendment (CVBMP), which was certified by the Board of Port 
Commissions on May 18, 2010, by Resolution No. 2010-78 (Clerk Document Number 
56562). The FEIR for the CVBMP analyzed environmental impacts associated with the 
redevelopment of land and water along the Chula Vista Bayfront with a variety of public 
amenities, a resort conference center, hotel and retail commercial uses, and 
environmental enhancements. As part of the redevelopment, several existing streets 
were proposed to be extended and several new streets were proposed to be 
constructed. In order to accommodate full build-out of the CVBMP, H Street was 
proposed to be extended and constructed as a 4-lane major street as contemplated and 
analyzed in the FEIR. 

The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate whether revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the CVBMP (hereafter referred to as the original Project) would 
result in any new or substantially more adverse significant effects or require any new 
mitigation measures not identified in the FEIR. No other changes are proposed to the 
original Project. 

Similar to the original Project, the revisions to the H Street extension component of the 
original Project would consist of the construction of roadway improvements that would 
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista's urban core and 
the Chula Vista bayfront. H Street would continue to be extended westward from the 
existing H Street right-of-way tenninus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE) 
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. The minor revisions to the H Street extension 
differ from the original Project in the following manner: 

• The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane 
will be added; 

• The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet 
wide; 

• A 12-foot-wide Class I bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H 
Street; and 

• Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme. 

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, would 
be included in the revisions to the original Project. 

This Addendum, together with the FEIR, will be used by the San Diego Unified Port 
District (District) when considering approval of the minor revisions to the original Project. 
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1.2 CEQA FRAMEWORK FOR ADDENDUM 
When a lead agency has already prepared an EIR, the Califomia Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) mandates that "no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact 
report shall be required by the lead agency or any responsible agency, unless one or 
more of the following events occurs: (a) substantial changes are proposed in the project 
which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report; (b) substantial 
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being 
undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; (c) 
new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the 
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available" (Cal. Pub. 
Res. Code, §21166). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 clarifies that a subsequent 
EIR or supplemental EIR is only required when "substantial changes" occur to a project 
or the circumstances surrounding a project, or "new information" about a project 
implicates "new significant environmental effects" or a "substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects." 

When only some changes or additions to a previously certified EIR are necessary and 
none of the conditions described in Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequent or 
supplemental EIR are met, CEQA allows the lead agency to prepare and adopt an 
addendum. (State CEQA Guidelines, §15164(a).) 

1.3 DETERMINATION 

As verified in this Addendum, the analyses and the conclusions in the FEIR remain 
current and valid. The proposed revisions to the H Street extension component of the 
original Project would not cause new significant effects not identified in the FEIR nor 
increase the severity of environmental effect as analyzed in the FEIR, and, hence, no 
new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant effects (see Section 
3.0 Environmental Checklist). No change has occurred with respect to circumstances 
surrounding the revisions to the original Project that would cause new or substantially 
more severe significant environmental effects than were identified in the FEIR. In 
addition, no new infonnation has become available that shows that the revisions to the 
original Project would cause new or substantially more severe significant environmental 
effects which have not already been analyzed in the FEIR. 

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum. This 
Addendum incorporates all of the applicable mitigation measures detailed in the FEIR. 
With this Addendum, the revisions to the original Project would still be within the 
framework of the evaluation for the original Project as documented in the FEIR. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 LOCATION AND SETTING 

The original Project is located along the northern boundary of the former Goodrich south 
campus in Chula Vista, Califomia. The original Project site occupies approximately 4.25 
acres. The revisions to the original Project would occur within the same footprint as the 
original Project. 

2.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The original Project included the construction of roadway improvements that would 
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista's urban core and 
the Chula Vista bayfront. The original Project proposed to extend westward from the 
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD8AE) 
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. Proposed improvements associated with the H 
Street extension included roadway paving, median, sidewalks, landscaping, drainage 
and utilities. The original Project was implemented to fulfill the obligations established 
by the 1999 Goodrich Relocation Agreement (Relocation Agreement) and the 2010 
Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement (Second Amendment), and was also 
found to be consistent with the build-out scenario contemplated under the approved 
CVBMP. 

The original Project included the following design features for the H Street extension 
component: 

• Divided roadway with a 24-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 16-foot-
wide landscaped median; 

• 5-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway, with 7-foot wide landscaping 
and swales between the curiD and sidewalk; 

• Minimum of 3 feet of landscape buffer between the sidewalk and Goodrich 
property; 

• Appropriate roadway transitions at each terminus point to existing roadway 
improvements, including Marina Parkway between H Street and Sandpiper Way, 
striping, signal modification, and pedestrian crossing at west side of Bay 
Boulevard; 

• Removal of existing railroad tracks and ties at non-operational crossing; 
• Driveway access to adjacent Goodrich property; 
• Storm drain systems to accommodate the ultimate build-out of the bayfront 

analyzed in the CVBMP (i.e., 72-inches or less in diameter capacity); 
• Potable water and recycled water system with lines of 8- to 16-inches in 

diameter; 
• Dry utilities, including gas, electric and communications; 
• Street lighting; 
• Landscape and in-igation system; and 
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• Post-construction storm water mitigation Best Management Pracfices (BMPs), 
including Low Impact Development (LID) strategies. 

The revisions to the original Project, which are contemplated in this Addendum, include 
the following minor changes: 

• The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane 
will be added; 

• The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet 
wide; 

• A 12-foot-wide Class I bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H 
Street; and 

• Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme. 

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, will be 
included in the revisions to the original Project. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

1. Aesthetics Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a • • 
scenic vista? 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources. • • . m including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings along 
a scenic highway? 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual • • X 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or • • 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? 

a. - d. The revisions to the original Project would not include the 16-foot-wide 
landscaped median; thus, west-facing views along H Street, which is identified, as a 
Vista Area and View Corridor in the certified Port Master Plan, would be improved due 
to the absence of tall trees and other vegetation. No scenic highway is located in the 
vicinity of the Project site, so the revisions to the original Project would have no effect 
on scenic highways. Furthermore, the original Project and revisions to the original 
Project would improve the overall visual quality of the Project area by redeveloping a 
visually degraded, highly underutilized site. Finally, the revisions to the original Project 
would not introduce new lighting aside from that previously identified in the original 
Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all 
applicable aesthetics mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP. 
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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II. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

In detemnining whether impacts on agricultural 
resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Department of Conservation as 
an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and fannland. In determining 
whether impacts on forest resources, including 
timberiand, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the Califomia Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state's inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the 
Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in 
the Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or conflict with a Williamson Act 
contract? 

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

• • 

• 

• 

• 

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

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

• 

• 

• 

• 

a. - e. The revisions to the original Project would have no effect on Farmland or forest 
land. The revisions to the original Project would be located within an existing developed 
area absent of Fannland or forest land. The impacts originally identified in the FEIR for 
the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H 
Street extension component of the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

III. Air Quality Impact Impact Analysis 

When available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

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

• • m 

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

• 

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

• • El 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

• • s 

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

• • Ki 

a. - e. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint 
identifled in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar 
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed 
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. Because there is no change in roadway 
capacity, no change in air emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the 
revisions to the original Project would not release additional pollutants or objectionable 
odors aside from those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original 
Project would continue to comply with all applicable air quality mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project. 
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IV. Biological Resources 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

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

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 
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Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

• • 

a. - f. The revisions to the original Project would be completed within the same 
footprint identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR, and, therefore, would 
not have any new substantial adverse effect on the following: a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species; any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; any 
federally protected wetiands; or the movement of any fish or wildlife species. The 
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable biological 
resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally 
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of 
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

V. Cultural Resources Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the • • 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the • • 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

c. Disturb any human remains, including • • 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

a. - c. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork aside from that already identified for the original Project. In addition, no 
additional existing structures would be demolished for implementation of the revisions to 
the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
ali applicable cultural resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, 
the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged 
with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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VI. Geology and Soils 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

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

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

3. Seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

4. Landslides? 

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

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project and potentially 
result in an onsite or offsite landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse? 

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

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems in 
areas where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater? 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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f. Directiy or Indirectiy destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

• • 

a. - f. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project do not 
include the construction of new buildings or other structures aside from those already 
contemplated in the original Project; thus, no new impacts related to fault rupture, 
groundshaking, ground failure, landslides, or unstable soils would occur. Additionally, 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable geology 
and soils mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally 
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of 
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions. • • 
either directiy or indirectiy, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

b. Confiict with an applicable plan, policy, or • • 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

a. - b. The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint 
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR. No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar 
to the original Project. Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed 
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway and would not increase roadway capacity. 
Because there would be no change in roadway capacity, no change in greenhouse gas 
emissions from vehicular traffic would occur. Finally, the revisions to the original Project 
would provide a Class I bicycle path and sidewalks on either side of the extended H 
Street, which are intended to encourage non-automobile transportation; these 
components may have a beneficial effect on greenhouse gas emissions when 
compared to the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue to 
comply with all applicable greenhouse gas emissions mitigation measures identified in 
the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would 
remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to tiie H Street extension 
component of the original Project. 
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VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
More from 

Severe Previous 
Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

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

c. Emit hazardous emissions or involve • 
handling hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

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

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

f. Be located within the vicinity of a private Q 
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

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

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

• • 

a. - h. The revisions to the original Project would not transport or release additional 
hazardous materials aside from those already identified in the original Project. The 
truck haul route would also be identical to that identified in the original Project. The 
revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint as the 
original Project, so new impacts associated with hazardous materials sites, airports, 
airstrips, or wildland fires would not occur. Also, appropriate emergency access would 
continue to be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the 
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable hazards 
and hazardous materials mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or • 
waste discharge requirements? 

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

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage • 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation 
onsite or offsite? 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage • 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface njnoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding onsite 
or offsite? 

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

f. Othenwise substantially degrade water • 
quality? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect 
fioodfiows? 

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

j. Contribute to inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a. - j . The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint as the original Project and would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork than identifled by the original Project. Therefore, new impacts related to 
water quality and groundwater supplies would not occur. The revisions to the original 
Project would alter the site's existing drainage patterns; however, the revisions would 
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages, which 
would ensure that erosion, siltation, and flooding do not occur. As previously identifled, 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to implement appropriate BMPs and 
LID strategies, which would further control stormwater runoff. Finally, no new structures 
would be constructed aside from those identifled in the original Project, so no new 
impacts related to flood hazards, levee or dam failure, or seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all 
applicable hydrology and water quality mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 
therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

X. Land Use and Planning Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established • 
community? 

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

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

• 

• 

• 

a. - c. The revisions to the original Project would not divide an established community, 
confiict with an applicable land use plan, or conflict with an applicable habitat 
conservation plan. The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the 
same footprint identified in the original Project, and no established community exists 
within the limits of the original Project. The revisions to the original Project are also 
consistent with the certified Port Master Plan. The revisions to the original Project 
would continue to comply with all applicable land use and planning mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project. 
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XI. Mineral Resources 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known • 
mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state? 

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

• 

• 

a. - b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or state, or a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local plan. The revisions to 
the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint identified in the 
original Project, and no mineral resources are known to occur or have been discovered 
within the limits of the original Project site. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in 
the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions 
to the H Street extension component of the original Project. 
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XII. Noise 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Severe Previous 
Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Expose persons to or generate noise 
levels in excess of standards established 
in a local general plan or noise ordinance 
or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b. Expose persons to or generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

d. Result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

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

f. Be located in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip and expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a. - f. The revisions to the original Project would not require any additional construction 
aside from that identified for the original Project. In addition, it is anticipated that similar 
construction methods to those proposed as part of the original Project would be 
employed as part of the revisions to the original Project; thus, construction noise levels 
would be similar to those identified in the FEIR. Therefore, no additional noise or 
vibrations would be generated by the revisions to the original Project. Additionally, the 
revisions to the original Project would not introduce new land uses that were not already 
analyzed in the FEIR, so new permanent increase in ambient noise would occur. 
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Finally, the revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint as the original Project, so additional impacts associated with airport noise 
levels would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply 
with all applicable noise mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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XIII. Population and Housing 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directiy (e.g., by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectiy 
(e.g., through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

• • 

b. Displace a substantial number of existing 
housing units, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

• • m 

c. Displace a substantial number of people. • • 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

a. - c. The revisions to the original Project would not induce substantial population 
growth or displace existing housing or people. The revisions to the original Project do 
not involve the constmction of homes or businesses, and no existing housing units or 
people occupy the original Project site. The revisions to the original Project would 
continue to comply with all applicable population and housing mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

XIV. Public Services Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

Fire protection? 

Police protection? 

Schools? 

Paries? 

Other public facilities? 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

a. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for fire or 
police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities. Because the revisions to the 
original Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users 
would be accommodated that could cause the need for additional parks aside from 
those already identified in the FEIR. The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply with all applicable public services mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

XV. Recreation Impact Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood • • 
and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

b. Include recreational facilities or require the • • 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

a. - b. The revisions to the original Project would not result in an increase in use of 
existing parks or other recreational facilities. Because the revisions to the original 
Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users would 
be accommodated that could cause the physical deterioration of existing parks. The 
revisions to the original Project would include a Class I bicycle path; however, all 
improvements would occur within the same footprint identified for the original Project. 
Therefore, no additional physical effects on the environment would occur as a result of 
the revisions. In addition, the Class I bicycle path would provide additional recreational 
opportunities along the waterfront. The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply with all applicable recreation mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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XVI. Transportation/Traffic 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No , 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f. Confiict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle 
or pedestrian facilities, or othen/vise 
decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

• • 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a.- f. The revisions to the original Project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or 
ordinances related to the effectiveness of the circulation system because the roadway 
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extension would continue to be constructed and operate as a 4-lane major roadway. A 
traffic memorandum entitled Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan Traffic Analysis Review, 
California prepared by Rick Engineering in July 2013 (see Appendix A) identified that 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to service the CVBMP at acceptable 
level of service (LOS) ratios. The traffic memorandum identified that, since preparation 
of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP area have changed. However, 
the traffic memorandum concluded that the current roadway cross sections for H Street 
are consistent with the CVBMP conceptual plans and comply with all applicable 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR; thus, no new significant effects on the 
roadway network would occur. Finally, the traffic memorandum concluded that the 
roadway geometry proposed for H Street and Bay Boulevard would operate at an 
acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions and would accommodate all queued vehicles 
without spilling onto the railroad tracks. Therefore, the revisions to the original Project 
would not confiict with an applicable congestion management program. Also, no 
changes to emergency access are proposed. Finally, no change in air traffic patterns 
would occur from the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the revisions to the 
original Project include a Class I bicycle path, which would augment existing bicycle 
facilities in the area. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
all applicable transportation/traffic mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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XVIi. Utilities and Service Systems 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Severe Previous 
Impact Analysis 

Would the project: 

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

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

c. Require or result in the construction of • 
new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to • 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or would new or expanded 
entitiements be needed? 

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

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

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

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a. - g. The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for 
wastewater treatment, water supplies, or landfill capacity as the revision propose 
substantially the same features as the original Project. No sanitary sewer facilities 
would be included as part of the revisions to the original Project. Finally, no additional 
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landfill capacity would be required as the scope of grading and earthwork is 
substantially similar to the original Project. In addition, the reduction in landscaping 
from removal of the landscaped median would result in a small reduction in the overall 
demand for water. The revisions to the original Project would not include any new 
stormwater drainage facilities aside from those already identified in the original Project, 
so no new physical impacts would occur. As previously noted, the revisions would 
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages and would 
continue to implement appropriate BMPs and LID strategies, which would further control 
stormwater runoff. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
all applicable utilities and service systems mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. 
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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No 
Substantial 

New Change 
Potentially More from 
Significant Severe Previous 

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance Impact Impact Analysis 

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

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

Does the project have environmental • 
effects that will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directiy or 
indirectly? 

• 

• 

• 

a. - c. The revisions to the original Project would not have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, reduce biological resources, or eliminate cultural resources 
because the revisions to the original Project are substantially similar to the original 
Project and would occur within the same footprint identified in the original Project. The 
revisions to the original Project would not result in new cumulatively considerable 
impacts or new environmental impacts on human being because the scope of the 
Project, including both construction and operation, would also be substantially similar to 
that identified in the original Project. The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply witii all applicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIR. Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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Environmental Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

Signature Date 

Printed Name For 
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4.0 CONCLUSION 

On the basis of the evaluation presented in Section 3, the revisions to the original 
Project would not trigger any of the conditions listed in Section 1.2 of this Addendum, 
requiring preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR. Thus, this Addendum 
satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164. The 
revisions to the original Project do not introduce new significant environmental effects, 
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant environmental 
effects, or show that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 
feasible would in fact be feasible. 

Overall, the revisions to the Project would result in the substantially similar effects to 
those of the original Project with similar construction and operations as those originally 
proposed and would therefore generate substantially comparable effects. The revisions 
to the original Project would not result in new significant effects or effects that would be 
substantially more severe than those identified in the FEIR. All applicable mitigation 
measures from the FEIR would be included as part of the revisions to the original 
Project. 

The analyses and conclusions in the FEIR remain current and valid. The revisions to 
the original Project would not cause new or substantially more severe significant effects 
than identified in the FEIR, and thus no new mitigation measures would be required. No 
change has occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the revisions to the 
original Project that would cause new or substantially more severe significant 
environmental effects than identified in the FEIR, and no new information has become 
available that shows that the project would cause significant environmental effects not 
already analyzed in the FEIR. 

Therefore, no furtiier environmental review is required beyond this Addendum to the 
FEIR. 
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R I C K •'• 3-. 

ENGINEERING C O M P A N Y 

Transportation Diiiision 

July 18,2013 

Ms. Linda Scott - • • • 
San Diego Unified Port District 
3165 Pacific Highway ' f 
San Diego, Califomia 92112 

SUBJECT: CHULA VISTA BAYFRONT MASTER PLAN TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REVIEW 
(RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY JOB NUMBER 15939-K) 

Dear Ms. Scott: - -

Rick Engineering Company performed a review of the traffic analyses performed to date for the Chula 
Vista Bayfront Master Plan (CVBMP). More specifically, the following traffic analysis were reviewed; ' 
CVBMP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (Dudek, April 2010), CVBMP Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Kimley-Horn, March 2008), CVBMP Pacifica Development Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Hom, 
October 2007), and CVBMP Gaylord Traffic Analysis (Kimley-Hom, October 2007). The review also 
compares the existing approved uses for the CVBMP development, with the current land use plan, and 
assesses the impact to the local roadways in the vicinity of the project. The following summarizes our 
findings. . 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (KIMLEY-HORN) AND FEIR (DUDEK) 

The traffic studies were reviewed to verify accuracy and to compare to the current land use plan. The 
following discrepancies were found with the review: 

Phase I: Both traffic analyses reported the same number of total trips, however, the Dudek study 
showed a Fire Station (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for this phase (Table 4.2-10), ; " 
and the Kimley-Hom study did not (Table 4-4). The Fire Station is shown to generate 
400 daily trips. . ' . • , 

Phase II: Both traffic analysis reported the same number of total trips, however, the Kimley-Hom 
study showed a 2-acre Industrial Business Park (located on Parcel H-17) proposed for 
this phase (Table 4-5), and the Dudek study did not (Table 4.2-11). The Industrial 
Business Park is shown to generate 400 daily trips. 

Phase III: Both traffic analyses reported the same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies. 

Phase IV: Both traffic analyses reported die same number of trips, and there are no discrepancies. 

It should be noted that the discrepancy between Phase I and Phase II regarding the Fire Station and the 
Industrial Business Park (both located on Parcel H-17) is considered negligible, with no additional impact 
related to traffic, as both proposed developments are shown to be located on the same parcel and generate 
the same amount of traffic. Refer to Attachment 1 for the trip generation tables from the Dudek and 
Kimley-Hom studies. 

5620 Friars Road • San Diego, California 92110-2596 • (619)291-0707 • Fax (619) 291-4165 • rickengincering.com 

S A N D r E G O RIVERSIDE O R A N G E S A C R A M E N T O S A N LUIS O B I S P O BAKERSFIELD P H O E N I X T U C S O N 
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Ms. Lihda Scott 
July 18,2013 
Page 2 of 4 

LANDtFSE 

Since the preparation of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP land area have changed. 
The changes are as follows: 

Phase I: S-1 (Sweetwater District) moved from Phase IV to Phase I, and the land use was revised 
from a 750 room Resort Hotel to a 237 stall RV Park. 

H-3 (Harbor District) decreased from a 2,000 room Hotel to a 1,600 room Resprt 
Conference Center. Access for this parcel was previously assumed to be primarily along 
H Street, With .the main entrance and exit on H Street, west of Mama Parkway, and a 
truck driveway located along H Street, directly opposite Marina Parkway. A secondary 
drivesray for fihe parcel , was assumed Gil E Street, n^ 

Phase II: H-23 increased from a 500 room Hotel to a 1,250 room Resort Hotel; the 100,000 sf of 
Cultural use decreased to 25,000 sf; and the 100,000 sf of Retail increased to 175,000 sf 
There has not been a focused analysis completed for this parcel, identifying access points. 

Phase HI: No change. 

Phase rV: S-1 was removed and assumed to be constructed as a 237 stall RV Park in Phase I. 

TRIP GEfJERATIQN 

The trip generation for the revised land uses was calculated based on trip generation rates in SANDAQ's 
Brief Guidie of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the Sm Diigo Region, April 2002 (which is the 
same methodblo^ uHIized iii the and Dudek studies), and comparai to the tri|) geheration 
in the FEIR. The revised trip generation is sununarized as follows: 

FEIR Current Land Use Plan Difference 

Phase I; 30,842 veh/day 28,427 veh/day 2,415 fewer daily trips 
Phase 11: 25.190 veh/dav 34.090 veh/dav 8.900 more dailv trips 
Phase I&II 6,4W Moi'e daily trips 

Phase III: 8.685 veh/dav 8.685 veh/dav no chance 
Phase I, II, &III 6,485 more daily trips 

Phase rV: 14.600 veh/dav 8.600 veh/dav 6.000 fewer dailv trips 
Phase I, II. Ill, &IV 79,317 veh/day 78.317 veh/day 485more iMIyirips 

Refer to Attachment 2 for summary of the trip generation for each phase of the current land use plan. 

6 0 3 6 B 4 P A G E 3 7 



Ms.Xirida Scott 
July 18,2013 
Page 3 of4 

PQTEOTIAL IMPACTS 

The traffic generated by the current laiid use plan •vyas distributed to the project vicinity for Phase II, 
Phase ni, and Phase IV, and compared to City of Chtila Vista General Plan roadway classification 
capacities, and the Mitigation .Measures ddcumeiitca in FEIR Sectioi^ 4.2.5. No further analysis >yas 
prepared for Phase I,̂  as this phase is projected to generate less traffic with the current land use plan. 

The total additional traffic generated by the current land use plan (485 daily trips) is not anticipated to 
have any sigriificant impacts on the roadway network within the vicinity of the project, assuming that the 
roadway cross sections are constructed as follovvs: 

Segment Roadway Cross Section 

H Stred^Ii^arina Parkway fo Street 4 Lane Major Street 
H Street, Street A td 1-5 Ramps 5 Lane Major Street 
Street Q Marina Padkway to; 2 Lane Glass K Collector 
J Street, Marina Parkway to Street A 4 Lane Major Street 
J Street, Street A to Bay Boulevard 6 Lane Major Street 
J Street, Bay Boulevard to 1-5 Ramps 6 Lane Major Street 
Marina Parkway, H Street to Street C 3 Lane Class II Collector 
Marina Parkway, Street C to J Street 3 Lane Class II Collector 
Street A, H Street to Street C 4 Lane Glass I Collector 
Street A, Streiet C to J Street 4 Lane Class I Collector 

The roadway cross sections identified above are consistent with the current Chula Vista Bayfront Master 
Plan, Sweetwater arid Harbor Districts, Conceptual Plan - June 19, 2013, the plans for the H Street 
Extension Project-July 11,2013, and the Mitigation Measures Section 4.2.5 of the FEIR. 

Refer to Attacfaoient 3 for the Phase II, Phase 111, and Phase IV mitigation requirements froin the FEIR 
and the current land use plan. 

H STREET AND BAY BOULEVARD INTERSECTION GEOMETRY 

The intersection of H Street and Bay Boulevard was analyzed using the Synchro software to determine if 
the geometry proposed by the current land use plan Is adequate for peak hour conditions. Based on the 
results of the capacity and queuing analysis, for all phases of development, the geometry as proposed is 
anticipated to operate at mi acceptable LOS for peak hpiir Cjbnditipns, and accommodate all queued 
vehicles without spilling across the railroad tracks. The geonietiy is proposed as follows: 

intersection of HSireet md Bay BovM 
6 Eastbqun# 3 t h ^ 
o Westbourid: 2 through lanes with a shared right-turn lane 
p Northbound: 1 left-turn lane, I shared through/right-turn lane 
q Southbound: 1 left-tmti lane, 1 shared throu^ri]^t-turn lane 
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Msi Linda Scott: 
July 18,2013 
:Page 4 dF4-

Refer to Attachineiit 4 for the capacity analysis printouts. 

C O N C I S I O N 

The change in lant use for the CVBMP is anticipated to result in a mmdr iriiCrease in traflFic when 
compared to the trijp generation in the FEIR (485 more daily trips) for full biiild edriditipns (all four 
phases of development). As a result of the net ihcrease iri tiripSj ho additipiial impacts are anticipated to 
dcpur, as Iprig as the roadway cross sections described in the Potehtial Impacts sectipn qf thiS: lelter are 
constracted. The roadmy cross sM 

« Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plaii; Sweetwater and Harbor Districts, Conceptual Plan - Jutie 19, 
:2pi3. 

• H Street Extension Project- July 11, 2013. 

ft is recommefided that oflce driveway ibc^^ determined: for H-23 that a focused traffic analysis is 
prepared for this parcel̂  to detennine îf any Mditipnal iinpaiŜ ^̂ ^̂  
roadways. Additipnally; if any access points change for H-3, a revision tP the traffic analysis prepared for 
this pareelshould be peiibrriied, to deteftmiie â ^̂  impacts to the adjacent ihtereectiohs aiid roadways^Md 
itp verify that the currently ;plaiined .cross; section^ are adequate. 

Sincereiy, 

RICK ENGINEERING COMPANY 

Brian R., Stephenspti,;PlK, Tip,, P.T.O.E. 
PrincipaliProjectiMariager 

Attachment 

«?c: Kevin Gibson^ Rick Ehgineerihg Cpmpahy 
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Attachment 1 

trip Geri^ratioD from Dudek and Kimley-Horn Studies 
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TrafGCiattd 

TABLE 4 M3 
Summaiy of PhaselV Trip Generation 

Phase LandUsei Unitsi Trip Rate2 Daily Trips 
. A.M. Peak Hour P.M. PeafcHoiir 

Phase LandUsei Unitsi Trip Rate2 Daily Trips lr> j Out 1 Total In 1 Out 1 Total 
Sweetyv^r District 
IV S 3̂ MixedUseeommercial .120 ksf 17 / ksf , ' 2;040 239 26 265 57 229 .286 
IV S-4 , Office 120 ksf 17; i.. ksf : ' 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 .286 
IV . . S-1 ResortHotel 750 itn : Si 

:;/;•• 
rtri 6,000 180 120 300 168 252, 420 • 

Subtotal 10,080 658 172 830 282 710 992 
Harbor District 
iV I H-.12 Feny Terminal/Restaurant 25 ksf' 100 ,/ ksf 2,500 15 10 25 140 60: ' 200 
IV H-18 Office 100 : ksf 20 ./ ksf 2,G0O 252 28 280 208 260 
IV HP-28i H Street Pier 0.40 ac 50 i ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2 
Subtotal; 4,520 268 40 308 193 269 462 
Total • .•• " 14,600 926 212 1,138 i:'475a i-!979-i 1,454 

SOURCE Kimtey|:Horn arid Associates-20(M. 

'TTie intensity crf eacfi land use î as provided by the-Port of Sari Diego. 
T̂rip GeneiBtton rates are based on^M&^s fNotM Sne^M#i?fye^^ '̂ar Tra§c.Generation Raies iferfeSan £%P;R^^ April 2002., 

April 2010. 5703-01 

Final Environmental Impact Repdrt;(EW) for.the Gtiula Vista Bayfrorit faster Pteri; 4.2-50 
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PROPOSED PROJECT 
PHASE I TRIP GENERATION SVMMARy 

SwisctwattrDiitrkt 

I ^2 SignstwePafk l t O « c 50/to 900 59 58 117 41 40 81 1 

' " Subiiiiul lori S*J -
...it-i;:!-!" 

?>i': '.iiT;?! ; 4!' W - SI 

Harbor Diitiict 

r H-3 Hstel 2.0OO m lOlna 20,000 720 480 1,200 960 640 1,600 

t H-3/HP-1 SisnaiuF&Paiilc IS ac 50/ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81 

I Resiiienttal 1.500 du 6 /du 9,000 144 576 720 567 243 810 

I HP-Q3 SffBaywaJk 8.4 ac 51K 42 1 1 2 2 1 

SiiblotiiHijt; li.!l-lm>- UiMritt I..STO; > '»24 

30.842 9 S i 1J7J- 2.m f . 6 i i 'X,4 

1(1) See Table 4-3 fcr the SANDAG trip generator categoty used for each land lue description. 
1(2) The intensity of each liind u.se -was provided by the Port of San Diego 
|(3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAG's Brief Guide, of Vehicular TrafficGeneratioa Rales for die San Diego Repon, April 2002 

%m&Bn P A G E 4 6 



TABLE 4-5 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

PHASE a TRIP GENERA770N SUMMARY 

Harbor District 

H-9 RetiiVComiiiErcnil Recreation SQksf 40/ ksf 2,000 36 24 60 90 90 180 

H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 ksf 17/ksf 3,570 418 46 464 100 400- 500 

B. H-IS Visitor Hotel 250 nn 8 / nn 2.000 60 40 100 56 84 140 

n H-IS ReDil 120 ksf 40/ksf 4,800 86 58 144 216 216 432 

a H.15 General Office 90 ksf 20/ksf 1,800 227 25 252 47 187 234 

n H-17 fiidustrial Business Park 2 ac 200/ac 40O 38 10 48 10 38 48 

a H-23 Hotel 500 rni 1 0 / m 5,000 180 120 30O 240 ISO 400 

D H-23 CUltunl 100 ksf 16/ksf 1,600 22 10 32 80 80 160 

n H-23 Retail 100 ksf 40 / ksf 4,000 72 48 120 180 ISO 360 

D H Street Pier Q.4 ac 50/ ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2 

.•*nMor:4l Uir: I.IW 

, . • • • • ,.. ,..• .,•;;! 
_',4.% 

I'otaif ,25,190 1,140 
V, 

1.020 J,436 2.4.56. 

(1) See Table 4-3 fi)r ite SAKDAG trip generator category lued for eacii land use description. 
(2) The inlensî  of each land use was pravkted by the Port of San Diego 
(3) Trip Generation rata are based on SANDAgs Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rales for Ifae San Diegg Region̂  April 2002 

4 

...» ». 
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TABLE4^ 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

PHASEm TRIP GENERATIONSVmiARY 

Harbor Dfatrict 

H-21 Retail ISO ksf 40/ksf 6i000 108 72 180 270 270 540 

HP-23A hdmliial Business Park ^ l £ a c 507 ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 71 
. Slihitiiiil for;. Ui)ibor DWtrijit. 

OtayMrtritet 

h 0-1/0-2 Industrial Business Park * 1.200 115 29 144 29 115 144 

m 0-3 RVPaik 236 du 5 / du 1.180 28 66 94 78 52 130 

m 0P-ly<M'-3 SoutliPark 51 ac 3 / ac 25S 5 5 10 10 ID 20 1 
Olu>:p«Mric< ! « ; :»f 117 .177:1 

, 259 176;: i.S') 

(1) See T«bl64-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use desaiption. 
(2) The intensî  Of each land use was provided by the Port of San Diego 
(3) Trip Genoation rales are based on SANDAGs Brief Quideof Vehicular Trafiic CeoeiatioQ Rates for the SanDiego Region, April 2002 
(4) The si2e of thelndtistrial bminess park has not been determined, but trips for the use, which is consistent-with the General Plan, have been assumed as shown: 

4-n 
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TAaLS4-7 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

PHASE IV TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

rv s-1 Resort Hotel 750 mi 8 / i m 6,000 180 UO 300 168. 252 420 

rv S-3 Mixed Use Coouiieioiil 120 ksf 17/ksf 2.040 239 26 265 57 229 286 

IV S-4 OfEca 120 ksf 17/ksf 2.040 239 26 265 57 229 286 

SiitiMtiil l i i r : 

• 1.:. •. > 

172 .: m ,- .;»2-

Biirbor District 1 

IV H-12 FenyTenninal/ Restaurant 25 ksf 100/ksf zsoo 15 10 25 140 60 200 

H-18 Office 100 ksf 20/ksf 2,000 252 28 280 52 208 260 

[V HP-28 H Street Pier 0.40 ac S0/«e 20 1 2 3 1 I 2 

SuhtiK.il vir. 2fkS jn.'i 19J »> ' 

i ' 212 \.m 475 97') 1.454 

NOTIS: 
(t) See Table 4-3 fitr the SANDAG trip geiatalor catcgoiy used for eaeb land ose discripdon. 
(2) The intensity of each land ose was provided tbe Port of San Diego 
[3jTj^a^o^OTrate» are based an SANDACJs Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rales for the San Diego Region. April 2002 _1 

"S-
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r ^ f l - ... TV-' 

TAMLE4-8 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

TOTAL PROJECT TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

.•4- ^ • f.-t-f^'••-AUniriwM 

Sweetwater District 

IV S-1 ResortHotel 750 tm 8 / n n 6,000 180 120 300 168 252 420 

1 S-2 Signature Park 18.0 ac 50/ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81 

S-3 Mixed Use Comtnereial 120 ksf 1 7 / i s f 2,040 239 26 265 57 229 286 

S-4 OOtce 120 ksf 17/ksf 2.040 239 26 265 37 229 286 

, Si)IUutaUi)i;0\ivi'tM:iii.f liisfrii-l. 1 .„ ! Hi.V-fW • 
^iHl.'ii.'k,*IVtli.K.ir;w.. ^l^lrsS/i^ ,t,'-lik^ 

: ^.."1-;, .'2ja ,;i ;>r7 ,: i u . . '.U7j;.. 

Harbor District 

I H-3 Hotel 2,000 nn 10/nn 20,000 720 480 1,200 960 640 1,600 

I H-a/HP-1 SiKnaturePark 18.0 ac 30/ac 900 59 58 117 41 40 81 

a H-9 Retail/CommeFdal Recreation 50 ksf 40/ksf 2,000 36 24 60 90 90 180 

tv H-12 Ferry Tenninal/Restaurant 25 ksf i cq /ks f 2,500 15 10 25 140 60 200 

r H-13AI-14 Residential 1,500 du 6 /dn 9;000 144 576 720 567 243 810 

Dt H-15 Mixed Use Office 210 krf 17/ ksf 3,570 418 46 464 too 400 500 

H H-15 Visitor Hotel 250 nn 8 / nn 2,000 60 40 100 56 84 140 

11 H^15 Retail 120 ksf 40/ksf 4,800 86 58 144 216 216 432 

11 H-15 GeneialO£nce 90 ksf 20/ksf 1,800 227 25 252 47 187 234 

II B-17 bdusbial Business Park 2.0 ac 200/ac 400 38 10 48 10 38 48 

rv 1W8 Ofiks tOOk^ 20/ksf 2,000 252 28 280 52 208 -260 

m »-21 Retail 150 ksf 40/ksf 6,000 108 72 180 270 270 540 

a H33 Hotel 500 nn lOlna 5,000 180 120 300 240 160 400 

n H-23 Cultural 100 ksf 16/ksf 1,600 22 10 32 80 80 160 

II B - S Retail 100 ksf 40/ksf 4,000 72 48 120 180 180 360 

1 HP-03 SO'Baywalk 8.4 ac S/ac 42 I 1 2 2 1 3 1 
m HP-23A Industrial Business Park I.Q ac 50/ac 50 3 4 7 2 3 5 

n HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 oc SO/ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2 

tv HP-28 H Street Pier 0.4 ac 50/ac 20 1 2 3 1 1 2 

>uijM.>«i for:' ,4.65|:-

OtayDMrict 

m 0-1/0-2 Industrial Busiiiess Patk* 1,200 115 29 144 29 115 144 

in 0-3 RVParic 236 du 5 / du 1,180 28 66 94 78 52 130 

jra op-ivap-3 SotthPatfc 51.0 ac 5 / ac 255 5 5 10 10 10 20 
., .;,..3-

Sui)ioi;il ftiir: 

'.fr 
l)L;i> OiMitCE:' 

• •^ 
j-iimS-i VJ451 

IV) .ij 117 PT VH ' > 

7,324 

NOTES: 
(1) See Table 4-3 for the SANDAG trip generator category used for each land use description. 
(2) The intensity of each land use was provided by the Port of Sen Diego 
(3) Trip Generation rates are based on SANDAGs Brief Guide of Vehicular TrafBe Generation Rates for the Sail Di^o Region, April 2002 
(4) The size of the industrial business park has not been detemiined, but trips for flie use, which is consistent with fte General Plan, have been assumed as shown. 
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Attachment 2 

Summary Current Land Use Plan Trip Generation 
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AttaehiTierit 3 

Mitigation Requirements from pEIR 
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Chttia Vista Bastfrotit Master Plan 

BGUm5r2S 

i^oposed Project:- Phas& ll TripifMrHiutkm. 
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ChUl»Vista,BayfroritltftastBr Plan 
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ChHla Vtsfal BayfiFont Master Plan 
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Chula Vlata Bayfront Master Plan 
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Chyla vista BayfrontMaster Plan 
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Chiila Vista Bayft̂ ()nt Master Plan 
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4.2: 'Irafflc and Giriiuiatidn 

Capacity (v/c) ratios were calculated for each ri^dway segment. It should be noted that the 
edacity otia rpadway is equal to rtie rrtMimum LOS E pursuant to the (Simla Vista General Plan 
(2005). Table 4.2-1 sxunrriariizfeis tlfe and LOS for &eh iirCulgto Urban 
Core Circulation Element roadway. 

TABLE*2-1 
Roadway Segment Level of Service 

Facility Acceptable 
LOS 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Class' Lanes 
Acceptable 

LOS A (.6) B(.7) C(.8) D(.9) E{1.0) 
CirculaeonBementRtadmys 
Expressway 7/8 c: 52,500 61,300 70,000 78,800 87,500 

Prime 6 C 37,500 • ^ ^3;K)0 , f 50,000 56,300 [ 62.500 

:Majpr Sfieet: 6 c 30,000 35,000 i 40,060 45,000 50,000 :Majpr Sfieet: 
5 : 26,250 30,650 35,000 39,400 43,750 

:Majpr Sfieet: 

4 "':22;500r; 26,300 : 30,000 33,800 37,500 

Class 1 Collector 4 • c 16,500 ' 19,300 ' 22,000 24,800 27,500 

Class II Collector 2 c 9,000 ; 10,500 12,000 : 13,500 : 15,000 

Class III Collector 2 c 5,600 6,600 : 7,500 : 8,400 : 9,400 

Gateway Street, .6 D 40,800 47,600 54,400 61.200 68,000 Gateway Street, 
4 D 28,800 33,600 38,400 43,200 48,000 

Urban Arterial 4: .D 25|2m 29,400 33,600 37,800 42;ooo 
4 D 22,50) 26,250 30,000 33.750 37,500 

Downtown Promenade! 4 D :?2;5Q0 26,250 =30,000 33,750 37,500 Downtown Promenade! 
2 • • D; 9,600 : 11.200 12,800 14,400 16,000 

Note: Shaded cells ron^porid tope ?eeepi^ j ^ 
' The adopted Circulation Qement roadways ate considered to be Class I Collector Streets and above, and the Urban Core 

Clmalatiph Q^r i t roadu^ 

Stteet classifications, discussed in more detail below and identified for ^scific Idadvî ay 
segments in the study area as shown in figure 4; 2r2r are based on: standards/provided in the 2005 
Chula Vista General Plan. 

To determine LOS, traffic counts were conducted during peak commute periods. Existing A.M. 
(7:00 A.M. to 9:00 A..M.) and P.M. (4:00 P.M. to 6:00 ftM.) peafehour turning mjoveiwerit; county 
were conducted by Southland Car Counters, Turning Poiril T B ^ C Service, and Traffic Data 
Service Southwest. These iBtferseetion counts WCTe:taken duringiseveral:different times of the day 
in 2004 lid; 2005. iMffic v d l ^ ^ dOng segmemts of E Streetj J Street, and Bay Boulevard were 
collected by Field Data Services in 2006. The renmining roadway segnent trafie volumes were 
provided by the: City of Chula Vista iaild Traffic Data Services Southwest (which collected data 
on two segments of Broadway)., hi addition, lQ0ey-Eiem and Asspiciatî , liic. conducted 
supfilemental roadway counts for older count iocatioiis. Existing freeway Voliimes (20!^ were 
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4.2 Tr^dffic Gircu^^ 

4.2.5 Mitigation lUleasures 

Developers of any parcel loeaitiBd within this Ghula Vista BayfrontMaster Plan shall reinaburse 
the Port, City, and/or other developers the pro-rata cost of the installation of public transportation 
unprbveihents, as obligated arid required Gity based on the nexus established 
in the technical studies ajid this Draft EIR. 

a. Phase I Mitigation Measurtes 

The following mitigation ineasu^ shall be required to be implemented by the developer to 
reduce impacts to a level less than significaiit: 

4.2-1 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H^3 in 
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall: 

• Construct H StroBt wê t of Marina^ as a 2-lane Class HI Collector 

® Construct E Street as a 2-lane Class III Collector along Parcel H-3. This would 
provide a connection to Lagoon Drive via Marina Parkway. 

» Construct a traffic signal at H Street and Gaylord RCC Truck Driveway. 

Prior to the issuance of building perinits for any development on H-I3 or 11-14 in 
Phase I, the applicant shall: 

» Rebuild that portion of Marina Parkway fronting H-13 and H-14 between E 
gfa=eetSandpiper Way and J Street as a 3-lane Class II Collector with excess ROW 
used for pedestrian facilities, or secure such construction to the satisfaction to the 
City engineer. Frontage improvements for the remaining segments of Marina 
Parkway J Street and Sandpiper Way will be constructed in conjunction with the 
development of the adjacent parcels to these frontages in subsequent phases. 

• Construct Street A north of J Street would be constructed as a 2-lane Class HI 
Collector-, or secure such Gonstruetion to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

Tiiis nntigatipii would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-i to below a level of 
significance. 

4.2-2 Prior to the iissuanee of any certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 iii 
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct H Street fi-om 1-5 to 
Marina Parkway as a fpur-lane Major Street. This mitigation is provided in lieu of 
widening of F Street due to environiriental constraints associated with the widening of 
F Street in the vicinity of the F&G Street Marsh, At the completion of the H Street 
Extension, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall also restrict access along the 
segment of Lagoon Drive/F Street (between Parcel H 3̂ and the BF Goodrich access 

April 2010 5703-01 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vistei Bayfront Master Plan 4.2-207 

6 0 8 6 4 P A G E T 3 



4.2 Traffifeand Circulaitidn 

oil F Stireet) to emef gieney vehicle access: pnly. This naitigatipn would reduce 
Significant Impacts 4.2-2,4.2-4,4 4.i-% ana4i24l to below a level of 
significance. 

4i2-3 Prî pr to the issuance of any certificates of OGCupancy foi: aiiy developnaerit bh H-3 in: 
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street west of Marina 
Parkway from a two-lane Class HI Collector to a three-lane Class II Collector. This 
niitigatibn would reduce Significant Impact 4i2-3 to belpw a level of significance. 

44-4 PriPr to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development on H-3 and 
building permits for any development onH-13orH-14 in Phase I, the Port, Port 
tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Bay Boulevard between E Street and 
F Street from a two-lane Class III Collector to a two-lane Class M Collector, pr secure 
such widening to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway 
capacity would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce 
Significant Impact 43-5 to below a level of significance. 

4^f5 Prior to the issuance of building permits for any develppment pn H-13 or H-r4 in 
Phase I, the applicant shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of J Stteet and 
Bay Boulevard, or seclire such constructioii to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. This mitigatiQn would reduce Significant Impacts 4̂ 2-8 and 4,2-14 to 
below a level of significance; 

4.2-6 Prior to the issuance of certificates Pf occupancy for any development on H-3 or 
building permits for any development on H-13 or H-14 in Phase I, the Port, Port 
tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection 
of L Street and Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineery This mitigation: would reduce Significanl Impacts 4 J-9 and 
4.2-15 to below a level of significance. 

4.2-7 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for development on H-3 or building 
permits for any development on H-13 or H-14in Phase I, the Port, Port tenant, or 
applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of 1-5 
southbound ramps and Bay Boulevard, or secure siiĉ h constriictioh to tihe Satisfetiph 
of the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation would reduce Significant Imimcte 
:4.2-10iand 42-16 to below a level of significance. 
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m Traffic and Circtilatipn 

4*2-8 Tihe following mitigation measure would reduce, but hof eliriiinate project impacts on 
Interstate 5, aiidentified in Sigiuficant^I^ 4.2rI7,4.2-18̂  4.2-29, 
4.2-3(), 4.2^5 thrpugh 4.2̂ 37, and 4.2-46 through 4.2-50. 

The Pprt and the City shall pailidpate m a multi^jurisdictiPnM effort eoiiducted by 
Caltfans and SANDAG to assist in developing a detailed 1-5 corridor level study that 
vs'ill identify transportation irhprOyements dorig wth funding, including federal, state, 
regional, and iPcal funding sources and ph^ing that would reduce congestion 
management with Caltrans standards Oil the 1-5 soijth eoriidpr frpm the SR-54 
interchange to the Otay River (the "Ir| South Corridor"): (hereinafter, the "Plan"). 
Local funding sources identified in the PlM shdl include 
related to private and/or public develppment based on the nexus established in this 
Draft EIR as well as other ineichahismsi The Plan required by this mitigation shall 
include the following: 

4 The resppnsible entitiesi (the EhtSties) included in this effort \vili th(iludfcj but may 
not be liniited tp,, the City, oilier cities dpng>5 , ffi and 
Caltrans. Other entities will be induded upon the coiieurreUce Of the foregoing 
Entities. 

b) The Plan will identify physical .and operatiPhal imprpyerhents to 1-5 adjacent to 
the project areâ  î elevantiarterial roads and transit feeilities (the .Improvements), 
that are focused on re^onal iitnpaclS a^ 
prPject, and will also identify the fair î haxe responsibilities of each Entity for the 
epnstructiPn and financing for each Impfw^ Plan will include an 
implementation element that includes each Entity's responsibilities and 
commitment to mitigate the impacts created by all phases of the Proposed Project. 

c) The Plan will set forth a timeline and other agreed upon relevant criteria for 
implementation of each Improvement. 

d) The Plan will identify the total estimated design and construction cost for each 
Improvement and the responsibility of each Entity for both implementation and 
funding of such costs. 

e) The Plan will include the parameters for any agreed upon fair-share funding to be 
implemented, that would require private and/or public developers to contribute to 
the cpsts, in a manner that will comply with applicable law. 

f) In developing the Plan, the Entities shall also consider ways in which the 
.Mprpyements CM̂^̂  and regional transportation 
and facilities financing plans and programs, in order to avoid duplication of effort 
and expenditure; however, the existence of such otheir plans and prPgrarns shall 
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4;2: f raffiC and Cirt^ 

not relieve the Entities of thdr cplleetiye obligation to develop and Mplemê ^̂  
Plan as set forth iii ffiis MtigMpn measiire.:̂ N^ shaU be cpnstnjeci 
as relieving any Entity (or any other entity) from its independent responsibility (if 
any) for the implementation Pf any traiisiportation iiiiproyeme^^ 

g) The Port shall seek adoption pf thlePlan before the Port Board of Commissioners 
and the City shall seek adoption of the Plan before the City Council upon the 
completion Of the multi-jurisdictional effort to develop the Plan. The Port and the 
City shall report, to their respective goveriiing bodies regarding the progress made 
to develop the Plan within 6 months of the first meeting of the entities. Thereafter, 
the Port and the City shall report at least annually regarding the progress of the 
Plan, for a period of not less than 5 years, which may be extended at the request 
of the City Council and/or Board of Comimissioners. 

h) The Plan shall also expressly include each Entity's pledge that it will cooperate 
with each other in implementing the Plan. 

i) Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy or building permits for any 
development of individual projects within the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan, 
the Port and the City shall require project applicants to make their fair share 
contribution toward mitigation of cumulative freeway impacts within the City's 
portion of the 1-5 South Corridor by participating in the City's Western Traffic 
Development Impact Fee or equivalent funding pirogram. 

The failure or refusal of any Entity other tiian the Port or the City to cooperate in the 
inaplemeritatipn of this mitigation measure shall not constitute failure of the Port or 
tiie City to implement this mitigation measure; however, the Port and the City shall 
each use its best efforts to obtain the cooperation of direspdhsiblft Entities to fully 
participate, in order to achieve the goals of the mitigation measure. 

4*2-9 Prior to the issuance of ceriificates of pccupaney fb^ developtieht on H-3 in 
Phase I, the Port or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct a westbound through 
lane alpng H Street/Gaylord RCG Driveway, which would result in widening H Street 
west of Marina Parkway to a three-lane Class II Collector. This mitigation would 
reduce Significant Impact 4*2-13 to below a level of signifieanee. 

4.2-10 The following mitigation measure would reduce, but not eliminate impacts at • 
intersections of E Street and'H Street associated wiUi trolley delays, as identified in 
Significant Impact 4.2-19. Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy for parcel 
H-3 or building perinits for any development within the City* the Port and the City 
shall require project applicants to make tiieir fair share contribution toward mitigation 
of intersection impacts at H Street and E Street within the City's jurisdiction by 
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pafticipatihg in the City's Western Trape Development Impact Fee or equivalent 
fiinding program. 

The Miire Pr ieivasil pf any EhtityOffierth^^ in tiie 
implementation of tWs niitigation measure shall hot CohstitUte failtire of thePort or 
the City to impleinent this rhitigation measiife; hpvvever,̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  and flie City shall 
each use its best efforts to obtain the cooperiation of all respoiisible Ehtitiesito M 
participate, iii order to achieye tiie goals iof mitigati^ 

Hpweyeri because implementation of the physical improvements needed to reduce the 
sighificaiit.impacts to the affected intersections will r^Uire fmiding frpm other 
sources in adjdition to the WTDIF, such as local, state and federd funds, and such 
funding is not Certain or under the control Of the Port or the City, the Port and the City 
cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed £̂  needed or that they 
will be; cohistructeti within aiiy Aceppdinglyi theij^^ 
Prpject's impaets to tiie E Street and H Street intersections affected by an at-grade 
trolley crossing,are considered significant jmd unnutigated. 

b. Phase 11 Mitigation Measures 

4;2-ll Prior to the issuance of any certificates of bcciipaiicy for any deyelppment on H-23 in 
Phase I, the Port; or Port tenant, as appropriate, shall construct Street A between H 
Street to Street C as a two-lane Qass III Collector, and shall construct Street C ^ ^ C^^hf 
between Marina Parkway and Street A as a two-lane Class II Collector.-^ ^ f i ^ ' ^ 'H .z -Z l 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-20 to 
below a level pf significance. 

4.2-12 Prior to tfie issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase n, the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street between Street A 
and 1-5 Ramps to a five-lane Major Street, or secure such construction to the f®^ -
satisfaction pf the City Engineer. The additional roadway eap£u:ity would facilitate the 
flow of project traffic. This mitigation woiild redvice Siginfic^^ tp 
belpw a level of significance; 

4 J-13 iPripr to the issuance pf certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the 
Port, Port tenant, or apphcant, as appropriate, shall widen J Street between Street A to -.^^ Im..^^'^ 
1-5 Ramps to a six-lane Major Street, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of^'WI®^*^'^ 
the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the flow of 
project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-22 to below a 
leyiel of significance. 
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4.2 Ti^ttic and Girw^ 

4.2-14 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Street A between Street C If f t e 
and J Street to a four-lane Class I Collector, or secure such construction to the fiC" Call**"** 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate the/^ 
flow of project traffic. This nutigation wod^ 
below a level Pf significaiice. 

4i2-15 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy fpr any development in Phase II, the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriatê  -shall CPhstniCt a traffic signal and add 
ah exclusiye left-turn lane at each approach at the intersection pfH Street and 
Gaylord RCC Driveway; or secure such comtructiPh to the satisfaction of the City 
Eiigineer. The traffic signal imd left-turn lanes shall be built tp the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer; This mitigation would f educe Significant Im^̂  to below a 
level of significance. 

4i2--l6 prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy ft>r any devete^ Phase II, the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as ̂ ropriartei: ^ a l l construct a westbound and 
eastbound through lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay 
Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
lanes shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation 
would reduce Significant impact 4.2-25 to below a level of significance. 

4.2-17 Prior tP the issuance pf certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II, the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a traffic signal at the 
intersection of H Street and Street A, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to tiie 
satisfactiPii of tiie City Engineer. This mitijgation: wMld feduce SignificMt lmpact 
4.2-26 to below a level of significance. 

4.2-18 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase II of 
the development, the developer shall construct a traffic signal at the intersection of J 
Street and Marina Parkway. The traffic signal shall be constructed and operate to the 
satisfaetion of the City Eiigineer. ttiis mitigation would leduce Significant, Impact 
44-27 tp belpw a level of significance. 

4.2^1? Prior to the issuanceof certificates of occupancy for any developmeiit m Phase II, the 
Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, ;shaU eGiistniet a traffic signal at the 
intersection of J Street and Street A and add an exclusive westbound right-turn lane 
along J StTeetiiaiiti an e x ^ ^ southtotmd right-tpn secure 
such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The traffic sigiial and 
turning lanes shall opeiMe andrbe constocted to the satisfactipn of the City Engineer. 
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4.2 f raffic^and Circulation 

This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-28 to below a; level of 
significance. 

d. Phase III Mitigation Measures 

4;2-20 prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any deyelopnient in Phasê ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate shall construct the segment of 
Street A that would continue south frpin J Street, connecting to the prpppsed Street B 
in the Otay District, as a two-lane Class III Collector. In addition, prior to the 
issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase HI, the Port, Port 
tenants, as appropriate shall construct the segment of Street B that would connect to 
the proposed Street A, bridge over the Telegraph Canyon Creek Channel, and 
continue soutii to Bay Boulevard, as a 2-lane Class IH CoUector. This mitigation 
would reduce Significant Iihpact 4.2-31 to below a level of significance. 

4.2-21 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase III, 
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen Street A between H t i ^ Ows? 
Street and Street C to a four-lane Class I Collector, or secure such construction to the € ^ k s ^ 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would facilitate thenar 
flow of pirojeet traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant Impact 4.2^32 to ^ . f - ^ T 
below a level of .significance. 

4.2-22 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy fpr any development in Phase IE, 
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive 
eastbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and Bay 
Boulevard, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
turning lane shall be built to tiie^sMsfactipii Engineer. This mitigation 
would reduce Significant Impact 4.2-33 to below a level of significance. 

4.2-23 Prior to the isisuance of certificates of occupancy for any develppment m Phase HI, 
the Port, Pprt tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive 
westbound right-turn lane along J Street at the intersection of J Street and 1-5 NB 
Ramps, or secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
turning lane shall be built to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This mitigation 
^ypuld reduce Significant Im to below a level Of sigmfieance. 

4J2'24 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase III, 
the Port, Port tenants, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct E Street from tiie 
Gaylord RCC Driveway to Bay Boulevard as a two-lane Class ID Collector. This 
mitigation wPuldieduee Signific^^ Impact 4.2-38 to below a level of sigiiificance. 
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42 Traffic iand idirculatidn 

e. Phase IV Mitigation Measures 

4i2-25 prior to the issuance of certificates of oecupahcy for any .deyeippment in Phase lY, 
the Port, P ^ tenant, pf applicant, as ̂ rppriate, shall x:pnstina 
segnaent between the proposed ternMnus of the existhlg F Street aiid the pfoposî ^ E: 
Street extension, ending at the $P-3 Chula Vista Natiiie Center parking Iptî  ?̂  a twp-
lane Class III collector street, which shall also contain a Class II bike lane oh both 
sides of the street. This mitigation would redvice Significant Impact 4,2-39 tp below 
a level of signifieanee 

4.2-26 Prior to the issuance of Certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase TV, 
the Pprt, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate,, shall w'iden E Stireet betweeh F 
Streeit and Bay iBpulevard tp a fouf-lane Class 1 ColleCtpri pr secure :such construction 
to the satisfactipn pf the City Engineer. The additional roadway capacity would 
facilitate the flow of project traffic., Also, the widening of this .segment of E Street 
would facilitate the flow of project traffic on Bay Boulevard between E Street toF 
Street This niitigation would reduce Significant Impacts 422-40 and 42-41 to below 
a level of significance. 

4.2-27 Prior to die issuance of certificates of occupancy for any (fevelpprnentin Phâ ^̂ ^ 
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall widen H Street between 1-5 
Ramps and Broadway to a 6-lane Gateway Street. The additional roadway capacity 
would facilitate the flow of project traffic. This mitigation would reduce Significant 
Impact 42-42 tp below a level of significance. The off-site traffic improvements 
described in this mitigation measure for direct traffic impacts would create secondary 
draffic impacts. Improvements associated with these secondary impacts would be 
required ̂  a resitit of cumulative and growth-̂ ^ 
Proposed Project would be a component. The Western Chula Vista TDIF identifies 
these improvements in a cumulative context and attributes fair share contributions 
according to the impact Therefore, the Proposed Project would be responsible for a 
fadr share contribution and would not be solely responsible for implementation of 
necessary secoridary impact improvements, 

4248 Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy for any development in Phase FV, 
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an eastbound 
through lane and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane along E Street at the 
intersection of E Street and Bay Boulevard, or secure such construction to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The lanes shall be constructed to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. This mitijgatioh would reduce Significant impact 4.2-43 tp belpw 
a level of significance. 
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4.2-29 Prior to theissuance of certificates of occupancy for aiiy deyelopment in Phase IV, 
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct an exclusive 
sputhbpund right-turn lane along B ay Boulevard at ̂  the ihterseCtion of J Street and 
Bay Boulevard, Or:secure such,construction to the satisfac^ 
The lane shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the City E^ niitigatioii 
would reduce SignifiGant ln^^ to below a level pf significance. 

4.2-30 Prior to the issuance of cerdficates of occupancy for any devê  in Phase IV, 
the Port, Port tenant, or applicant, as appropriate, shall construct a dual southbound 
left-tmn lane alpng: Street A, Pr secure such construction to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. Thelahe shaU W Constructed to tî ^ satisfaction of the City Engineer This 
mitigation wpuld reduce Significant Impact 4.2-45 tp belbw a leyel Pf significaheei 

4.2.6 Signlficaindie of Impacts After MitfgatiQn 

Iihplemehtation of Mitiptiph Measure 4.2-8 would not reduce Significant Impacts 4.2-12, 
4.2-17,42-18,42^29,4.2-30,;42-35;Uajf6Ugb4.2-t7, aiid42-46 tiiirpugh 4.2-49, conceming 
project related impacts along 1-5, to below a level of significance because implementation of the 
physical improvements needed to reduce significant impacts to the affected freeway segments is 
within the jiirisdictioii and control of Caltrans and not the Port or the City. The Port and the City 
cannot assure the necessary improvements will be con.structed as needed. Accordingly, the 
Proposed Project's impacts to freeway segments are considered significant and unmitigated. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 would not reduce Significant Impact 4.2-19, 
conceming project related impacts on H Street and E Street intersections due to trolley delay, to 
below a level pf significance, because unplemehtation of the physical improvements needed to 
reduce significant impacts are within the jurisdiction and control of other entities and not the Port 
or City. The Port and the City cannot assure the necessary improvements will be constructed as 
needed. Accordingly, the Proposed Project's impacts to E Street and H Street intersections 
affected by the trolley crossings are considered significant and unmitigated 

The implementation of the Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 though 4.2-7,4,2-9, and 4.2-11 through 30 
would reduce the remaining direct project related impacts to below a leVel of significance. 

April 2010 5703-01 
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan .4.2-215 
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CVBMP - Current Ui ld Use Plan Phase - AM Peak Hour 
7/10/2013 

t > V I w T 

• • \ 
/ V 

Movement' EBL EBT EBR .WBL WBT WBR NBL NET NBR • SBL SBT SBR 
bane Configurations m f *i 1̂  % 
Volurhe(vph) 0 340 36 0 472 88 21 142 67 32 65 10 
Ideal Flow (vphpl), '1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost:time(s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Utii; Factor 0.91 1.00 0.95 f.QO 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Fit i!00, 0.85 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected' il-Ob 1.00 i;oo 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow;(prot) 5085 1583 3456 1770 1773 1770 1825 
Fit Pemiitted. 1:00 1.00 1.00 0.70 1.00 0.62 1.00 
Satd.. Flow (perm) 5085 1583 3456 1311 1773 1149 1825 
Peak-hbiir factor, PHP 0.92 &92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 :0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 370 39 6 513 96 23 154: 73 35 71 11 
RtQR Reduction (vph) 0 0 23 0 38 0 6 43 0 0 7 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 370 16 0 571 0 23 184 0 35 75 0 
Turn Type Perm. Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phases 4 2 6 
Muated Green, i3 (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16:0 16;0 16.0 16.0 
Effective GreeniQ (sj i'6;o 16.0 16.0 16;0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio Q.iiQ 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
eiearahce Time:(s): 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 4:0 4.0 4.0 .4.0: 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) •2[M 633 1382 524 709 460 730 
v/ŝ  Ratio Prpt cO.17 .cO.10 0.04 
v/s Ratio Pemi 0.01 0.02 0,03 
v/c Ration a.is 0.02 0.41 0.04 0.26 0.08 0.10 
Uniform Delay, dl 7.8 7.3 8.6 7.3 8.0 7.4 7.5 
Progressidnfactor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 1.00 
Increrriental Delay, 62 Oi2 0.1 0.9: 0.2 0.9 0:3 0.3 
Delay (s) 7.3 9.5 7:5 8i9 7.7 7.8 
Level ck Service A A A A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 9.5 8.8 7.8 
Approach LGS A A A A 
Intersection Summary 
HGM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane: iSroiip 

•8.8 
0:34 
40.0 

40.7% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

8.0 
A 

HCM Sigrialized Intersectra 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 • Report 
Page 1 
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7/10/2013 
CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase j - AM P0ak HdUr 
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard . 

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT 
Lane Group plow (vph) 370 39 609 23 227 35 82 
y/c Ratio 0.18 0.06 0.43 0.04 0.30 0.08 0.11 
Gphtroi Delay; 8.1 3.6 8.9 7.7 7.0 8.0 7.3 
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Delay 8:1 3.6 8.9 7,7 7.0 8.0 7.3 
Queue Lengtti 5dth (ft) 18 0 42 3 21 5 9 
Queue Length 95tii (ft) 31 11 72 12 54 16 27 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420 
Turn Bay Length (ft) 165 
Base Capacity (vph) 2034 657 1420 524 752 460 737 
Starvation Cap Fieductn 0 0 0: 0 0: 0 ;d 
§Ry|teGk;GapReducth 0 0 0, 0 0! 0 0 
Storage Cap Reductn d 0 Oi 0 0: 0 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0:18 0.06 0.43 0.04 0.30 0.08 0.11 

IntersedionSummary 

:• 

Syndiro7- Report 
Rick Engineering Company Page 1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase I - PM Peak Hour 
;7/10/2013 

> > t A V i 
Movement EBL EBT 'EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations f 
Voluriie(yph) 0 420 71 0 624 28 41 76 73 183 408,: 17 
IdealFlow ̂ hpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19dO 1900 1900 19dO 1900 I9dd 
Total, Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4:o 4:0 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0d 

1.0d 0.85 0.99 1.00 0.93 1.00 Q.2S 
FltProtected 1.00 l.dd 1.00 0.95 i:oo; 0.95 1.00 
Satd.:FIow:03r6t) 5085 1583 3517 1770 1726 1770 1852 
FItPermitted 1.00 i.oo 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.65 1.00. 
Satd. Ftow (perm) 5085 1583 3517 680 1726 1219 1852 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92: 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 d.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) d 457 77 0 678 3d 45 83 79 199 443 18 
RTOR Reduction (vph) :0 0 46 6 8 :6 0 47 d̂  0 4 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 457 31 0 700 0 45 115 d 199 457 0 
Turn Type Pemi Perm Periti 
Protected Phases 4 8: 2 6 
Pemfiitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 16.d 16.0. 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16:0 
Actuated g/C Rafio d:40 d.4d d.4d. .0.40 0:40 0.40 0.40 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.d 4.d 4:0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) '2d34 633 14d7 272 690 488 741 
v/s Ratio Prbt d.d9 cO.20 0:07 GO.25 

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0,07 0.16 
v/c Ratio d.22 0.05 0.50 d,17 0:17 0.41 0:62 
Uniform Delay, d1 7:9 7.3 9.0 7:7 7:7 8.6 9.6 
Progression Factor 1.dd 1.00 1,00: 1.dd l.dd 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0:3 0.1 1.3 1.3 0:5 2.5 3.8 
De!ky(s) 8v2 7.5 10.2 9.0 8.2 11.1 13.4 
Level of Service, A A B A A B B: 
Approach Delay (s) 8.1 10.2 8.4 12,7 
Approach LOS A B A B 

Intersection Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min), 
c Critical Lane Group 

10.3 
0.56 
40.0 

54.0% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8.0 
A 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 
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CVBMP % Current Land Use Plan Pha?e I - PM Ppak Hour 
•St-; W <?ti4iof * Rdv/ Rni i lo \ /arr l 7/10/2013 

> ^ t V 4 
Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL •SBT . . 
Lane Group Flow (vfrfi) 457 77 708 45 162 199 461 
v/c Ratio d.22 d.11 0.50 0.17 0.22 0.41 0.62 
Control Delay 8.3 3.1 10.4 9.7 5.5 11.8 13:9 
Queue Delay o:o d:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 d.d 
Total Delay 8:3 3.1 10.4 9.7 5.5 11.8 13.9 
duesî Lfength 5^^ 23 0 56 6 11 30 75 
Queue Lef̂ th 95th (ft) 38 16 .91 21 36 68 144 
Interiial Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 42d 
Tura Bay Length: (ft): 165 
Base Capaaty (vph) 2034 679 1415 272 738 487 744 
Starvaidn .Cap Reductii 0 0 0 .0 0: d 0 
Spillback Gap'R^ uctii d 0 0 0 0 d 0 
Storage Cap Reductn d 0 d̂  0 0 d 0 
Reduced v/cRatio 0,22 d.11 d.5d 0.17 0.22 • d.41 0.62 

Intersection Summary 

Queues Synchro 7 - Report 
Rick .Ertgineering Company Page 1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase II AM Peak Hour 
mimz 

> - 4 . r A t V i V 
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations f ' i 1̂  % 
Volume'(yph) 0 620 45 0 921 94 25 128 19 32 66 .19 
Ideal Flow (vphpl)̂  1900 1900. 1900 1900 1900 1900 I9dd 19dd 1900 1900 1900 I9dd 
Total Lost time (sj 4.0 4.d 4.d 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lisihe u i . Î actiaf 0.91 l.dd- d.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Frt l.dd 0:85 d.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.97 
Fit Protected i.do 1.00 l.dd 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow(prot) 5085 1583 3490 1770 1826 1770 180d 
Fit Permitted 1:0d 1.00 1.00 d.7d 1.00 0,66 idd 
Sahj. Bow:(penTi) . 5085 1583 3490 1296 1826 1221 1800 
Peak-hour factor, PHF d.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 d.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 . 674 49 0 1dd1 102 27 139 21 35 72 21 
pT^RfMu#>n.(yph) 0 0 29 . 0 19 0: 0 13 0 0 ' 13 d 
Lane Group Flow (vph) :d 674 20 d 1084 • 0 27 147 0 35 80 d 
Turn Type Perm Pemi Perm 
Protected Phases .4 8 2 6 
Permitted Phas^ 2 6 
Afitirafed Greerij G (s) 16.0 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.d 16.0 16.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.40 d,4d 0.40, d.4d 0.40 0.40 d.4d 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.d 4.0 4.0 4.0 4:d 4.d 
Lahe^GipGap;()̂ hy 2034 633 1396 519 730 488 72d 
y/sE^tioProt 0,13 cd.31 cO.08 d.d4 
v/s: Ratio Pemi 0:01 0.02 d.d3 
v/c Ratio 0:33 0.03 d.78 0.05 d.2d 0.07 d.11 
Uniform Delay, d1 8:3 7.3 10:4 7.4 7.8 7.4 7,5 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1:dO 1.00 1.00 l.dd i.dd 
Incremental Delay, d2 d;4 0.1 4.3 0.2 0:6 0:3 d.3 
Delay (s) 8.7 7.4 14.7 7.5 8.5 7.7 7.9 
Level of Service A A 1 A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8:6 14.7 8:3 7:8 
Approach LOS A B A A 

Intersection Summary 
HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

11.7 
d.49 
40.0 

49.7% 
15 

HCM Level of .Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
iCIJ Levelof Service 

B 

8.0 
A 

HCM Sigriajizecj Interseeflon Capacity Analysis 
RickEngirteeilrig £^ 

ro7- Report 
:Page1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan 
3: H Street & Bay lBoiilevard 

Phase il AM Peak Hour 
7/10/201:3 

> t V 4 
Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 674 49 1103 27 160 35 93 
v/c Ratio 0.33 0.07 0.78 d.d5 0.22 d.d7 0.13 
Contixil Delay 8.9 3.4 15.5 7.8 7.9 8:0 6.8 
Queue Delay O.d 0.0 O.d d.d O.O.. 0:0 0.0 
Total Delay 8.9 .3.4 15.5 7.8 7.9̂  8.0 6:8 
Queue Length 5ptii;(ft) 35 d 1d2 3 19' 5 9 
Queue Lengtii 95tti;(ft) 54 12 #172 13 45 16 28 
Iriteriial Link Distp 420 420 420 420 
Turn Bay Lengtii (ft): 165 
B ^ : Capacity (vph); 2d34 663 1415 519 743 489 .732 
Starvation Cap Reductii d 0 0 d 0 0 0 
Spiliback Cap Reductn d 0 0 Q 0 d 0 
Storage Cap Reductn d 6 .d d d d 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.33 0.07 d.78 0.05 d:22 d.d7 0,13 

Intersection Summary' 
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may he longer. 

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 

Queues 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 
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CVBMP. 
3̂  

Current Land Use Plan Phase II PM Peak Hour 
7/10/2013; 

t X V 
Movement : « . ; : : EBL EBT 

V 

EBR WBL WBT WBR 
\ 

NBL 
1 

NBT NBR SBL 
.... ̂  . . 

SBT 
SBR 

Larie Configuratiphs f % 
Volume (vph). 0 1003 93 0 1245 41 5i 80 63 183 4d2 32 
.IdealFlow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1,900 1900 19dd 1900 1900 1900 190d igdd i9dd 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.d 4.0 4.0 4.d 4.d 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 t.Od d:95 1.00 1.dd i,dd i.dd 
Frt 1.00 d.85 1:d0 1.00 ,d.93 i,dd 0.99 
Fit; protected 1.00 1.00 I.OO 0.95 l.dd d:95: 1:00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085 1583 3522 1770 I74d I77d 1842 
Fit Permitted: 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.31 1.00 0:66 1.00 
;Satd. Flow:(perm) . 5085 1583 3522 579 1740 1227 1842 
Peak-hpur'factor, PHF 0:92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0:92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1090 101 d 1353 45 55 87 68 199 437 35 
RT0R, Reduction (vph) 0 ;o 55 0 5 0: 0 28 d 0 6 d: 
Lane GroupFlow (vph) 0 1090 46 a 1393 0 55 127 d 199 466 d 
Turn Type Perrin Perm :Perm 
Protected; Phases 4 8 2 6 
RemrtittediPhases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, (3 (s) 23.0 23.0 23.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 
Effectiye.Greeri;;g (s) 23!d 23.d 23:0 19.0 19.0 19.0 19.d 
:Adtuated;g/G Ratio d.46 d.46 0.46 d.38 ;d.38 d.38 0.38 
Clearance Titrie (s) 4.d 4.d 4.0 4.d 4.d 4:0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2339 728 1620 220 661 466 700 
v/s Ratio Prot d.21 C0:40 d.d7 cd.25 
v/s Ratio Perrn d.d3 o.id 0:16 
v/c Ratio 0.47 0.06 0.86 d.25 d:19 0.43 d.67 
Unifonn Delay, d1 9:3 7,5 12.1 1d;6 id.4 11.5 12.9 
Progression Factor 1.d0 1:00 t.oo 1.00 l.dd 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 

0:7 .0:2 6:2 2.7 0:6 2.8 5.0 Incremental Delay, d2 
Delay (s) 9:9 7.7 18.3 13:3̂  11.0 14.3 17.8 
Level of Service A A B B B B B 
Approach Delay (s) 9:8 18:3 11.6 16:8 
ApproachLOS A B B B 

Intersection Summary 
HCM Average ConhtJl Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Lengtii (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization: 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

14.7 
0.77 
5d:d 

72.2% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8:0 
C 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 • Report 
Page1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan 
3: H Strfeet & Bay Boulevard 

Phase II PM Peak Hour 
7/10/2013 

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL ,SBT 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1090 101 1398 55 155 199 472 
v/c:Ratib 0:47 0.13; 0.86 0̂ 25 0.22. 0:43 0.67 
Control Delay 10:1 2.7 1̂ :5 14.4 8.7 15i.d 1€l:3 
Queue;Delay d-d ;0.d . d:d d:d :d.d d:d d:d 
TotalDelay 1d.1 2.7 19.5 14:4 B.7 15;d 18:3 
Queue Length 5dth (ft) 74 d 176 It 2d 41 108 
Queue Length 95tii :{ft| 1d3 18 #3d8 33̂  51 87 192 
lritemai;LinkDist(ft) 420. 420 .420 420 
Tiim Bay Length (ft): 165: 
Base Capadty (vph) 2339 783 1625 220 689 467 7d6 
Starvation Cap Reductii: d d d d d d 0 
SpjllbaGk;Cap:Reductn d 0 0 0 d d 0 
Storage Cap Reductn: d d 0 0 0 0 0 
Reduced \//(i Ratio 0,47 0:13 0:86 0:25 0:22̂  0,43 0:67 

IntersectiorfSummary.!^^::.-. :.]}':•..:••. .:'--;.;,: •:....••:. ••.•:. '• 
# 95ttv pereeritije-vo|umeex(»eds ra^ 

Queue shown.ismaximijmafter̂ ^^ 

Queues 
Rtek: Engineering Company 

Synchro 7- Report 
Page 1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan Phase III - AM Peak Hour 
7/10/2013 

Intersection Summary 

> * - t A -_ V V V 
Movement EBL EBT ,EBR WBL .WBT • WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations fff f \* \ % 
Volume.(vph) 0 652: 45 d 962 105 25 137 19 32 76 20 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 19.00 19dd 19dd 1900 1900 1900 1900 190d 1900 19dd 19dd 1900 
Total Losttime (s) 4.d 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.d 4.d 4.d 
Lane Utii: Factor d.91 1.00 0:95 1.00 l.dd l.dd 1.00: 
Frt l.dd' 0,85 0:99 1.00 d.98 l.dd 0.97 
Fit Protected l.dd \.m l.dd 0:95 1.00 d.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5d85 1583 3487 1770 1828 1770 1804 
FItPeriTiitted i.dd l.dd l.dd 0.69 l.dd :d:65 1.00 
Satd. Ftow:(perm) 5085 1583 3487 1284 1828 1210 1804 
Peak-hour factor, PHF d.ffi 0.92 d.92 0.92 d.92 0.92 d.92 d.92 d.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Ftow (vph) d 709 49 d 1046 114 27 149 21 35 83 22 
RTOR Reduction (vph) :d 0 29 0 :2d 6 d 13 0 d 13 0 
Lane Group Ftow (vph) ,d 709 2d 0 114d 0 27 157 d 35 92 ,0 
Turn Type Perni Perm Perm 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6 
Pemiitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Greeri} G(s) 16.0 I6.d 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.d 
Effective dreen, g (s) 16:0 16.d 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0:40 0:40 0.40: 0.40 0.40 0:40 0.40 
Clearance Tinie.(s) 4.d 4.d 4.d 4:0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2d34 633 1395' 514 731 484 722 
v/sRatioProl d.14 cd.33 c0:d9 0.05 
v/s Ratio Perm d.di 0.02 0.03 
v/c Ratio; d.-35 0.03 d.82 0.05 0:22 .0.07 0.13 
Uniform Delay, dl 8.4 7.3 10.7 7.4 7.9 7.4 7.6 
Progression Factor l.dd 1.00 i:oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 • 
Incremental Delay, d2 d:5 0,1 5.4 o;2 0.7 0.3 0.4 
Delay (s) 8.8 7,4 16.1 7:5 8.6 7.7 7.9 
Levelof Service A A :B A A A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8;7 16.1 8.4 7.9 
Approach LOS h •B: A A 

HCM Average Control Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

12.4 
0.52 
40.0 

51.6% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Levelof Service 

B 

8.0 
A 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis: 
Rick Engineering Gompany 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 
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CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan 
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 

Phase III AM Peak Hour 
7/10/2013; 

Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 709 49 1160 27 17d 35 105 
v/c Ratio 0.35 d:d7 0,82 0:05 d:23 0.07 0.14 
Cdnti-ol Delay 9:0 ^.4 17.3 7:8:; 8.d: 8.0 m 
Queue.:Delay 0:0 d.d 0.0 0:0 ^ d.o. d:d 
Total Delay 
Queue: Length 50tii (ft) 

9.0 3.4 17:3 7:8 8.0 8:0 7.0 Total Delay 
Queue: Length 50tii (ft) 37 d 110 3 20 5 11 
Queueierigth 95th M 57 «̂213 13 48 16 31 
Internal LinkDist (ft): 4^. 42d 42d: 420 
Turn Bay Length (ft), 165 
Base Capacity (vph) :2d34 663 1415 513 743 484 735 
Starvation Cap Reductn d d d 0 d 0 d 
Spillbacl̂  Gap Reductn d d d d O: 0 d 
Storage Cap Reductii 0 d d d 0 :o d 
Reducisd v/c Ratio d:35 d.d7 0.82 d.d5 0:23 0.07 d,14 

IntersectioffiSumniaryi;. 
# 95th percentile volume exceeds Gapacity,̂  

QUeueshpwn is ma)dmum:#er twO;cq/cles. 

Queues 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 - Report 
P'age 1 
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CVBMP 
3: 

Current Land Use Plan Phase III - PM Peak Hour 
7/.1d/2013 

> „;ifni ....•v.. t V 
Movement EBL 

'•'1^— 

EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL 
.... 

NBT 
t - -

NBR SBL 
— 

,SBT , SBR 
Lane Configurations f % *5 1̂  
Volume (vph) d 1048 93 .0 1263 52 51 103 63 • 183 423 63 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 19dd 1900 1900. 1900 1900 1900 19dd 19d0 1900: 19dd 19dd 1900 
TotalLost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4:d 4.0 4.d 4.d 
Lane Util. Factor 0.91 1.00 0.95 l.dd 1.00 l.dd l.dd 
frt l.dd 0.85 0.99 1.dd 0.94 1.00 0.98 
Fit Protected 1.dd 1.dd. 1.00 d:95 1.00 0.95 i.od 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5d85 1583 3518 177d 1757 1770 1827 
Fit Pemnitted i.dd 1.00 1.00 d:25 1:00 0.64 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perm) 5d85 1583 3518 465 1757 1199 1827 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 d.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92 0.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 1139 101 d 1373 57 55 112 68; 199 460 68 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 6 d 55 0 6 d d 24 0 0 11 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 1139 46 d 1424 0 55 156 d 199 517 ,0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Pemi 
Protect^ Phases 4 8 2 6 
Pemiitted Phases 4 2 :6 
Actuated Green, G (s) :23.d 23.0 23.0 I9.d 19.0 19.0 19.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 23:0 23.0 23.0 19:0 19.0 19.0 19.0 
Actijated g/C Ratio d:46 0.46. 0.46 d.38 d.38 0.38 0.38 
Clearance Time (s) . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2339 728 1618 177 668 456 694 
v/s Ratio Prot d.22 cO.40 0.09 cO.28 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 :0,12 d.17 
v/c Ratio d.49 0.06 0:88 0,31 0:23 0.44 0.75 
Unifomi Delay, dl 9:4 7.5 12:2 10:9 10.5 11.5 13.4 
Progresston Factor '1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i.dd 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0:7 0:2 7.2 4.5 0.8 3.d 7:2 
Delay (s) 10:1 7:7 19.5 15.4 11.4 14.5 20:6 
Levelof Service B A B B B B C 
Approach Delay (s) 9:9 19.5 12:3 18:9 
Approach LOS A B B B 

Intersection Summary 
HCM Average Gbhtrql Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersection Capaci^ Uti'lî tion 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

15.6 
0.82 
50.0 

76.0% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8.0 
D 

HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis 
Rick Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 
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GVBMP -̂ Current Land Use Plan Pliase IIJ ^ PM :Peak HoiJr 
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 7/10/2dl3 

Lane Group ' EBT EBR mi NBL NBT SBL SBT 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1139 101 1430 55 180 199 528 
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.13 0:88 0:31 0:26 0:44 0,75 
Control Delay 1d:3 2.7 m 16:8 '9.6: 15.3 21.8 
QueueDelay d.d 0.0 0.0 d:d 0:6 0.0 d.d 
Total Delay 1d.3 2.7 20:9 16:8 9.6 15:3 21JB. 
Queue Lengtii 5dth (ft) 78 0 183 11 27 41 124 
<aueue,.Lengtti 95th (ft) Ids 18 #320 .36 61 88 ;#261 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 420 420 420 420 
Turn Bay Length (ft); 165 

7d5 Base Capacity (vph) 2339 783 1624 177 692 456 7d5 
Starvation-Cap Redijctii 0 d d 0 d: :0 d 
Spiliback Cap Reductn 0 d d 0 0 0 d 
Storage Cap Reductn: 0 d .0 0 0: 0 d 
Reduced v/c Ratio d,49 0:13 0.88 0.31 0.26 0.44 d.75 

Intersection Summary • 
# 95tii percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 

Queue^own:is: ma»mum after twp;cycles:: 

Qijeues Synchro 7-̂ Report 
Rick Engineering Coriijsany Page 1 
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GViMP - Oorrenl Land Use Plan 
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard 

Phase IV - AM Peak Hour 
.7/10/2013 

Intet̂ edtiorijSilrnmaiy 

< t > V i 

•• -
- -1 • :f - • 

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR - SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations f *i % 
Volume (vph) ,d 545 46 0 819 124 26 190 19: 28 113 24 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 19dd 19dd 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19dd 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.d 4.d 4.0 4:0 4.d 
Lane Util. Factor d.91 1.00 d.95 i.dd 1.00 1.00 l.dd 
Frt l.dd 0,85 0:98 1.dd 0.99 1.00 d.97 
Fit Protected 1:dd 1.00 1.00 d:95 1.00 0:95 i.do 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5085; 1583 3469 1770 1837 1770 1814 
Fit Permitted 1.00 l.dd 1.00 d,66 i:oo 0.62 1.00 
Satd. Flow (jjenTi) 5085 1583 3469 1234 1837 1148 1814 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0:92; 0.92 d.92 0.92 • 0.92: d.92 0.92 0.92 
Adj. idvi/;(vph) 0 592 50 d 890 135 28 207 21 •30 123 26 
RTOR Reduction (vph) d 0 30 d 3d 0 0 3 0 0 16 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 592 20 d 995 0 28 219 0 30 133 . 0 
Tum Type Perm Perni Pemi 
Protected Phases 4 8- 2 6 
Permitted Phaises 4 2 6̂  
Achjaled Green, G (s) 16.0 16.0 16.0 16:0 16:0 16.0 16.0 
Effective.Green, g'(s) 16.d 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16:0 16.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio d.4d 0.40 o:40 0.40 d.4d 0:40 0:40 
Clearance Time (s) 4.d 4:0 4:d 4.0 4.d 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2034 633 1388 494 735 459 726 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.12 cd.29 cd.12 0.07 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 o:o2 0.03 
y/c Ratio 0:29 0.03 0.72 0:06 d.3d; d.d7 0.18 
Uniform. Delay, d1 8.1 7.3 10.1 7.4 8.2 7.4 7,8 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.1 3.2 0.2 1.0 0.3 0.6 
Delay (s) 8:5 7:4 13.3 7.6 9.2 7.7 8.3 
Level of Service A A B A A ,A A 
Approach Delay (s) 8.4 13.3 9.0 8.2 
Approach LOS A B A A 

HCM Average Conti-ol Delay 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 
Intersectiw Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Crib'cal Lane Group 

10.9 
0.51 
4d.d 

51.1% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (sj 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8.d 
A 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
Rick.Engineering Company 

Synchro 7 - Report 
Page 1 
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CVBMPCurrent Land Use Plan Pliase IV - AM Peak Hour 
3: H Street & Bay Boulevard .. . , ... 7/ld/2d13 

Lane Group: . > EBT EBR WBT NBL NBT ,SBL :SBT 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 592 5d 1025. 28 228 3d 149 
v/c Ratio 0.29 0.08 d:72 d.d6 0.31 d.d7 .d.2d 
Conti-ol Delay 8.6 3.4 13.2 7.8 9.1 8.d 7:6 
QueueDelay 6.0 0:0 0.d . d:d 0.0 d:0 did 
Total P.elay 8:6 3:4 13.2 7:8 M 8.0̂  7:6 
Queue Lengtii 50lh (ft) 3d 0 89 4 3d; 4 17 
QueueLengtii 95lh (ft) 48 13 142 14 65: 14 41 
Internal Link Dist;(ft) 42d 42d 42d 420 
Turn Bay Length: (ft) 165 
Base Capacity (vph) :2d34 663 1417 493 744. 459 .741 
Starvation Cap Reductn d d d d 0 d 
Spilltiack' Cap Reductii d 0 d d fl 6 0 
StorageCapReductii d 0 d 0 0 0. 0 
Reduced v/c Ratio d:29 0:08 d.72 d:d6 0:31 0.07 0.20 

IhterseeticfiHSumrnaryir' '•i'{-'" 

..•:'•.:•-:: /'.: 

Queues Synchro 7 - Report 
Rick Engineering Company P^e 1 



CVBMP - Current Land Use Plan 
3: M Street & Bay Boulevard 

Phase IV - PM Peak Hour 

Iriter̂ ecticfeSumrfiary, 

Mbvement - EBL EBT EBR WBL. WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 
Lane Configurations. m f ft̂  1̂  t» 
Volume;(yph) 0 .953 94 0 952 80 52 151 63 180 490 140 
Idea) Flow/ (vphpl) 1900 I9dd 19dd 1900 19dd I9dd 1900 19dd 1900. 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.d 4.d 4.d 4.0 4.d 4.0 :4:0 
Lane Util. Factor d;91 l.dd d.95 1.00 l.dd 1.00 1.00 
Frt̂  l.dd d.85 d.99 1.00 d.96 I.od 0.97 
Fit Protected i.dd l.dd l.dd 0.95 1.00 d.95 1.00 
Satd. Flow (prot) 5d85' 1583 3498 1770 1781 177d 1801 
Fit Pemiitted 1.00 l.dd Idd 0:20 1.00 0.61 1.00 
Satd. Flow (perni) 5085 1583 3498 373 1781 1144 1801 
Reak-hourfgctor.PHF 0.92 d,92: ;d.92 o:92 d.92 d.92 0.92 0.92: 0.92 d.92: 0.92 0:92 
Adj. Flow (vph) d 1036 1d2 d 1d35 87 57 164 68 196 533 152 
RTOR Reduction (vph) d .0 63 d 14 d 0 15 0 0 15 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) d 1d36 39 d lids d 57 217 0 196 670 0 
Turn Type Perm Pemi Perrfi 
Protected Phases 4 8 2 :6 
Pemiitted Phases 4 2 6 
Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 17.0 17.d 2d.d 2d.d 2d.d 20.0 
Effective Green, g(s) 17.0 17.d 17.0 20.0 2d.d 20:0 20.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.38 d.38 0.38 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4:0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 1921 598 1321 1.66 792 508 800 
v/s Ratio Prot d.2d cO.32 0.12 cO.37 
v/s Ratio Pemi d.d2 d:15 0.17 
v/c Ratio d.54 d.de 0.84 d.34 0.27 0.39: 0.84 
Uniform Delay, dl 1d.9 8.9 12.8 8.2 7.9 8.4: 11.1 
Progression Factor l.dd Idd 1.00 l.dd 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.2 6.5 5.6 0.9 2.2 10.2 
Delay (s) 12.d 9.1 19.3 13.8 8.8 10.6 21.2 
Level of Service B A B B A B G 
Approach Delay (s) 11.8 19.3 9.7 18:9 
Approach LOS B B A B 

HCM Average Contitil Delay 
HCM Volume, to Capacity ratio 
Actijated Cycle Lengtii (s) 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
Analysis Period (min) 
c Critical Lane Group 

15:9 
0.84 
45.0 

76.5% 
15 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

B 

8.0 

b 
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBT NBL ^ NBT SBL SBT • • . : ,, 
Lanei Group Flow (vph) 1036 102 1122 57 232 196: 685 
v/c Ratio d.54 0.15 0:84 ;o.34 0:29 0.39 0.84 
Contixjl Delay 12.2 3.4 20.6 15.4 8:2 11.3 53.4 
QueueDelay d:d d.O 0.0 d.d d.d 0.0 O.d 
Total Delay 12:2 3.4 20.6 15.4 8:2 11.3 23.4 
Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 d 129 9 31 31 138 
Queue Lengtii 95th (ft) 1d4 21 #235 34 64: 70 #316 
Internal Link Dist (ft) 42d 420 420 420 
turn Bay Length (ft) 165 
Base Capacity (vph) 1921 661 1335' 166 807 508 815 
Starvation Cap Reductii d d 6 d 0 a 0 
Spiliback Cap Reductn d d 0. d 0 d. 0 
Storage Cap Reductii d 0 d d 0 0 iO 
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.54 0.15 d.84 0.34 0:29 0.39 .0.84 

Intersection Summary: 
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer. 

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles. 
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This document constitutes an Addendum to the April 2010 Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) originally prepared for the Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan and Port 
Master Plan Amendment (CVBMP), which was certified by the Board of Port 
Commissions on May 18, 2010, by Resolution No. 2010-78 (Clerk Document Number 
56562).  The FEIR for the CVBMP analyzed environmental impacts associated with the 
redevelopment of land and water along the Chula Vista Bayfront with a variety of public 
amenities, a resort conference center, hotel and retail commercial uses, and 
environmental enhancements.  As part of the redevelopment, several existing streets 
were proposed to be extended and several new streets were proposed to be 
constructed.  In order to accommodate full build-out of the CVBMP, H Street was 
proposed to be extended and constructed as a 4-lane major street as contemplated and 
analyzed in the FEIR. 
 
The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate whether revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the CVBMP (hereafter referred to as the original Project) would 
result in any new or substantially more adverse significant effects or require any new 
mitigation measures not identified in the FEIR.  No other changes are proposed to the 
original Project.
 
Similar to the original Project, the revisions to the H Street extension component of the 
original Project would consist of the construction of roadway improvements that would 
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista’s urban core and 
the Chula Vista bayfront.  H Street would continue to be extended westward from the 
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE) 
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway.  The minor revisions to the H Street extension 
differ from the original Project in the following manner:  
 

 The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane 
will be added;  

 The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet 
wide; 

 A 12-foot-wide Class I bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H 
Street; and 

 Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme. 
 

All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, would 
be included in the revisions to the original Project.   
 
This Addendum, together with the FEIR, will be used by the San Diego Unified Port 
District (District) when considering approval of the minor revisions to the original Project.
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When a lead agency has already prepared an EIR, the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) mandates that "no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact 
report shall be required by the lead agency or any responsible agency, unless one or 
more of the following events occurs: (a) substantial changes are proposed in the project 
which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report; (b) substantial 
changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being 
undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; (c) 
new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the 
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available" (Cal. Pub. 
Res. Code, §21166).  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 clarifies that a subsequent 
EIR or supplemental EIR is only required when "substantial changes" occur to a project 
or the circumstances surrounding a project, or "new information" about a project 
implicates "new significant environmental effects" or a "substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects."  
 
When only some changes or additions to a previously certified EIR are necessary and 
none of the conditions described in Public Resources Code Section 21166 or Section 
15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines calling for the preparation of a subsequent or 
supplemental EIR are met, CEQA allows the lead agency to prepare and adopt an 
addendum. (State CEQA Guidelines, §15164(a).) 

  
As verified in this Addendum, the analyses and the conclusions in the FEIR remain 
current and valid.  The proposed revisions to the H Street extension component of the 
original Project would not cause new significant effects not identified in the FEIR nor 
increase the severity of environmental effect as analyzed in the FEIR, and, hence, no 
new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant effects (see Section 
3.0 Environmental Checklist).  No change has occurred with respect to circumstances 
surrounding the revisions to the original Project that would cause new or substantially 
more severe significant environmental effects than were identified in the FEIR.  In 
addition, no new information has become available that shows that the revisions to the 
original Project would cause new or substantially more severe significant environmental 
effects which have not already been analyzed in the FEIR. 
 
Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum.  This 
Addendum incorporates all of the applicable mitigation measures detailed in the FEIR.  
With this Addendum, the revisions to the original Project would still be within the 
framework of the evaluation for the original Project as documented in the FEIR.
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The original Project is located along the northern boundary of the former Goodrich south 
campus in Chula Vista, California.  The original Project site occupies approximately 4.25 
acres.  The revisions to the original Project would occur within the same footprint as the 
original Project. 

The original Project included the construction of roadway improvements that would 
provide for an east-west connection between the City of Chula Vista’s urban core and 
the Chula Vista bayfront. The original Project proposed to extend westward from the 
existing H Street right-of-way terminus at the San Diego and Arizona Eastern (SD&AE) 
railroad crossing to Marina Parkway. Proposed improvements associated with the H 
Street extension included roadway paving, median, sidewalks, landscaping, drainage 
and utilities. The original Project was implemented to fulfill the obligations established 
by the 1999 Goodrich Relocation Agreement (Relocation Agreement) and the 2010 
Second Amendment to Relocation Agreement (Second Amendment), and was also 
found to be consistent with the build-out scenario contemplated under the approved 
CVBMP.
 
The original Project included the following design features for the H Street extension 
component:  

 Divided roadway with a 24-foot-wide travel lane in each direction and a 16-foot-
wide landscaped median; 

 5-foot-wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway, with 7-foot wide landscaping 
and swales between the curb and sidewalk; 

 Minimum of 3 feet of landscape buffer between the sidewalk and Goodrich 
property;  

 Appropriate roadway transitions at each terminus point to existing roadway 
improvements, including Marina Parkway between H Street and Sandpiper Way, 
striping, signal modification, and pedestrian crossing at west side of Bay 
Boulevard; 

 Removal of existing railroad tracks and ties at non-operational crossing;  
 Driveway access to adjacent Goodrich property; 
 Storm drain systems to accommodate the ultimate build-out of the bayfront 

analyzed in the CVBMP (i.e., 72-inches or less in diameter capacity); 
 Potable water and recycled water system with lines of 8- to 16-inches in 

diameter; 
 Dry utilities, including gas, electric and communications; 
 Street lighting;  
 Landscape and irrigation system; and  
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 Post-construction storm water mitigation Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
including Low Impact Development (LID) strategies. 

 
The revisions to the original Project, which are contemplated in this Addendum, include 
the following minor changes:  

 The 16-foot-wide median will be removed, and a 10-foot-wide center turn lane 
will be added;  

 The landscaped parkways on both sides of H Street will be widened to 9 feet 
wide; 

 A 12-foot-wide Class I bicycle path will be provided along the south side of H 
Street; and 

 Landscape plantings will be modified to provide a consistent street tree theme. 
 
All other components of the original Project, including BMPs and LID strategies, will be 
included in the revisions to the original Project.   
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista? 
   

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

   

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

   

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not include the 16-foot-wide 
landscaped median; thus, west-facing views along H Street, which is identified as a 
Vista Area and View Corridor in the certified Port Master Plan, would be improved due 
to the absence of tall trees and other vegetation.  No scenic highway is located in the 
vicinity of the Project site, so the revisions to the original Project would have no effect 
on scenic highways.  Furthermore, the original Project and revisions to the original 
Project would improve the overall visual quality of the Project area by redeveloping a 
visually degraded, highly underutilized site.  Finally, the revisions to the original Project 
would not introduce new lighting aside from that previously identified in the original 
Project.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all 
applicable aesthetics mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

In determining whether impacts on agricultural 
resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by 
the California Department of Conservation as 
an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts on forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information 
compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the 
Forest Legacy Assessment Project, and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in 
the Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

   

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

   

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or conflict with a Williamson Act 
contract? 

   

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? 
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d. Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would have no effect on Farmland or forest 
land.  The revisions to the original Project would be located within an existing developed 
area absent of Farmland or forest land.  The impacts originally identified in the FEIR for 
the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H 
Street extension component of the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

When available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint 
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR.  No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar 
to the original Project.  Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed 
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway.  Because there is no change in roadway 
capacity, no change in air emissions from vehicular traffic would occur.  Finally, the 
revisions to the original Project would not release additional pollutants or objectionable 
odors aside from those already identified in the FEIR.  The revisions to the original 
Project would continue to comply with all applicable air quality mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project.  
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 
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f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would be completed within the same 
footprint identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR, and, therefore, would 
not have any new substantial adverse effect on the following: a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species; any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community; any 
federally protected wetlands; or the movement of any fish or wildlife species.  The 
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable biological 
resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally 
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of 
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project. 



Revisions to H Street Extension Project 11 July 2013 
Addendum 
 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5? 

   

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

   

c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork aside from that already identified for the original Project.  In addition, no 
additional existing structures would be demolished for implementation of the revisions to 
the original Project.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
all applicable cultural resources mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, 
the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged 
with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Expose people or structures to potential 

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

   

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

   

 2. Strong seismic ground shaking?    
 3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? 
   

 4. Landslides?    
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? 
   

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable or that would become unstable 
as a result of the project and potentially 
result in an onsite or offsite landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse? 

   

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

   

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems in 
areas where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of wastewater? 
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f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint identified in the original Project.  The revisions to the original Project do not 
include the construction of new buildings or other structures aside from those already 
contemplated in the original Project; thus  no new impacts related to fault rupture, 
groundshaking, ground failure, landslides, or unstable soils would occur.  Additionally, 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable geology 
and soils mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally 
identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of 
the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original Project. 
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 

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

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork as all of the improvements would be completed within the same footprint 
identified in the original Project as analyzed in the FEIR.  No additional construction-
related truck trips would be required as the scope of construction is substantially similar 
to the original Project.  Also, the roadway extension would continue to be constructed 
and operate as a 4-lane major roadway and would not increase roadway capacity.  
Because there would be no change in roadway capacity, no change in greenhouse gas 
emissions from vehicular traffic would occur.  Finally, the revisions to the original Project 
would provide a Class I bicycle path and sidewalks on either side of the extended H 
Street, which are intended to encourage non-automobile transportation; these 
components may have a beneficial effect on greenhouse gas emissions when 
compared to the original Project.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to 
comply with all applicable greenhouse gas emissions mitigation measures identified in 
the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would 
remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension 
component of the original Project.   
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

f. Be located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip and result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project 
area? 

   

g. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 
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h. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas 
or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not transport or release additional 
hazardous materials aside from those already identified in the original Project.  The 
truck haul route would also be identical to that identified in the original Project.  The 
revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint as the 
original Project, so new impacts associated with hazardous materials sites, airports, 
airstrips, or wildland fires would not occur.  Also, appropriate emergency access would 
continue to be included as part of the revisions to the original Project.  Finally, the 
revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all applicable hazards 
and hazardous materials mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Violate any water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements? 
   

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

   

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation 
onsite or offsite? 

   

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding onsite 
or offsite? 

   

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

   

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 
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g. Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area, as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

   

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect 
floodflows? 

   

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

   

j. Contribute to inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

   

  The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint as the original Project and would not necessitate additional grading or 
earthwork than identified by the original Project.  Therefore, new impacts related to 
water quality and groundwater supplies would not occur.  The revisions to the original 
Project would alter the site’s existing drainage patterns; however, the revisions would 
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages, which 
would ensure that erosion, siltation, and flooding do not occur.  As previously identified, 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to implement appropriate BMPs and 
LID strategies, which would further control stormwater runoff.  Finally, no new structures 
would be constructed aside from those identified in the original Project, so no new 
impacts related to flood hazards, levee or dam failure, or seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
would not occur.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with all 
applicable hydrology and water quality mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Physically divide an established 

community? 
   

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

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not divide an established community, 
conflict with an applicable land use plan, or conflict with an applicable habitat 
conservation plan.  The revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the 
same footprint identified in the original Project, and no established community exists 
within the limits of the original Project.  The revisions to the original Project are also 
consistent with the certified Port Master Plan.  The revisions to the original Project 
would continue to comply with all applicable land use and planning mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known 

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

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or state, or a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local plan.  The revisions to 
the original Project would be constructed within the same footprint identified in the 
original Project, and no mineral resources are known to occur or have been discovered 
within the limits of the original Project site.  Therefore, the impacts originally identified in 
the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions 
to the H Street extension component of the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Expose persons to or generate noise 

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

   

b. Expose persons to or generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

   

c. Result in a substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

   

d. Result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

   

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

   

f. Be located in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip and expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not require any additional construction 
aside from that identified for the original Project.  In addition, it is anticipated that similar 
construction methods to those proposed as part of the original Project would be 
employed as part of the revisions to the original Project; thus, construction noise levels 
would be similar to those identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, no additional noise or 
vibrations would be generated by the revisions to the original Project.  Additionally, the 
revisions to the original Project would not introduce new land uses that were not already 
analyzed in the FEIR, so new permanent increase in ambient noise would occur.  
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Finally, the revisions to the original Project would be constructed within the same 
footprint as the original Project, so additional impacts associated with airport noise 
levels would not occur. The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply 
with all applicable noise mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project.     
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Induce substantial population growth in an 

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

   

b. Displace a substantial number of existing 
housing units, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

   

c. Displace a substantial number of people, 
necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not induce substantial population 
growth or displace existing housing or people.  The revisions to the original Project do 
not involve the construction of homes or businesses, and no existing housing units or 
people occupy the original Project site.  The revisions to the original Project would 
continue to comply with all applicable population and housing mitigation measures 
identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the 
CVBMP would remain unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project. 
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Result in substantial adverse physical 

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

   

 Fire protection?    
 Police protection?    
 Schools?    
 Parks?    
 Other public facilities?    

The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for fire or 
police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities.  Because the revisions to the 
original Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users 
would be accommodated that could cause the need for additional parks aside from 
those already identified in the FEIR.  The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply with all applicable public services mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the revisions to the H Street 
extension component of the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood 

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

   

b. Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

   

The revisions to the original Project would not result in an increase in use of 
existing parks or other recreational facilities.  Because the revisions to the original 
Project would not alter the proposed roadway capacity, no additional park users would 
be accommodated that could cause the physical deterioration of existing parks.  The 
revisions to the original Project would include a Class I bicycle path; however, all 
improvements would occur within the same footprint identified for the original Project.  
Therefore, no additional physical effects on the environment would occur as a result of 
the revisions.  In addition, the Class I bicycle path would provide additional recreational 
opportunities along the waterfront.  The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply with all applicable recreation mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project.



Revisions to H Street Extension Project 26 July 2013 
Addendum 
 

New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, 

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or 
ordinances related to the effectiveness of the circulation system because the roadway 
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extension would continue to be constructed and operate as a 4-lane major roadway.  A 
traffic memorandum entitled Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan Traffic Analysis Review, 
California prepared by Rick Engineering in July 2013 (see Appendix A) identified that 
the revisions to the original Project would continue to service the CVBMP at acceptable 
level of service (LOS) ratios.  The traffic memorandum identified that, since preparation 
of the FEIR, a few of the land uses within the CVBMP area have changed.  However, 
the traffic memorandum concluded that the current roadway cross sections for H Street 
are consistent with the CVBMP conceptual plans and comply with all applicable 
mitigation   measures identified in the FEIR; thus, no new significant effects on the 
roadway network would occur.  Finally, the traffic memorandum concluded that the 
roadway geometry proposed for H Street and Bay Boulevard would operate at an 
acceptable LOS for peak hour conditions and would accommodate all queued vehicles 
without spilling onto the railroad tracks.  Therefore, the revisions to the original Project 
would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program.  Also, no 
changes to emergency access are proposed.  Finally, no change in air traffic patterns 
would occur from the revisions to the original Project. Finally, the revisions to the 
original Project include a Class I bicycle path, which would augment existing bicycle 
facilities in the area.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
all applicable transportation/traffic mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project. 
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

Would the project:    
a. Exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not result in additional demand for 
wastewater treatment, water supplies, or landfill capacity as the revision propose 
substantially the same features as the original Project.  No sanitary sewer facilities 
would be included as part of the revisions to the original Project.  Finally, no additional 
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landfill capacity would be required as the scope of grading and earthwork is 
substantially similar to the original Project.  In addition, the reduction in landscaping 
from removal of the landscaped median would result in a small reduction in the overall 
demand for water.  The revisions to the original Project would not include any new 
stormwater drainage facilities aside from those already identified in the original Project, 
so no new physical impacts would occur.  As previously noted, the revisions would 
continue to be appropriately designed with relation to stormwater drainages and would 
continue to implement appropriate BMPs and LID strategies, which would further control 
stormwater runoff.  The revisions to the original Project would continue to comply with 
all applicable utilities and service systems mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
Therefore, the impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain 
unchanged with implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of 
the original Project.
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New 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

More 
Severe 
Impact 

No 
Substantial 

Change 
from 

Previous 
Analysis  

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

   

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

   

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

   

The revisions to the original Project would not have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, reduce biological resources, or eliminate cultural resources 
because the revisions to the original Project are substantially similar to the original 
Project and would occur within the same footprint identified in the original Project.  The 
revisions to the original Project would not result in new cumulatively considerable 
impacts or new environmental impacts on human being because the scope of the 
Project, including both construction and operation, would also be substantially similar to 
that identified in the original Project.  The revisions to the original Project would continue 
to comply with all applicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  Therefore, the 
impacts originally identified in the FEIR for the CVBMP would remain unchanged with 
implementation of the revisions to the H Street extension component of the original 
Project. 
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On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

   

Signature  Date 
   

Printed Name  For 
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On the basis of the evaluation presented in Section 3, the revisions to the original 
Project would not trigger any of the conditions listed in Section 1.2 of this Addendum, 
requiring preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR.  Thus, this Addendum 
satisfies the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164.  The 
revisions to the original Project do not introduce new significant environmental effects, 
substantially increase the severity of previously identified significant environmental 
effects, or show that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 
feasible would in fact be feasible. 

Overall, the revisions to the Project would result in the substantially similar effects to 
those of the original Project with similar construction and operations as those originally 
proposed and would therefore generate substantially comparable effects.  The revisions 
to the original Project would not result in new significant effects or effects that would be 
substantially more severe than those identified in the FEIR.  All applicable mitigation 
measures from the FEIR would be included as part of the revisions to the original 
Project. 

The analyses and conclusions in the FEIR remain current and valid.  The revisions to 
the original Project would not cause new or substantially more severe significant effects 
than identified in the FEIR, and thus no new mitigation measures would be required.  No 
change has occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the revisions to the 
original Project that would cause new or substantially more severe significant 
environmental effects than identified in the FEIR, and no new information has become 
available that shows that the project would cause significant environmental effects not 
already analyzed in the FEIR. 

Therefore, no further environmental review is required beyond this Addendum to the 
FEIR. 
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