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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

LAND USE AND ENVIRONMENT GROUP 

Department of Planning & Development Services 

 

Permit Number: __________             

Appendix A: Final Climate Action Plan 

Consistency Review Checklist 

Introduction 

The County of San Diego (County) Climate Action Plan (CAP), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on February 
14,  2018,  outlines  actions  that  the  County will  undertake  to meet  its  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions 
reduction targets. Implementation of the CAP will require that new development projects incorporate more 
sustainable design standards and implement applicable reduction measures consistent with the CAP. To help 
plan and design projects consistent with the CAP, and  to assist County staff  in  implementing  the CAP and 
determining the consistency of proposed projects with the CAP during development review, the County has 
prepared a CAP Consistency Review Checklist (Checklist). This Checklist, in conjunction with the CAP, provides 
a streamlined review process for proposed discretionary projects that require environmental review pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please refer to the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance for Climate Change (Guidelines) for more information on GHG emissions, climate change impact 
requirements, thresholds of significance, and compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. 

The purpose of  this Checklist  is  to  implement GHG  reduction measures  from  the CAP  that  apply  to new 
development projects. The CAP presents the County’s comprehensive strategy to reduce GHG emissions to 
meet its reduction targets. These reductions will be achieved through a combination of County initiatives and 
reduction actions for both existing and new development. Reduction actions that apply to existing and new 
development will be  implemented through a combination of mandatory requirements and  incentives. This 
Checklist specifically applies to proposed discretionary projects that require environmental review pursuant 
to CEQA. Therefore,  the Checklist  represents one  implementation  tool  in  the County’s overall  strategy  to 
implement the CAP. Implementation of measures that do not apply to new development projects will occur 
through the  implementation mechanisms  identified  in Chapter 5 of the CAP. Implementation of applicable 
reduction measures  in  new  development  projects  will  help  the  County  achieve  incremental  reductions 
towards its targets, with additional reductions occurring through County initiatives and measures related to 
existing development that are implemented outside of the Checklist process. 

The Checklist follows a two‐step process to determine  if projects are consistent with the CAP and whether 
they may have a significant cumulative impact under the County’s adopted GHG thresholds of significance. 
The Checklist first assesses a project’s consistency with the growth projections and land use assumptions that 
formed the basis of CAP emissions projections.  If a project  is consistent with the projections and  land use 
assumptions in the CAP, its associated growth in terms of GHG emissions would have been accounted for in 
the CAP’s projections and project  implementation of  the CAP  reduction measures will contribute  towards 
reducing the County’s emissions and meeting the County’s reduction targets. Projects that include a land use 
plan and/or zoning designation amendment that would result in an equivalent or less GHG‐intensive project 
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when compared to existing designation, would also be within the projections assumed in the CAP. Projects 
responding in the affirmative to Step 1 questions can move forward to Step 2 of the Checklist. If a land use 
and/or zoning designation amendment results  in a more GHG‐intensive project,  the project  is required  to 
demonstrate consistency with applicable CAP measures and offset the increase in emissions as described in 
the Guidelines. Step 2 of the Checklist contains the CAP GHG reduction measures that projects are required 
to implement to ensure compliance with the CAP. Implementation of these measures would ensure that new 
development is consistent with relevant CAP strategies and measures and will contribute towards achieving 
the  identified GHG  reduction  targets. Projects  that are consistent with  the CAP, as determined using  this 
Checklist, may rely on the CAP for the cumulative impacts analysis of GHG emissions under CEQA. 

A project’s incremental contribution to cumulative GHG emissions may be determined to not be cumulatively 
considerable if it is determined to be consistent with the CAP. As specified in the CEQA Guidelines, the mere 
existence of significant cumulative  impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial 
evidence  that  the project’s  incremental effects are “cumulatively considerable”  (CCR, Title 14, Division 6, 
Chapter 3, Section 15064[h][4]). Projects requiring discretionary review that cannot demonstrate consistency 
with  the  CAP  using  this  Checklist  may  have  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  a  significant 
cumulative impact and would be required to prepare a separate, more detailed project‐level GHG analysis as 
part of the CEQA document prepared for the project. 

Checklist Applicability 

This Checklist only  applies  to  development  projects  that  require discretionary  review  and  are  subject  to 
environmental review (i.e., not statutorily or categorically exempt projects) pursuant to CEQA. Projects that 
are  limited  to ministerial  review  and  approval  (e.g.,  only  building  permits) would  not  be  subject  to  the 
Checklist. The CAP contains other measures that, when implemented, would apply broadly to all ministerial 
and discretionary projects. These measures are included for discretionary projects in this Checklist, but could 
also apply more broadly once the County takes action to codify specific requirements or standards. 

Checklist Procedures 

General  procedures  for  Checklist  compliance  and  review  are  described  below.  Specific  guidance  is  also 
provided under each of the questions under Steps 1 and 2 of the Checklist in subsequent pages. 

1. The  County’s  Department  of  Planning  &  Development  Services  (PDS)  reviews  development 
applications and makes determinations regarding environmental review requirements under CEQA. 
Procedures  for  CEQA  can  be  found  on  the  County’s  Process  Guidance  &  Regulations/Statutes 
Homepage. The Director of PDS will determine whether environmental review is required, and if so, 
whether completion of the CAP Checklist  is required for a proposed project or whether a separate 
project‐level GHG analysis is required. 

2. The  specific  applicable  requirements outlined  in  the Checklist  shall be  required  as  a  condition of 
project approval. 

3. The  project must  provide  substantial  evidence  that  demonstrates  how  the  proposed  project will 
implement each applicable Checklist requirement described herein to the satisfaction of the Director 
of PDS. 

4. If a question in the Checklist is deemed not applicable (N/A) to a project, substantial evidence shall 
be provided to the satisfaction of the Director of PDS demonstrating why the Checklist  item  is not 
applicable. Feasibility of reduction measures for new projects was assessed  in development of the 
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CAP and measures determined to be  feasible were  incorporated  into the Checklist. Therefore,  it  is 
expected that projects would have the ability to comply with all applicable Checklist measures. 

5. Development projects requiring discretionary review that cannot demonstrate consistency with the 
CAP using  this Checklist  shall prepare  a  separate, project‐level GHG  analysis  as part of  the CEQA 
document prepared for the project and may be required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR). Guidance  for  project‐specific GHG  Technical  Reports  is  outlined  in  the  Report  Format  and 
Content Requirements  for Climate Change document, provided under  separate  cover. The Report 
Format and Content Requirements document provides guidance on the outline and content of GHG 
analyses  for  discretionary  projects  processed  by  PDS  that  cannot  show  compliance with  the  CAP 
Checklist. 

Checklist Updates 

The Guidelines and Checklist may be administratively updated by the County from time to time to comply 
with amendments  to State  laws or court directives, or  to  remove measures  that may become mandatory 
through future updates to State or local codes. Administrative revisions to the Guidelines and Checklist will 
be limited to changes that do not trigger a subsequent EIR or a supplement to the SEIR for the CAP pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. Administrative revisions, as described above, will not require approval by 
the Board of Supervisors (Board). All other changes to the Guidelines and Checklist require Board approval. 

Comprehensive updates to the Guidelines and Checklist will be coordinated with each CAP update (i.e., every 
five years beginning in 2025) and would require Board approval. Future updates of the CAP, Guidelines, and 
Checklist shall comply with CEQA. 
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Application Information 

Contact Information 

Project No. and Name:

Property Address and 
APN:

Applicant Name and Co.:

Contact Phone: Contact Email:

Was a consultant retained to complete this checklist?     ☐ Yes ☐ No   
If Yes, complete the following:

Consultant Name:
Contact 
Phone:

Company Name: Contact Email:   

Project Information 

1. What is the size of the project site (acres [gross and net])?

2. Identify all applicable proposed land uses (indicate square footage [gross and net]):

☐ Residential (indicate # of single‐family dwelling units):

☐ Residential (indicate # of multi‐family dwelling units):

☐ Commercial (indicate total square footage [gross and net]):

☐ Industrial (indicate total square footage [gross and net]):

☐ Agricultural (indicate total acreage [gross and net]):

3. Provide a description of the project proposed. This description should match the project description used for the
CEQA document. The description may be attached to the Checklist if there are space constraints.

☐ Other (describe):
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CAP Consistency Checklist Questions 

Step 1: Land Use Consistency  

For projects that are subject to CAP consistency review, the first step in determining consistency is to 
assess the project’s consistency with the growth projections used in the development of the CAP. This 
section allows the County to determine a project’s consistency with the land use assumptions used in the 
CAP.  

Step 1: Land Use Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide explanation and supporting documentation for your answer) 

Yes  No 

1. Is the proposed project consistent with the existing General Plan regional category, land use designations, 
and zoning designations?   

 
If “Yes,” provide substantiation below and then proceed to Step 2 (CAP Measures Consistency) of the 
Checklist.   
 
If “No,” proceed to question 2 below. 

   

Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 1.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Does the project include a land use element and/or zoning designation amendment that would result in an 
equivalent or less GHG‐intensive project when compared to the existing designations? 
 
If “Yes,” the project must provide estimated project GHG emissions under both existing and proposed 
designation(s) for comparison to substantiate the response and proceed to Step 2 (CAP Measures 
Consistency) of the Checklist. 
 
If “No,” (i.e., the project proposes an increase in density or intensity above that which is allowed under 
existing General Plan designations and consequently would not result in an equivalent or less GHG‐intensive 
project when compared to the existing designations), the project must prepare a separate, more detailed 
project‐level GHG analysis. As outlined in the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance for Climate 
Change and Report Format and Content Requirements for Climate Change, this analysis must demonstrate 
how the project would offset the increase in GHG emissions over the existing designations or baseline 
conditions. The project must also incorporate each of the CAP measures identified in Step 2 to mitigate 
cumulative GHG emissions impacts. Proceed and complete a separate project‐specific GHG analysis and Step 
2 of the Checklist. Refer to Section 4 of the County’s Guidelines for procedures on analyzing General Plan 
Amendments. 

   

Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 2.   
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

The second step of the CAP consistency review is to review and evaluate a project’s consistency with the 
applicable measures of the CAP. Each checklist item is associated with a specific GHG reduction measure(s) 
in the County CAP.  

Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide an explanation for your answer) 

CAP 
Measure 

Yes  No  N/A 

Step 2A: Project Operations 
(All projects with an operational component must fill out this portion of the Checklist) 

Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 

1a. Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Non‐Residential: For non‐residential projects with anticipated tenant‐
occupants of 25 or more, will the project achieve a 15% reduction in 
emissions from commute vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and commit to 
monitoring and reporting results to demonstrate on‐going compliance? VMT 
reduction may be achieved through a combination of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) and parking strategies, as long as the 15% reduction can 
be substantiated.  

VMT reduction actions though TDM may include, but are not limited to:  
☐ Telecommuting
☐ Car Sharing 
☐ Shuttle Service
☐ Carpools
☐ Vanpools
☐ Bicycle Parking Facilities
☐ Transit Subsidies

Shared and reduced parking strategies may include, but are not limited to:1  
☐ Shared parking facilities
☐ Carpool/vanpool‐only parking spaces 
☐ Shuttle facilities
☐ Electric Vehicle‐only parking spaces 

The project may incorporate the measures listed above, and propose 
additional trip reduction measures, as long as a 15% reduction in emissions 
from commute VMT can be demonstrated through substantial evidence.  

Check “N/A” if the project is a residential project or if the project would not 
accommodate more than 25 tenant‐occupants.  

T‐2.2 and T‐
2.4 

1 Reduction actions and strategies under 1a may be used to achieve a 10% reduction in emissions from commute VMT under 2a 

1b. Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 1a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide an explanation for your answer) 

CAP 
Measure 

Yes  No  N/A 

Shared and Reduced Parking  

2a. Shared and Reduced Parking 
 
Non‐Residential: For non‐residential projects with anticipated tenant‐
occupants of 24 or less, will the project implement shared and reduced 
parking strategies that achieves a 10% reduction in emissions from commute 
VMT?   
 
Shared and reduced parking strategies may include, but are not limited to:  
☐ Shared parking facilities  
☐ Carpool/vanpool‐only parking spaces 
☐ Shuttle facilities 
☐ Electric Vehicle‐only parking spaces 

 
Check “N/A” if the project is a residential project or if the project would 
accommodate 25 or more tenant‐occupants.  

T‐2.4       

2b. Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 2a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Water Heating Systems 

3a. Electric or Alternatively‐Fueled Water Heating Systems 
 
Residential: For projects that include residential construction, will the project, 
as a condition of approval, install the following types of electric or alternatively‐
fueled water heating system(s)? Please check which types of system(s) will be 
installed: 
 
☐ Solar thermal water heater 
☐ Tankless electric water heater 
☐ Storage electric water heaters 
☐ Electric heat pump water heater 
☐ Tankless gas water heater 
☐ Other 

 
Check “N/A” if the project does not contain any residential buildings. 

E‐1.2       

3b. Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 3a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide an explanation for your answer) 

CAP 
Measure 

Yes  No  N/A 

Water‐Efficient Appliances and Plumbing Fixtures  

4a. Water Efficient Appliances and Plumbing Fixtures  
 
Residential: For new residential projects, will the project comply with all of 
the following water efficiency and conservation BMPs2?  
 
☐ Kitchen Faucets: The maximum flow rate of kitchen faucets shall not exceed 1.5 

gallons per minute at 60 psi. Kitchen faucets may temporarily increase the flow 
above the maximum rate, but not to exceed 2.2 gallons per minute at 60 psi, 
and must default to a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute at 60 psi3.  

☐ Energy Efficient Appliances: Install at least one qualified ENERGY STAR 
dishwasher or clothes washer per unit. 

 
Check “N/A” if the project is a non‐residential project. 

W‐1.1       

4b. Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 4a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Rain Barrel Installations 

5a. Rain Barrel Installations 
 
Residential: For new residential projects, will the project make use of 
incentives to install one rain barrel per every 500 square feet of available roof 
area? 

 
Check “N/A” if the project is a non‐residential project; if State, regional or local 
incentives/rebates to purchase rain barrels are not available; or if funding for 
programs/rebates has been exhausted.   

W‐2.1       

5b. Project Detail: 
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 5a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
2 CALGreen Tier 1 residential voluntary measure A4.303 of the California Green Building Standards Code. 
3 Where complying faucets are unavailable, aerators or other means may be used to achieve reduction. 
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Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide an explanation for your answer) 

CAP 
Measure 

Yes  No  N/A 

Reduce Outdoor Water Use 

6a. Reduce Outdoor Water Use 
 
Residential: Will the project submit a Landscape Document Package that is 
compliant with the County’s Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance4 
and demonstrates a 40% reduction in current Maximum Applied Water 
Allowance (MAWA) for outdoor use? 

 
Non‐Residential: Will the project submit a Landscape Document Package that 
is compliant with the County’s Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance 
and demonstrates a 40% reduction in current MAWA for outdoor use? 

 
Check “N/A” if the project does not propose any landscaping, or if the aggregate 
landscaped area is between 500 – 2,499 square feet and elects to comply with 
the Prescriptive Compliance Option within the Water Conservation in 
Landscaping Ordinance.  

W‐1.2       

6b. Project Detail: 
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 6a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Agricultural and Farming Operations5   

7a. Agricultural and Farming Equipment 
 
Will the project use the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District’s 
(SDAPCD’s) farm equipment incentive program to convert gas‐ and diesel‐
powered farm equipment to electric equipment?  

 
Check “N/A” if the project does not contain any agricultural or farming 
operations; if the SDAPCD incentive program is no longer available; or if funding for 
the incentive program has been exhausted.   

A‐1.1       

7b. Project Detail: 
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 7a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
4 http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/cob/ordinances/ord10427.pdf.  
5 Existing agricultural operations would not be subject to questions 7 and 8 of the Checklist, unless a proposed expansion is subject to discretionary review 
and requires environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  



   

 
County of San Diego CAP Consistency Review Checklist                                                                             A‐10 

Step 2: CAP Measures Consistency 

Checklist Item 
(Check the appropriate box and provide an explanation for your answer) 

CAP 
Measure 

Yes  No  N/A 

8a. Electric Irrigation Pumps 
 
Will the project use SDAPCD’s farm equipment incentive program to convert 
diesel‐ or gas‐powered irrigation pumps to electric irrigation pumps?  
 
Check “N/A” if the project does not contain any agricultural or farming 
operations; if the SDAPCD incentive program is no longer available; or if funding for 
the incentive program has been exhausted.   

A‐1.2       

8b. Project Detail: 
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 8a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Tree Planting  

9a. Tree Planting 
 
Residential: For residential projects, will the project plant, at a minimum, two 
trees per every new residential dwelling unit proposed?   

 
Check “N/A” if the project is a non‐residential project. 

A‐2.1       

9b. Project Detail:  
Please substantiate how the project satisfies question 9a. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 



CAP Attachment A - VMT Reductions 
 
The proposed project would construct a much needed commercial space which would include a 
supermarket and retail structures which are highly lacking in the Valley Center area. The nearest 
existing shopping center with a major grocery store is located in Escondido, 5 miles from the 
intersection of Valley Center Road and Woods Valley Road in southern Valley Center.  A vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) assessment was conducted for the site back in 2006 and found that the 
Project would actually reduce area related (VMT) since the area was lacking commercial land uses 
and a major grocery store (LLG Engineers, 2006).  Based on that assessment, it was found that 
the project would reduce approximately 2.2 million VMT per year and subsequently lower the 
emissions as can be seen in the analysis provided on the following pages. Since that analysis, 
more residential units have been approved and built in the Valley Center area but no major 
grocery store. 
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February 11 , 2008 

Mr. Bill Lewis 
do Mr. Steve Flynn 
BELL ENTERPRISE 
202H Balboa Avenue 
Del Mar, CA 92014 

SUE!JECT: Neighborhood Shopping Center at Valley Center Air Quality Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Lewis: 

INmODUCTION 

The proposed project plans to construct an 85,000 square foot neighborhood shopping center 

anchored by a modest size grocery store in the Valley Center area, The site is located on the 

eas1 site of Valley Center Road opposite Mirar De Valle Road in the Va lley Center area of the 

County of San Diego. 

The purpose of this evaluation is to estimate the amount of new emissions related to vehicular 

trav,~1 that will be added to the air basin as a result of the retail development. An assumption is 

that a portion of the traffic that would patronize the proposed project would otherwise need to 

travel to other retail destinations, principally in the City of Escondido as discussed in the study: 

Traffic Report Neighborhood Shopping Center At Valley Center (Linscott Law & Greenspan, 

March 5, 2007). 

PROJECT EMISSIONS 

Ope rational activities associated with the proposed project will result in emissions of Volatile 

Org3nic Compounds (VOCs), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Particulate Malter 

less than 10 microns (PM' IJ), Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PMu ), Sulfur Oxides (Sax) , 

and Carbon Oioxide (C02). The EMFAC 2007 emissions inventory model was used to forecast 

emi.isions levels for project vehicular activity. Output from the model run for operational activities is 

provided in Attachment "N . Operational emissions would be expected from vehicular emissions as 

well as fugitive dust related to vehicular travel on study area roadWays. For purposes of this 

05724-02_L TR.doc 



Mr. Bill Lewis 
c/o Mr. Steve Flynn 
BELL ENTERPRISE 
February 11 , 2008 
Page 2 

analvsls, two vehicular trip alternatives have been evaluated (consistent with the project traffic 

report): Economic Study Pre/Post-Project and San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 

Pre/Post-Project. 

Vehicle Emissions 

Project operational (vehicular) impacts are dependent primarily on overall daily vehicle trip 

generation and associated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the project vicinity. For purposes of 

this analysis, the amount VMT that the project will generate wlll actually reduce with 

impl3mentation of the proposed project as discussed in the Traffic Report Traffic Report 

Neichborhood Shopping Center At Valley Center (Linscott Law & Greenspan, March 5, 2007). 

The1 efore the project related operational air quality emissions centers on the reduction of 

app1oximately 21 ,323 daily VMT. The Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (AVMT) for the entire 

neighborhood was calculated for both economic study pre-project and economic study post 

project by multiplying the VMT by 365. Based on this calculation the post net project AVMT 

savi1gs due to the project was calculated to be approximately 7,782,895 AVMT (21 ,323 x 365). 

Atta:hment "B" presents the project Traffic Report for review. 

Alte ·natively, based on SANDAG projections, the project will result in a reduction of 

approximately 6, 117 daily VMT. The AVMT for the entire neighborhood was calculated for both 

SANDAG pre-project and SANDAG post-project by multiplying the VMT by 365. Based on this 

calculation the post net project AVMT savings due to the project was calculated to be 

approximately 2,232, 705 AVMT (6, 117 x 365). Attachment "8" presents the project Traffic 

Report for review. 

Fugitive Oust Related to Vehicle Travel 

Vehicles traveling on paved roads would be a source of fugitive emissions due to the generation 

of road dust. The emissions estimates for travel on paved roads used assumptions from the 

URBEMISIS 2007 model. The estimated PM10/PM2.5 emissions from vehicles for fugitive dust 

are provided in Attachment "A". 

05724-02_L TR.doc 
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ANALYSIS PROCEDURES AND FINDINGS 

Exhaust Emissions will result from vehicular travel associated with the proposed project. Exhaust 

Emir.sions generated have been evaluated as described below in accordance with SCAOMD 

protocol : 

E' AVMT x EF 

Where AVMT= Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled, and EF = emission factor (pounds per mile) 

E = Emissions (pounds per day); 

AVMT = -7, 782,895 (Economic Study Projections) or -2,232, 705 (SANOAG Projections); 

EF = Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2007 (version 2.3) Emission Factors for On­

Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks Year 2008, (SCAQMD, March 2007). For 

purposes of this analysis , the passenger vehicle emission factors have been utilized. 

Entrained road dust emissions are generated by vehicles traveling on paved roads. For paved 

roaos, the analysis utilized the following equation (consistent with the URBEMIS 2007 emissions 

inve1tory model): 

E= k (sL+2) 0.65 (W+3) 1.5 

E = particulate emission factor (lbNMn; 

k = particle size multiplier for particle size range and units of interest; 

sL = road surface silt loading (grams per square meter) (g/m2); 

W = average weight of the vehicles traveling the road (megagrams). 

The following default assumptions were utilized for this evaluation (consistent with the 

URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model). 

k = 0.016 (for the 10 microns and under particle size cutoff); 

sL = 0.1 (allowable range of 0.02-400 grams per square meter); 

W = 2.2 (allowable range of 1.8-38 megagrams). 

OS724-02_L TR.doc 
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Vehicular Exhaust & Entrained Road Oust Emissions resulting from the project are summarized 

below in Tables 1 & 2: 

Table 1 - Vehicular Emissions Summary Table-Economic Study Approach 

Pollutant CO NOx ROG. SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 
Units Ib • .!day Ibs'!day Ibs'!day Ibs'!day Ibs.!day Ib • .!day Ib • .!day 

Total -224.92 -23.52 -23.01 -0.23 -32.38 -7.55 -23445.33 

Units Ibs .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ibs.!y, Ibs .ly, 

Total -82,097.40 -8,583.60 -8399.22 -83.67 -11,818.84 -2, 754.90 -8,557,544.13 

Table 2 - Vehicular Emissions Summary Table-SANDAG Approach 

Pollutant CO NOx ROG. SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 
Units Ibs.lday Ib • .!day Ib • .!day Ibs./day Ib • .!day Ib • .!day Ib • .!day 

Total -64.52 -6.75 -6.60 ·0.07 -9.29 -2.17 -6 725.84 

Units Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, Ib • .!y, 

Total -23551.55 -2,462.41 -2,409.51 -24.00 -3390.51 -790.31 -2,454,931.17 

cmlCLUSION 

BaSf~d on the aforementioned analysis , the proposed project site would reduce rather than 

incmase air emissions (based on both operational scenarios evaluated) because it would capture 

shopping trips (and related emissions) that would otherwise extend to Escondido because there 

are no other similar retail opportunities in the Valley Center area and therefore residents must 

travl~ 1 along distances out of the area (the City of Escondido provides the closest opportunities) to 

shop. 

05724-02_LTR.doc 
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If you have any questions or require any additional information regarding this letter, please don't 

hesitate to give me a call at (760) 931·0664. 

Sincerely. 

URE·AN CROSSROADS. INC. 

Has'~eb Qureshi , 
Semor Air Quality Specialist 

JL:foE :HQ 
IN:OS724-02_L TR 

Jeremy Louden, 
Associate Principal 

OS724-02_L TR.doc 
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ATIACHMENTA 

EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS AND OUTPUTS 
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Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) 
Emission Factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks 

Projects in the SCAQMD (Scenario Years 2007 • 2026) 
Derived from Peak Emissions Inventory (Winter, Annual, Summer) 

Vehicle Class: 
Passenger Vehicles «8500 pounds) & Delivery Trucks (>8500 pounds) 

The rollewing emission factors were compiled by running the California Air Resources Board's EMFAC20Q7 
(version 2.3) Burden Model, taking the weighted average of vehicle types and simplifying into two categories: 

Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks. 

These c'llission factors can be used to calculate on-road mobile source emissions for the vehicle categories 
listed in the tables below, by use of Ihe following equalion: 

Emissions (pounds per day) = N x TL x EF 
where N = number of trips, TL = trip length (miles/day), and EF = emission factor (pounds per mile) 

This me:hodology replaces the old EMFAC emission factors in Tables A·9·S·J·1 through A·9-S-L in 
Appendix A9 of the current SCAQMD CEQA Handbook. All the emission factors account for the emissions 
from start, running and idling exhaust. In addition, the ROG emission factors include diurnal, hot soak, running 
and rest ng emissions, and the PM10 & PM2.S emission factors include lire and brake wear. 

Scenario Year: 2007 Scenario Year: 2008 

E~ij~i~~~i"llhe 1965 I 2007 

rang!! 0 

Delivery Trucks 
(PQunds/mile) 

CO 0.02407553 
NO, 0.02508445 

ROG 0.00323145 

All model ye~Jrs ill I 1965102008 

Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks 
(pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) 

CO 0.01054844 CO 

NO, 0.00110288 NO 

ROO 0.00107919 ROG 

S0' 0.00002626 

PM10 0.00091020 
S0' 0.00001075 5~' 1 ~ 

PM10 0.00008505 

PM2.S 0.00078884 PM2.S 0.00005293 PM' 

CO2 2.72245819 CO2 1.09953226 CO2 2.71943400 

Scenario Year: 2009 Scenario Year: 2010 

All model years in Ihe range 196510 200!) All model years in the range 1966 to 2010 

Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks Passenge r Vehicles Delivery Trucks 
(pOlo-nds/mlle) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) 

CO 0.00968562 CO 0.00826276 CO 0.01843785 

NO, 0.00100518 NO, 

~ ROG 0.00099245 

NO, 0.00091814 NO, 0.02062460 

ROG 0.00091399 ROO 0.00258958 

S0' 0.00001066 SOx 0.00001077 S0' 0.00002701 

PM1 0 0.00008601 PM10 PM10 0.00008698 PM10 0.00075121 

PM2.S 0.00005384 PM2., PM2.S 0.00005478 PM2.5 0.00064233 

CO2 1.09755398 CO2 CO2 1.09568235 CO2 2.73222199 
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Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) 
Emission Factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks 

Projects in ths SCAQMD (Scenario Years 2007 • 2026) 
Derived from Peak Emissions Inventory (Winter, Annua l, Summer) 

Vehicle Class: 
Passenger Vehicles «8500 pounds) & Delivery Trucks (>8500 pounds) 

Scenario Yoar: 2011 Scen .. rio Year: 2012 

All od I ''" ~ e years n II range 19671 2011 0 All model veins In thE ranGe 1968 to 20 12 

Pa!S!'ienger Vehicles Delivery Trucks I Delivery Trucks 

(pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) " (pounds/mile) 

CO 0.00826216 CO 0.01693242 col CO 0.01545741 

NO, 0.0008«60 NO, 0.01893366 No,1 NO, 0.01732423 

Rs~G I~ ROG 0.00223776 

S0' 0.00002667 
ROO 0.00085233 ROG 0.00241868 

SO, 0.00001077 S0' 0.00002728 

PM10 0.00008879 PM 10 0.00010091 PM" PM10 0.00064975 

PM2.S 0.00005653 PM2.S 0.00059682 PM2. PM2.S 0.00054954 

CO2 1.10235154 CO? 2.75180822 CO: CO2 2.76628.14 

Scenario Year: 2013 Scen;.:mo Year: 2014 

All mod!!1 yP..'lN; In the ran!16 1969 to 2013 . All model years in Ihe fBnoe 197010201 4 

Passenger Vehicles Dcllvcry Trucks Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks 
(pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mila) 

CO 0.00709228 CO 0.01407778 CO 0.00660353 CO 0.01284321 

NO, 0.00071158 NO, 0.01577311 NO, 0.00065-48-4 NO, 0.01-425162 

ROG 0.00074561 ROG 0.00206295 RaG 0.00070227 ROG 0.001896-49 

S0' 0.00001072 S0' 0.00002682 S0' 0.00001069 S0' 0.00002754 

PM10 0.00009087 PM10 0.00059956 PM10 0.00009185 PM10 0.00054929 

PM2.5 0.00005834 PM2.S 0.00050174 PM2.S 0.00005939 PM2.S 0.000-45519 

CO2 1.10087435 CO2 2.78163459 CO2 1.10257205 CO2 2.798-45-465 

Scenario Year: 2015 Scenario YC<;Ir 2016 

All mod I , h e yei'lrs n t e range 1911 2015 " All model years in Ihe ranoe 1972102016 

Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks Passenger Vahlclas Dallvary Trucks 
(pOl nds/mlle) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mila) 

CO 0.0061-4108 CO 0.01169445 CO 0.00575800 CO 0.01080542 

NO, 0.00060188 NO, 0.01285026 NO, 0.00055658 NO, 0.01112881 

ROG 0.00066355 ROG 0.00173890 ROG 0.00063254 ROG 0.00161521 

S0' 0.00001010 S0' 0.000027-41 SO, 0.00001071 SO, 0.00002767 

PM1 0 0.00009259 PM10 0.00050307 PM10 0.00009392 PM10 0.00046606 

PM2.5 0.00008015 PM2.5 0.00041268 PM2.5 0.00006131 PM2.S 0.00037868 

CO2 1.10192837 CO2 2.81247685 CO2 1.10677664 CO2 2.8313-4285 
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Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) 
Emission Factors for On-Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks 

Projects in the SCAQMD (Scenario Years 2007 - 2026) 
Derived from Peak Emissions Inventory (Winter, Annual, Summer) 

Vehicle Class: 
Passenger Vehicles «8500 pounds) & Delivery Trucks (>8500 pounds) 

Scenario Veilr: 20 17 Scen;.no Year: 2018 

All model yca!"3 n \h e fllnge 197310201 7 All model years in the range 1974 to 2018 

Pasllnger Vehicles Delivery Trucks Pa$scnger Vehicles Delivery Trucks 

(pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) 

CO 0.00537891 CO 0.00998101 CO 0.00502881 CO 0.00923234 

NO. 0.00051297 NO. 0.01070034 NO. 0.00047300 NO. 0.00979416 

RaG 0.00060109 ROG 0.00150242 RaG 0.00057178 RaG 0.00 139856 

SO. 0.00001079 SO. 0.00002723 SO. 0.00001071 SO. 0.00002749 

PM10 0.00009446 PM10 0.000"3131 PM10 0.00009494 PM10 0.00040110 

PM2.S 0.00006192 PM2.S 0.00034605 PM2.5 0.00006234 PM2.5 0.00031792 

CO2 1.10627489 CO2 2.84005015 CO2 1.10562643 CO2 2.84646835 

Scenario Year; 2019 Scenario Year; 2020 

" All model years in the fan~e 1976102020 

Ii Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks 

(pounds/mi le) (pounds/mUll) 

CO 0.00444247 CO 0.00799617 

NO. 0.00040506 NO. 0.00831802 

RaG 0.00052463 RaG 0.00122382 

SO. 0.00001073 SO. 0.00002733 

PM1Q 0.00009550 PM10 0.00035054 

PM2.5 0.00008219 PM2.S 0.00027128 

CO2 1.10456157 CO2 2.85148109 

Scenario Year; 2021 Scenario Year: 2022 

All model years In thll range 1977 to 2021 All model years in the range Hf(8 10 2022 

Passerger Vehicles Delivery Trucks Passenger Vehicles Delivery Truck5 

(pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) (pounds/mile) 

CO 0.0G421218 CO 0.00748303 CO 0.00397866 CO 0.00699290 

NO. 0.00037757 NO. 0.00773500 NO. 0.00035150 NO. 0.00722470 

RaG 0.00050573 RaG 0.00115568 RaG 0.00048658 ROG 0.00108569 

SO. 0.00001073 SO. 0.00002755 SO. 0.00001072 SO. 0.00002774 

PM1 0 0.00009640 PM10 0.00033125 PM10 0.00009881 PM10 0.00031501 

PM2.5 0.00006364 PM2.5 0.00025331 PM2.5 0.OQ006389 PM2.5 0.00023906 

CO2 1.11009559 CO2 2.86434187 CO2 1.11019931 CO2 2.87006769 
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Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) 
Emission Factors for On~Road Passenger Vehicles & Delivery Trucks 

Projects in the SCAQMO (Scenario Years 2007·2026) 
Derived from Peak Emissions Inventory (Winter, Annual, Summer) 

Vehicle Class: 
Passenger Vehicles «8500 pounds) & Oellvery Trucks (>8500 pounds) 

$ceMrio YMr- 2023 Scenario Year: 2024 

All model years in the 1979 to 2023 All model ars In the 1 

PalUlenger V.hld.. t:j~2~~~:] (poundsfmlle) 
Passenger Vehicles II 

(povndsfmile) 

CO 0.00377527 CO 0.00358611 

NO, 0.00032851 NO, 0.00030721 

ROG 0.000-46900 ROG 0.00045136 

SO, 0.00001070 S0' 0.00001080 
PM10 0 .00009676 PM10 0.00009676 

PM2.5 0.00006-405 PM2.5 0.00006410 

CO2 1.11023373 CO2 1.11061572 

Scenario Year 2025 Scenario Year: 2026 

All mod I I Ihe 198 \ 2025 el yea~ n rl:lngtl 10 All modAl Vfl;Ullln Ihtlil ranRft 1982102026 

Passenger Vehicles Oellvery Trucks Passenger Vehicles Delivery Trucks 
(poLndsfmllej (poundl/mlle) (pounds/milo) (poundslmile) 

CO 0.00342738 CO 0.00595363 CO 0.00328719 CO 0.00569435 

NO, 0.00028848 NO, 0.00615945 NO, 0 .00027141 NO, 0.00589869 

ROG 0.000435.45 ROG 0.00092178 ROG 0.000.2052 ROG 0.00088403 

S0' 0.00001070 SQ, 0.00002761 S0' 0.00001078 S0' 0.00002716 

PM10 0.00009679 PM1 0 0.00028-425 PM10 0.00009681 PM10 0.00027657 

PM2.S 0.00006418 PM2.S 0.00020958 PM2.S 0.00006415 PM2.S 0.00020187 

CO2 1.11078571 CO2 2.88'-43570 CO2 1.11105829 CO2 2.88298299 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

TRAFFIC ASSESSM ENT REPORT 

NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING CENTER 

AT VALLEY CENTER 
San Diego County. Callrornla 

March 5, 2007 

It is proposed to construct an 85,000 sq n neighborhood shopping center anchored by a modest size 
gr()cery store in the Valley Center area. The site is located on the east side of Valley Center Road 
op"}Osite Mimr Do Valle Road in tbe Valley Center area of the County of San Diego. Figure 1-/ 
shuws a project area map. 

TIle purpose of this traffic assessment is to estimate the amount ofrunY trips, which will be added to 
the project area co3dways as a result of the retail development An assumption is that a portion of 
the tramc that would patronize the proposed project would olherwise need to trnvel to other retail 
de~,tinations. principally in the City of Escondido. 

in order to obtain data to assist in preparing tbis trAffic assessment, an Economic Analysis was 
prepared by the London Group Realty Advisors. Inc (dated July 2006). This analysis evaluated the 
d.v.lopmenl opportunily of a local ,ervice relail cenler allhe ,ubjeel ,ile and ' Iudied Ihe IraFiie and 
COTllD1ute patterns of the Valley Center population. This economic analysis is attached as Appendix 
A. In addition, a SANDAG Select Zone Assig.Jlment was prepared to aid in detennilling Ihe 
distributiQn of reI ail traffic. which would occur for the subject project. 

Two different i1pproaches were utilized 10 dctennine the amollnt of new project trips, one was 
completely based 011 the Economic Study conclusions (herein referred to as the BcoIIQ/II;C Sfudy 

Approach) and the other was principally based on SANDAG methodologies (herein referred to as 
the SANDAG Approach). The Economic Study approach results are based on project specific and 
arC;} specific traffic patterns, whereas as the SANDAG approach results are generally based on 
regional traffic pattcm at various retail centers in San Diego County. Both approaches nre explained 
in detail in the following sections ill thi s report. hlCludcd in this traffic study arc the trAffic 
assl:!sment methodology, the analysis results, and the report conclusions. 

u.om~. u-w~'~Q<~~--"-, .• -~~~-m--------------------------------------------~,.W~R~'~' ~~~I6~,t 
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2. PROJECT TRIP GENERATION/DISTRIBUTION/AsSIGNMENT 

2. . Project Trip Generalion 
Tnp rates from the SANDAG 'Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Gencrntion Rates" ApriJ 2002, were 
utilized to detemline the traffic generated by the project. The neighborhood shopping center rale 
Wts used for the project trip generation. Table 1- 1 shows the forecasled trip generation for the 
pmjcct 

TABLE 2·1 
TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

Oolly Trip End. AD'O 
Laml Usc Quantity R~tll Vnlnnu,! 

Neighborhood Shopping Cenler 85.000 SF 120/1 000 SF 10200 
FoolflOlU : 

I. <knerution ~e obIJ.illeci f10rn Ihe SANDAG ll riefGuidc (Apil 2002). 

2. Trip' t'oos are. (Ule-.WIY mffic JllOvemtnla, eilhn CI'Ilerin, or kaving. 

2.'! Trip Distribution 
The project tr.ffic lVas distributed to tile street system based on a Select Zone Assignment (SZA) 
obtained by nmnil1g the Series 10 Model (sec: Appendix D) and tbe Valley Center Retail Economic 
Allalysis Report (see Apl>endix A). The SZA IIses the land-use assumptions in the Series 10 
Tr.tnsportation Forecast to distribute traffic volumes gencmtecl by the VaHcy Center developmcnt 
tluoughout the region. It is noteworthy that the Select Zone Model was nm considering the VaHey 
Center development 3S its own TAZ. Figure 2· ' depicts the regional project traffic distribution 
pe rcentages. 

AE. discussed earlier, a portion of the traffic that would patronize the proposed project would 
olhel"\vise travel 10 other retail destinations principally in Escondido. PigurfJ 2-2 depicls the traffic 
di! tribution for drivers, which would otherwise patronize existing Escondido retail opportunities. 
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3,0 ECONOMIC STUDY ApPROACH 

3.1 Economic Study Key Findings 
(Soli'": Vallq (:e,tu Retail Economic AI/nlpes. nil! LOl/do" Grcmp Rl!JJlty Advisor." '"c.) 

In order to estimate the amount of project traffic, which is already on the street network, 8n 

Economic Analysis (see Appendix A) was conducted and the fo llowing key findings were obtained 
frcm the economic analysis study. 

1. Valley Center will remain a commuter economic unless there is a rundamenta l change in land 
usc policy introducing goods and services to 010 community so that local residents reduce 
shopping trips outside of the local area. J.n Sh01"t, it is residential development thnt is generating 
traffic, not commercial development. 

2. Economic surveys suggest 11t;l:( the majority of bouse holds gravitate towards Hscondido for retail 
shopping trips (e.g. grocery and phannl'lcy needs). This has resulted in traffic iucreascs along 
Valley Center Road, which is tho main arteria l for Valley Center residents (see page 4 of the 
Economic Study). 

3. Households in Valley Center can currently support 78,400 to 118,061 square fect of pham18cy 
and grocery space, based on housing unit counts and demand estimates. By 2030, it is estimated 
that Valley Center will be able to support between 155,484 and 234,141 square feet ofphannacy 
and grocery re tail (see page 29 oflhe Economic Study). 

4. A small grocer, two mini-marts, and a phannacy currently exist in Valley Center, totaling 
approximately 24,000 square feet. There are ample neighborhood shopping centers in 
Escondido, however, these centers arc difficult to nccess because of their distance from Ihe 
Valley Center area and increasing lraffic on Valley Center Road (see I)agc 19 of the Economic 
Study). This suggests lhat Valley Center is and will continue to be significantly underservcd in 
lenns ofpbarmacy and grocery space. As a result~ tramc will continue to increase since residents 
must commute to other communities for dni ly shopping ;lUd retail needs. 

S. A phanllBcy and retail facil ity at the subject site will likely alleviate traffic on Vnllcy Center 
Rond because the site would "capture' shoppers trnveJing to Escondido. The Economic Study 
also concluded that because of Valley Center's s hortage of retail space, any convenience retail 
introd uced in Valley Center would reduce traffic (sec page 5 oflhe Economic Shldy). 

LH.con. LAw & GAfOlSPNf, ~ 

6 

LLO Rer.l~I6J9 
Nripborllood Shopplnl Clntent V,IIeyC"nu 

H.UfJN~V""1U. .. """ .. T~_J_U_ 



6. The average household makes 2.1 grocery trips per week. Currently. Valley Cente .. households 
generate 16,006 grocery trips per week. The Economic Study concluded that a pham\acy or 
grocery store at the subject site could reduce grocery and pharmacy lrips on Valley Center Road. 
particularly for 72% of Va lley Center resident8 who would not otherwise leave valley Center on 
a daily basis (i.e. local employees or residents not in the labor force) . The study estimated lhat a 
phannaey and grocery store at Ihe subject site will reduce trips on va lley Center Road by a range 
of 11,500 to 15,000 a week. resulting in 59,800 to 78.000 reduced trips a year. By 2010, the 
subject development could reduce trips by 12,300 to 16.000 it week or 147,600 to 192,000 trips a 
year (see page 17 oflhe Economic Study). 

TLe final conclusion stated in the Economic Analysis Study is that "(I si'(. flble lIeigl,borltood ceuter 
al the subject site. anchored by a groce,y store, would reduce rather Illall create trame because ;t 
'~(mlrl capltll'e s/lOppi"C trips I" the local market, ellm/flallllg t!.\:".tcllfled shopplllg trip~ to 
Efcomll(/o )J (see pnge 5 of the Economic Study). 

3.:! Trip GeneratlonlAsslgnment 
The retail project (raffic generation was divided into ( 1) primary new trips generated by the project 
(referred as ''p'''-''''''y neIV trips" in this sectioJJ), (2) primary retail trips that now travel to other 
rclail desti.nations in Escond ido that would illstead patronize the project afler it is buill, instead of 
traveling to Escondido (herein referred as "P"illllll'Y (otherwise goiug to Escomlhlo) 11';1'.'1 ") and (3) 
"p:tS5-by trips". 

3.2.1 Primary New Trips 
Primary trips arc the trips, which are made for the speci fic purpose of visi ting the shopping center 
ami therefore would return 10 its place of origin , such as home-ta-shopping store-ta-home. 
However. in Ihis project Ihey are further divided inlo two categories, the primary new trips and the 
primary (oUlcrwise going to Escondido) lrips. Primary new trips are trips that would add (rips to the 
local system, in other wortl !i the trips that are not currently patronizing other rctail destinations. 

Til;, Economic Study identified employment as one of the primary new trip generators and estimated 
that the project would generate about 108 new local jobs. Based on the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (lTE) Trip Generation Manunl thi s would account for approx imately 5% of the project 
tromc. Appendix C contains a deta iled calcu lat'ion of the primary new trips percentage. Therefore 
5W trips (5% of 10,200 ADT) were nssigned to the street network based on Ihe distribution 
illustrated in Figure 2- 1. Appendix 0-1 has lhe Pl'Oject assignment for the primary new trips. 

3.2.2 Primary (otherwise going to Escondido) Trips 
As discussed above, primary (otherwise going to Escondido) trips are trips that currently patronize 
olh , r retail destinations in Escondido but would patronizo the proposed project aner it is built. The 
EC(lnomic Study indicated that the subject site would likely capture the shopping trips of 72% of 
Valley Center residents who wou ld otherwise not leave Valley Center on a daily basis (pa.ge 5 of the 
Economic Study). However, because of s tore loyalty, some shoppers will conti nue to drive to 
.&candido for their phannucy mId grocery needs. The Economic study indicated the store loyalty to 
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be approx.imately t 8"~ Therefore the total primary (otherwise going to Escondido) trips were 
c • . cul.ted to be 'pproximately 54% (=72% - t8%) of the project trips. 

Accordingly, 5508 trips (54% of 10,200 ADT) were assigned to tJle street network based on the 
dbtribution illustrated in Figure 2-2 (Appcndix D-2 has the assignmcnt). whieh indica tes tho trips 
currently patronizing retail markets in Escondido (herein refirred as "Ecollomlc Study pre-project 
tr~/Js "). Similarly, 5508 trips were assigned to street network us project traffic based on the 
di!.lribution illustrated in Figure 2-1 (Appendix D-3 has the assignmcnt), which ind icates thc trips 
patronizing [he proposed proj ect when it is built. 

3':'.3 Pan-By Trips 
Pass-by trips are trips attracted from tmffie already on the street systcm passing near the site while 
going from one location to another such as work-to-retail-to home. This is AS opposed to primary 
triJs in which the trip returns to its place of orig in such as home-to-shopping store-Io-home. 
Appendix C contains a detaiJed description of pass-by trips as contained in the lJlstitllte of 
Tnnsportation Engineers OTE) Trip Genemtion Manual. 

B2sed 011 tho previous calculations for the primary trips. pass-by trips were calculated to be 41 % 
(=100% totnl - 5% primary new trips - 54% primary Escond ido trips) of the project trips, which arc 
4182 trips per day. Bven though the pass-by trips would have nn impact on the project driveway 
intersections, the pass-by trips would neither ndd 1101" reducc the daily trips on the local street 
network and tllcrefore tbey were not distributed and assigned as part of tins traffic aSSCS$ment. 

3.:i Net Traffic On Streets 
The sum oflhe primary new trips (Appcndix D-I) and the primmy (otherwise going to Escondido) 
trillS (which would patronize the project when built, Appendix 0-3) represents the total primary 
pmject trips 011 the street system (her eill referred liS the "EcOflOm;c Study post project '''i)s''). 
Appendix 0 -4 has the project assignment for the economic study post project trips. 

The difference betwcen the Economic Study Post Project Trips (Appendix D-4) and the Economic 
Study Pre-Project Trips (Appendix 0-2) represents the net addition (or reduction) in tho traffic on 
tho s treets. The nOl nddition (or reduction) iu traffic volumes is depicted in Figure J-J. 

3.4 Total Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Based on tho above analysis) Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (DVMT) was calculated for tbe new trips 
ge"'lemted by the project as shown in Table 3-1. The project is predicted to add traffic to some 
roadways and subtract traffic from others (s ince many drivers will no longer need to drive into 
Escondido). The average miles traveled wCl"e estimated based on Ihe approximate average distaoce 
to residential neighborhoods on the respective street. Based on Table 4-1 the project would reduce 
ab.)ut 2 1,323 VMT on the roadway system when the project is built. This is mainly due to the 
project capturing trips that would otherwise go to other retail opportunities. 
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The Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (AVMT) for the entire neighborhood was calculnted for both 
ecnnomic study pre-project and economic study post project by multiplying the VMT by 365. Based 
on this calculation the post net project A YMT savings clue to the project was calculated to be 
approximately 8 million A VMT (-21.323 x 365), 
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TABLE 3·1 
VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED· ECONOMIC STUDY ApPROACH 

Avtrl'lge Dally Vehicle 
NctTrnffic Miles Miles 

Roadway au Slred.s J Travcled Traveled 
:Cole Grade Rd 

Harlh a/Valley C~II(!r 143 3 42. 

Valley Center Rd 
un a/OlIff. Grode Rtf " 4 204 
BeMet'" Cole Grade Rei & Lilac Rtl 199 I 199 
8enveeJI Lilac Rtf & Project EnfrallCt' 342 I 342 

BehwuUl PI"dj«J Sill! 10 JYoods rolfe.y Rd _170Sh I · 1705 
IJdwfum 1f'000Il Vflllq Rtf &: Lake Wohlford Rd _2336 b 4 -9344 

Bl!I»''etll /.nil! IYohlfonl Rtf &. Jl!osfl("glon Alit'. -25 11 b I -2511 

Bth~ell /.nil! Washillgtotl Al'£ &. Exist S/!oppln8 C."tf:r. .3203 b J ·9609 

Ulac ReI 
North of 8el$ll'Orlll Rtf 122 4 488 

Llcls\YQllb Rd 
Well f)f Li/(JC Rd 15 4 60 

Woods Valley Rd 
E04f of Valley Qmtu Rfl 26 4 104 

iwohlford Rd 
£nst 0/11111":), Ctllfcr Rt! 5 4 20 

Totnl Arlr/iliolUlf Miles Trnw!letl Dlle 10 New TripS -21323 
,I:'oDlnole; 
I. Vohllncs from Figure 3·1 . 
b. Traffic decrC&5CS due 10 driven no longer needing to drive 10 Escondido 

"'xon---.~~-c.~~--, .. ---c--"""""~------------------------------------------------LtO~~.~.~,~)~~,~~;­
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4.0 SANDAG ApPROACH 
4.1 Trip Generation/Assignment 
All disclissed earlier in Seclion 3.0, the retail project lraffic gcncrolion was divided into (1) primary 
new trips generated by the project (referred as "primary IIew trips " lit ,his sec/ioll), (2) primary 
retail trips Ihat now tmvel to other retail destinations in Escondido Ihat would instead patronize the 
pOljce! after it is built, instead of traveling to Escondido (herein referred as "pri",ar')' (ot/,enlllse 
going 10 Escollditlo) trips ") and (3) "pass-by Irips", 

4.1.1 Pass·By Trips 
Bued on the SANDAO 'Srief Guide of Vehicular Trnffic Generation R.,tcs', April 2002 pass-by 
trbs were estimated to be 63% of the total traffic. Even though the pl.lss-by trips would have an 
impact on the project driveway intersections. the pass-by trips would neither add nor reduce the daily 
trbs on the local street network and therefore they were not distributed and assigned as part of the 
traffic assessment. 

4.1.2 Primary New Trips 
In order to estimate Ule primary new trips due to employment, the DS5umption from the Economic 
Study was utilized, which indicated iliat CI11I>loyment would accollnt for approximnlcly 5% of the 
project traffic. Appendix C contains a detailed calculation of the primary ncw trips percentage. 
HClwever, to be conservative, and to account for increased frequency of the shoppers due 10 Ihe 
closeness of the proposeu shopping center An nddiliorml 5% of the project traffic was assumed to be 
primary new trips. Therefore 1020 trips (tOO!. of 10,200 ADT) were assigned to the street network 
boued on Ihe distribution illustrated in Figure 2-1. Appendix B-1 has Ihe proje(:l assiglUllcnt for Ihe 
primary new trips. 

4.1.3 Primary (otholWlso going to Escondido) Trips 
Based on the previolls calculntions for lhe pass-by trips and the prilll81Y new trips, Primary 
(olherwise going to &condido) Trips were calculated 10 be 27% (- 100% lolal- 63% Pnss-by trips -
10'% primary new trips) of the project trips. 

Accordingly, 2754 trips (27% of 10,200 ADT) were assigned to the street network botsed 011 the 
d i~tribulion illuslmted in Figure 2-2 (Appendix B-2 .has the assignment), whieh indicates the trips 
currently patronizing retail markets in Escondido (here/II refirred as "SANDAG pre-project trips 'l 
Similarly. 5508 trips were assigned to street network os project tmffic based on the distribution 
illustrated in Figure 2-1 (Appendix 1!-3 has tbe assignment), which indicates the trips patronizing the 
proposed project when it is buill. 
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4.l! Nel Traffic On Sireeis 
The sum of the primary new trips (Appendix E-l) and the primary (otherwise going to Escondido) 
trips (Appendix 8-3) represents the total primary project lrips on the streets system (herelll referred 
as Ihe "SANDAG post project trips "). Appendix E-4 has the project Dssignment for the economic 
sttdy post project .rips. 

The difference between the SANDAG Post Project Trips (Appendix £-4) and the SANDAG Pre­
Pmject Trips (Appendix E-2) represents the net addi tion (or reduct ion) in the traffic on the streets. 
Tl'e Det addition (or reduction) in lramc volumes is depicted in Figure 4-1. 

4.11 Tolal Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Based on the above analysis, Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (DVMT) was calculated for the new lrips 
ge1ernled by Ihe project as shown in Table 4-1. The project is predicted to add traffic to some 
roadways and subtract traffic for others (since many drivers will no longer need to drive into 
Escondido). The average miles traveled were estimated based on the approximate average disumce 
to residential neighborhoods on the respective street, Based on Table 4-1 the project would reduce 
about 6, 11 7 VMT on the roadway system when the PIOjcct is built. This is main ly duc ('0 the project 
ca!>t\lring trips that would otherwise go to other retail opportunities. 

TIle Anuual Vehicle Miles Traveled (AVMT) for lhe enti re neighborhood was cnlculaled for both 
SIINDAG pre-project and SANDAG post project by multi plying the VMT by 365. Based on th is 
ca lculation the post net A VMT savings due to Ihe project was calculi1.ted to be approximately 2 
million AVMT (~6. 117 X 365). 
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TABLE 4-1 
VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED - SANDAG ApPROACH 

Avenge Dally Veldde 
Ncl Trarne MU .. J\1Ues 

Roadway 011 Stncts' Traveled Traveled 
Cole Grade Rd 

North 0/ Vollq eVIler 286 3 858 

Valley Center Rd 
Eusl oleo/e Grode Rd 102 4 408 
Be/ween Cole Grade Rtl d: Lilac Ro 39H 1 398 
Between Lilac Rd d: Project Sf/millet 683 1 683 

BdlWIUl Project Site 10 WoorlJ Volley Nd .S99 b 1 ->99 
Bcn~(!I' WoodJ Valley Rd &. Lolce Wuhlford RJ ~9S3 b 4 -3812 

Bctwc:c/I Lake Wolllforrl Rd cl lJIush(lIgroll Ave. -1057 b 1 ·1057 

Bt nwel.I-okc Washillgroll AI'£' &. Exist Shoppillg Ce"rer, - 1448 b 3 -4344 

Wlae Rd 
Mm/l ojlkUli'Orlh Ro 245 4 980 

Jlcuworth Rd 
IYni a/Lilac Rd 31 4 124 

Woods Valley Rd 
Etut o/Volllt)I Cenler Rd 51 4 204 

Vohl'ordRd 

EOSI of YaUry Celller Rd 10 4 40 

Totol Adflitiollnl Miles 1'rnve/ed nile 10 Nelli Trips -611 7 
Footnote; 
R. VolurneJ from Figure 4-1. 
b. Traffic decre:lse& due to drivcrs no longer needing 10 drive to fucondido 
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102 
V,w.tY" CINTER RD 

NOTE: 
.• ACT. or. shown mldblock 

.• (XXX) Neooti\le troffic Numbers 

due to shorter trip to retail destinations 
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Figure 4·1 SANDAG Approach - Net New Project Trips 
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5.0 CONCLUSION 

The Economic Analysis prepared for the subject site by the London Group &ealty Advisors. tnc 
(dated July 2006) concludes that il 5.2-acro neighborhOod ccnter at the subject site would reduce 
rather than create traffic because it would capture s hopping trips that would otherwise extend to 
Escondido. This is because there arc no other similar retail opportunities in the Valley Center nren 
and therefore residents must tmvellong distances out or the area (the City of &condido provides Ihe 
c1csest opportunities) to shop. 

To supplement the conclusion afthe market analysis) a traffic assessment was conducted 10 est imate 
thf' roadway locations where traffic wou ld increase or decrease. Based on the Economic Analysis 
Approach, tbe vtrncle miles Imvcled wou ld be reduced by over 21,323 vehicle miles per day (or 8 
minion vehicle miles per year) if the project were buill. 

A different approach based on regional SANDAG methodologies predicts that the vehicle miles 
tTa'/clcd would be reduced by over 6,1 17 veh icle miles per day (or 2 million vehicle miles per year) 
ifille project were built, 

Pi~ure 5-1 graphically illustrates the pre-project traffic and Figure 5-2 graphica lly illustrates the 
po~t-l)roject traffic for both the approaches. Similarly, Figure 5-3 represents the allnual vehicle 
miles for ihe post And pre project for both approaches. 
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Figure 5-2 

Post Project Grocery Shopping Trips 
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