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5.0 VISUAL IMPACTS 

This chapter identifies the specific portions of the project (or alternatives) that will have a 

significant impact on the visual and aesthetic quality, character and views of the local 

environment.  

 

5.1 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA AND METHODOLOGY 

The framework for establishing significance criteria for this study is based on existing 

environmental guidelines discussed at the beginning of this document. The questions that were 
developed from the consolidation of regulatory guidelines in Section 3.1 are therefore used in the 

determination of significance in Section 5.2. 

 
The visual impacts of the project options are determined by assessing the visual resource change 

due to the project and predicting viewer response to that change.  The resulting level of visual 

impact is determined by combining the severity of resource change with the degree to which 

people are likely to oppose or feel negatively about the change. Visual impact levels are defined 
below. 

 

5.1.1 Impact Levels Not Considered Significant 

 

 Potential Improvement – No adverse change in visual quality or character will be 

caused by the project. The project is likely to include a change to the visual environment 
that is positive as perceived by the majority of potential viewers. This category of impact 

does not require mitigation nor does it require additional discussion. An example of a 

potential improvement is the replacement of the existing power plant with a lower profile 

facility south of the existing location along with the undergrounding of utility lines. 
 

 Neutral or Not Applicable – No adverse change in visual quality, character or view 

quality will be caused by the project.  This category may also include a “not applicable” 
designation where the impact category does not relate to any of the project elements. This 

category of impact does not require mitigation nor does it require further discussion after 

the impact summary below. An example of a neutral change would be the retention of an 

existing open space area or conversion of open space to parkland space. 
 

 Low – Minor adverse change in visual quality, visual character or view quality caused by 

the project that only slightly affects visual resources, and/or the viewers are not sensitive 
to the change, and/or the viewers are at a great distance from the change, and/or the 

quantity of viewers is very low. This category of impact does not require mitigation and 

is not considered to be significant under CEQA threshold guidelines. This impact 
category does not need any further discussion after the impact summary below. Examples 

include new construction adjacent to or replacing existing similarly sized structures. 

 

5.1.2 Impact Levels Considered Significant 

 

 Moderate – Moderate adverse change in visual quality, visual character or view quality 

caused by the project and are likely to be perceived by most as adverse but not by all. 
Impacts to view quality can also trigger a moderate impact.  The number of viewers 

needs to be generally high as well. Mitigation is recommended, or adjustments to the 

project may be necessary to avoid the impact. Impacts can normally be mitigated within 
three years. This impact category is considered to be significant under CEQA threshold 
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guidelines. Any item listed in the summary below as having a moderate impact will 

require further discussion and suggested mitigations. 
 

 High – A high level of adverse change to the visual quality, character and / or view 

quality of the project site and its surroundings, can be expected and most project 

treatments and/or design adjustments will not be able to fully mitigate this impact.  The 
number of viewers is high. Viewer response level is highly negative and probably 

universal.  An alternative project design may be required or an unmitigatible impact may 

result.  
 

5.2  ISSUES AND CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

A review of the typical issues affecting visual resources and aesthetics will allow this study to 
determine visual impacts in four general categories: 1) View Quality, 2) Visual Quality, 3) Light 

and Glare, and 4) Visual Character. Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-2analyze the possible impacts associated 

with several categories of the physical elements of the project. 

 

5.2.1 Issue 1-View Quality: The Proposed Project would have a significant impact if it has a 

substantially adverse effect on a scenic vista, public view, or scenic resource (such as a 

symbol or landmark).  

 

Detailed issue questions and responses:  

1 (a) Substantially change the visual quality of an existing publicly viewed scene? The 

definition of a viewing scene, as described in Section 1.1 is, “the area being viewed that 

is considered to be regionally or sub-regionally important.” The project site affects two 
such viewing scenes: the background of the view of the bay from the Silver Strand, and 

the view of the tidelands/water’s edge from the San Diego Bay National Wildlife Refuge 

(SDBNWR). 
 

From the Silver Strand. The current viewing scene from across the bay is dominated by 

the bay itself with nondescript, relatively low-lying to moderate height structures 
composing the background of the scene (See Public View #17, and as shown on 

Simulations Series #4A). 

 

From the SDBNWR 

Similar to the setting described for viewers on the Silver Strand, the built environment 

forms the background of the viewing scene for viewers in the SDBNWR. Currently, the 

focal point of the development near the water’s edge is an industrial boatyard/storage lot 
that creates a negative aesthetics for the transition between water and land (See Public 

View #3, and shown on Simulations Series #3D). All of the impacts discussed below, 

apply to the views from the SDBNWR as they do to the views from the Silver Strand. 

The impacts to the views from the wildlife refuge would be seen by a much smaller group 
of individuals than what would be seen from along the strand. A substantial number of 

viewers exist that reside along the strand or that drive along the highway. These highway 

viewers can also see the project from a similar angle provided by the #3 series of 
simulations. 

 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: The project will change the scale and 
character of the waterfront. The proposed buildings substantially exceed the scale of the 

existing waterfront development. From the perspective shown in Simulation Series #4A, 
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the proposed buildings are three to four times greater in height than the large structures 

located to the north along the waterfront. The existing structures do not extend past the 
horizontal backdrop formed by the hillsides to the east, whereas the project buildings do 

exceed this horizontal band by at least a factor of two. A moderate impact to the view 

quality of the publicly viewed scene would be expected for this alternative and the 

moderate impact would be considered significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative: Perceptually, there are very few 

differences between the L-ditch and No L-Ditch versions of the project, as can be seen in 
Simulation #4B. All of the above comments would apply. A moderate impact to the 

view quality of the publicly viewed scene would be expected for this alternative and 

the moderate impact would be considered significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica with L-Ditch with Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The combination of the project specific 

elements of the Pacifica Development along with those of the Gaylord project will create 
a moderate impact to the existing visual quality of the current waterfront character, as 

seen from the strand and as shown on Simulation #4C. A moderate cumulative impact 

to the view quality of the publicly viewed scene would be expected for this 

alternative and the moderate impact would be considered significant under CEQA 

guidelines. This impact would exist with or without the cumulative affect of the 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront project.  

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The combination of the 

project specific elements of the Pacifica Development along with those of the RCC 
project will create a high impact to the existing visual quality of the current waterfront 

character, as seen from the strand and as shown on Simulation #4D. The scale of the 

buildings, especially the RCC would dwarf all other waterfront development in the 
general vicinity of the project. A high cumulative impact to the view quality of the 

publicly viewed scene would be expected for this alternative and the high impact 

would be considered significant under CEQA guidelines. This impact would exist 

with or without the cumulative affect of the Broader Chula Vista Bayfront project. 

In fact, the presence of the Pacifica buildings would serve to lessen the contrast and 

scale difference of the Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects, more specifically the 

RCC project. 

 

1 (b) Eliminate an existing publicly accessible viewing location where a viewing scene 

exists? The main viewing locations currently exist at E Street, near Interstate 5, Bayside 
Park, Bayside Park Beach, the Chula Vista Marina, Bayfront Park, Marina View Park, 

portions of J Street, Marina Parkway and portions of Interstate 5. The availability of 

pubic views from Chula Vista Marina are likely to be increased. No impact to view 

quality would be expected for this alternative or the other three alternatives. 
 

1 (c) Substantially block a public view corridor of a regionally or sub-regionally 

important viewing scene? The prime view corridors to the bay from the site and its 
surroundings occur across and over the local streets and the parcels of developed and 

undeveloped land. The origins of these views include the local streets and portions of the 

adjacent freeway. Further discussion on this topic is provided in 4(a), relating specifically 
to existing guidelines for entry points and scenic roadways. 
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Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: The project will not block any public 

views as listed above, with the exception of views as seen from portions of Interstate 5 
and J Street. The public views are unaffected from E Street, Bayside Park, Bayside Park 

Beach, Bayfront Park and Marina View Park. The availability of pubic views from Chula 

Vista Marina are likely to be increased.  Public views of the waterfront as seen from 

along the freeway, would be blocked by the proposed project. These views are seen by a 
very large number of individuals, but the view exists for only a few seconds of travel 

time. The proposed project blocks almost 50% of the visible portions of the view 

corridor, as seen from the freeway. The northbound view is more critical, since the angle 
of view, especially for the driver, is more obvious than the southbound view where it is 

more at a right angle and probably only seen by passengers. Views are also affected from 

J Street itself as well as from the two linear parks along J Street. It should be noted that 
the viewing scene observed through this viewing corridor does contain some views of the 

water and shoreline but they are not fully open views since existing vegetation blocks a 

substantial amount of the view of the waterfront. Some of the views are of the marina 

with views of sailing craft and not necessarily the waterline. In general, a photo does not 
capture the extent of the view since it freezes what is a dynamic view where middle 

ground obstructions temporarily block the consistent background view of the water. This 

dynamic nature of the view does allow for some view blockage without having a negative 
affect. However, the amount of blockage from the project is substantial, especially at the 

south end where views of the water do exist.  A moderate view quality impact to a 

publicly important view corridor would be expected for this alternative and the 

moderate impact would be considered significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5.2-1: Showing view blockage from the L-Ditch Version as seen from Northbound I-5 at “J” Street. 
The buildings have been made semi-transparent to see the part of the view that they are blocking.  
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Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative: The No L-Ditch version has the 

same affect on the view corridor as the L Ditch version. A comparison of Figure 5.2-1 
and 5.2-2 shows that the view blockage is not as great as in the L-Ditch version. 

However, the buildings do block the corridor, especially at the south end of the complex.  

Therefore, a moderate impact to view quality would be expected for this alternative 

that blocks a publically viewed corridor and this moderate impact would be 

considered significant under CEQA guidelines. 
 

 
 
Figure 5.2-2: Showing view blockage from the L-Ditch Version as seen from Northbound I-5 at “J” Street. 
The buildings have been made semi-transparent to see the part of the view that they are blocking 

 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica with L-Ditch, with Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The cumulative project elements will increase 

the amount of view blockage as seen from J Street and from the freeway. This 

cumulative project does not increase the already moderate impact from increasing 

above the moderate impact. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch, with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The cumulative project 
elements will increase the amount of view blockage as seen from J Street and from the 

freeway. The amount of increased view blockage, especially as it relates to the RCC 

building, is significant enough to increase the cumulative impact from a moderate 

impact to a high impact and would be considered significant under CEQA 

guidelines. 
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5.2.2 Issue 2- Visual Quality: The Proposed Project would have a significant impact if it 

substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings.  

 

Detailed issue questions and responses: 

 

2 (a) Cause an adverse change to the vividness and intactness of a viewing scene 

resulting from the removal or changes of landform, vegetation, rock outcrops and 

other natural forms and materials? 

 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: The project will change the intactness of 

the waterfront character (see Issue 1a) but will not affect the vividness of this viewing 
scene since it will add well organized, well designed and dynamic design forms to the 

area. The project will not result in the removal of any significant visual resources such as 

beaches, parks, water bodies or significant landmark trees. The project will not directly 
impact the natural visual resources of wetlands found to the north and the south of the 

site. This option under the Proposed Project would not cover the L-Ditch and the 

proposed design would be able to enhance this existing visual resource. A low impact to 

visual quality would be expected for this alternative and the low impact would be 

considered less than significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative:Perceptually, there are very few 
differences between the L-ditch and No L-Ditch versions of the project. All of the above 

comments would apply, except this alternative would cover the ditch that runs through 

the area.  The covering of the L-Ditch will result in some level of disturbance to a visual 
resource, but the resource is not intact, so this removal would not be considered 

significant. The changes to the visual quality of the site would be noticed, but offset to 

some degree, by adding more vivid visual experiences. A low impact to visual quality 

would be expected for this alternative and the low impact would be considered less 

than significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica with L-Ditch, with, Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): Though the full project will have an affect on 

the viewing scene, the Sweetwater Park version will not result in the actual removal of 

the visual resources responsible for contributing to the quality of the viewing scene. A 

low cumulative impact to visual quality would be expected for this alternative and 

the low impact would be considered less than significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch, with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): Unlike the Sweetwater Park 

Alternative, the Harbor Park version directly affects the wetland character areas of the 

project site and directly places development within an area that is contributing to the 
visual quality of the visual scene.  A moderate cumulative impact to visual quality 

would be expected for this alternative and the moderate impact would be considered 

significant under CEQA guidelines. However, this impact would occur with or 

without the Pacifica Project and the elements of the Pacifica Project would not 

cumulatively affect the impact to the visual resources of the visual scene, and 

therefore there would not be a cumulative impact that should be associated with the 

Pacifica project combined with the other Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects. 
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2 (b) Create a cluttered and distracting appearance that is generally considered to be a 

negative aesthetic? 

 

The proposed project elements will be organized and will not appear cluttered in any 

manner. The coordination of design elements (architecture, site planning, landscape 

architecture, signage and other circulation elements) will result in an organized aesthetic 
that is generally accepted by the majority of the public as a positive aesthetic. In addition, 

some of the existing elements (older warehouses, abandoned lots, old fencing, local 

utility poles and non-landscaped areas) will be replaced with project elements. A 

potential improvement to the existing visual quality would be expected for all 

alternatives. 

 
5.2.3 Issue 3- Light and Glare: The Proposed Project would have a significant impact if it 

creates a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area. 

 

The proposed project elements would likely use significant amounts of artificial light 

during the evening and nighttime hours. Even though the existing site generates a 
noticeable amount of light, in the build-out scenario the amount of light produced by the 

project would likely surpass existing levels by noticeable amounts. Given the future 

urban nature of most of the surrounding properties, adjacent development types will not 

likely be especially sensitive to light changes; however, the potential for spill over from 
artificial lighting sources would be a significant impact and would require review of 

project design standards.  

 
The proposed project elements are likely to include some reflective materials such as 

glass, and polished metal surfaces. These surfaces, when combined with daytime solar 

sources, could result in glare that might affect adjacent uses. The potential for glare 

depends both on the reflective nature of the materials, solar angles and the location of the 
sensitive receptor. Sensitive receptors would include those that are driving by the site, 

users of park and recreation facilities and users in the area that are trying to enjoy a 

natural setting such as at the Chula Vista Nature Center and the South Bay Wildlife 
Refuge.   

 

The proposed project may have a negative impact on sensitive light receptors or 

sensitive receptors potentially affected by high levels of glare. The light and glare 

that may be associated with the project, may affect the viewing scene or views of the 

site or of the area. A moderate impact to views associated with light and glare would 

be expected for all of the project alternatives and the moderate impact would be 

considered significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

 
5.2.4 Issue 4- Visual Character: The Proposed Project would have a significant impact if it 

conflicts with urban design guidelines in adopted plans and policies. 

 

Detailed issue questions and responses:  

 

4(a) Conflict with the adopted plans and policies of the Port District or the City of Chula 

Vista? The Proposed Project would be consistent with approved urban design guidelines 
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and development standards contained within the PMP and Board Policy 609, 355, 357 

described in Section 3.1.3, Landform and Visual Policies (see Table 3.1-2). For the 
proposed project, these measures would apply only to those parcels included in the Port’s 

jurisdictional boundary, including those in the Sweetwater District proposed for 

acquisition in the land trade. The State Trust lands within the Port’s jurisdiction are not 

subject to the City of Chula Vista’s General Plan, LCP (LUP and Specific Plan). The 
Proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies contained in the PMP 

for the following reasons:  

 
• Bikeways and pathways would be provided to create a pedestrian oriented Bayfront.  

• Physical access to the Bay would be provided at appropriate locations and provides 
frequent and convenient “windows to the water “from locations around the periphery 

of the project.  

• Underutilized and vacant parcels would be developed in accordance with design 

guidelines which would also provide for coordinated development overall of the 

various sub-components to ensure organization and an un-cluttered appearance.  

• Public art would be required as a condition of approval for all development or 
redevelopment projects consistent with the Port’s public art program (Board of Port 

Commissioners Policy 609). 

 

City of Chula Vista LCP/LUP and Specific Plan.  For the purpose of this review, the 

reader is reminded that City design guidelines and standards would apply only to those 
parcels under the City’s jurisdiction following approval of the proposed land trade. 

Consequently, guidelines and standards would apply only to Parcels S-4, H-13, H-14, H-

15, and O-1, and the gate/entryways of E, H, and J Streets and would not apply to any 
parcels under the Port’s jurisdiction.  

 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and policies contained in the 

City of Chula Vista General Plan and LCP for the following reasons: 

• Bikeways and pathways would be provided to create a pedestrian oriented Bayfront.  

• Public views of the Bay and access along the waterfront would be provided via a 

proposed “Baywalk” promenade. This pedestrian path would also connect to the 

Signature Park, and the pathway system within the Sweetwater District, ultimately 

linking the two Districts and “enabling viewers to experience visual contact at close 
range with the Bay and marshlands” (LCP LUP).  

• Marina Parkway (E Street extension) would be realigned adjacent to substantial open 

space (east of the Signature Park) through the Sweetwater District (a scenic roadway 

designated by the City of Chula Vista General Plan). Marina Parkway would extend 

through the Harbor District south along the commercial harbor where views of the 
Bay would be extended between retail buildings.  

• Building setbacks and coordinated signage would be provided along Marina Parkway 

(a scenic roadway; City of Chula Vista General Plan).  

• Views of the Bay from the F Street and E Street Corridors would be preserved and 

views of the Bay would be created from the H Street Corridor (City of Chula Vista 

General Plan, LCP LUP, Specific Plan).  

• Most of the unsightly storage and industrial use building/facilities within the plan 

area would be redeveloped, thereby reducing views of such facilities from main 
roadways (City of Chula Vista General Plan).  
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• Landscaping would be planted along Marina Parkway to frame and enhance this 

scenic corridor, as well as on E Street and Bay Boulevard, adjacent to the site (City 
of Chula Vista General Plan).  

• Building heights would be limited over large areas of the Sweetwater and Otay 
Districts (open park area on S-2, maximum of three stories on S-3, open space/park 

and easements on OP-1A/OP-1B, OP-2A/OP-2B, OP-3 and maximum 15–35 foot 

height limit on O-3A/O-3B). In addition, structures would be designed to ensure an 
appropriate building scale with the site, as well as to preserve and enhance existing 

views of the Bay (LCP LUP, Specific Plan).  

• The Proposed Project would be required to undergo a design review process (which 

includes architectural, site plan, landscape and signage design), prior to the issuance 

of building permits, to ensure compliance with objectives and requirements of the 
City’s Design Manual, General Plan, and appropriate zone / Area Development Plan. 

 

The PMP, City of Chula Vista General Plan, and LCP amendments reflect the project’s 

intent to revitalize the Bayfront, ultimately creating a destination that draws visitors and 
residents within the Chula Vista community and the region to the site. Goals include 

preserving or enhancing public views of open space, wetlands, and the Bay; creating a 

pedestrian oriented community including walkways, bicycle ways and park areas to 
ensure open space access; and developing units with a common usage and/or qualities, 

which are distinctive but closely interrelated visual entities. Adoption of proposed 

amendments to the PMP, City of Chula Vista General Plan, and Chula Vista LCP would 
bring the Proposed Project in conformance with each of these plans.  

 

The Proposed Project would conform to guidelines in the LCP amendments. These 

requirements would ensure the project’s conformance to the development policies 
contained in City of Chula Vista General Plan. Among other requirements, the amended 

LCP would require preparation and implementation of a gateway entry master plan for 

major gateways including, E, H, and J Streets (which have freeway on-ramps) to convey 
an entry character. Implementation would address requirements for roadway design and 

signing, lighting, landscaping, and the siting and design of adjoining structures.  

 

Detailed landscaping plans would be required to conform to Port and City design 
guidelines and provide sufficient detail so as to ensure that the plant palette is suitable for 

this sensitive location, and that proposed trees do not provide perching habitat or 

introduce invasive species while still meeting visual policy requirements contained in the 
LCP, as amended. Furthermore, all future plans would be subject to review and approval 

by the Port or City, as appropriate, prior to implementation.  

 
Development proposed would be required to undergo design review by the Port to ensure 

conformance with the planning goals and policies contained in the PMP, including 

provisions for building design, landscaping, and public art. Likewise, development under 

the City’s jurisdiction would be subject to design review in accordance with the adopted 
1985 Bayfront Specific Plan/Coastal Development Application Permit Procedures 

Manual to ensure conformance with LCP (LUP and Specific Plan). 
 
The existing regulations for the properties encompassed in the project area include a great 
deal of flexibility regarding height and bulk regulations. Many of the zoning districts 

exist with a “Precise Plan” overlay, allowing for development flexibility, and other 

districts include this flexibility without the use of an overlay. Therefore, since there is 
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such a vague expectation of height and bulk, the proposed development does not 

specifically exceed the standard. This proposed project is consistent with Port District 

and City of Chula Vista policies and guidelines. Therefore, Issue 4a would be 

neutral for all of the project alternatives and no impact would be anticipated. 

 

4(b) Have an architectural mass or building height in stark contrast with adjacent 

development where the adjacent development mass and height are consistent or 

dominant? 

 
Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: Even though the proposed development 

would replace many of the existing structures on the project site, there will still be a 

sizeable number of buildings remaining after build-out. These structures will most likely 
be overpowered by the scale of the new buildings, and will have limited ability to blend 

with the proposed development. In addition, the setting to the north, south, east and west 

does not allow for much of a built transition area. Therefore, the proposed project will 

highly contrast with the scale of the surrounding development and will contrast with the 
existing patterns of development in the surrounding area by a significant margin. A 

moderate impact to visual quality associated with height and massing would be 

expected for this alternative and the moderate impact would be considered 

significant under CEQA guidelines. 

 

Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative: The No L-Ditch version has the 
same affect on the scale of the adjacent area as the L Ditch version. A moderate impact 

to visual quality associated with massing and height would be expected for this 

alternative and the moderate impact would be considered significant under CEQA 

guidelines. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica L-Ditch with Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The most southern of the buildings associated 
with the Gaylord Sweetwater Park Alternative does increase the scale issue of the overall 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront project. Since much shorter buildings are found to the 

north, this abrupt change in height increases the appearance of scale issues for this 

particular building. This cumulative project does increase the already moderate 

impact associated with the Pacifica project, but not enough to consider it a high 

impact. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): Not only is the RCC of an 

unparalleled size and massing (compared to the surrounding buildings), but the other 
intense development is separated from it by either low-lying existing industrial buildings 

or the Signature Park. By moving the most visually prominent elements so far away from 

each other, their contrast with the surrounding environment is accentuated. The overall 

size and mass of the RCC buildings is so great, that any existing or cumulative project is 
dwarfed by its overall size. The contrast to the mass and scale of other buildings as it 

relates to the RCC project, will result in a high impact and would be considered 

significant under CEQA guidelines. However, the Pacifica project does not increase 

this contrast of height and mass. The presence of the tall buildings proposed under 

the Pacifica project will cumulatively help to reduce the adjacent contrast perceived 

by the massive RCC building. 
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4(c) Have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast to adjacent 

development where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural 

theme? 

 

No existing architectural style is dominant, nor are there guidelines that exist that the 

proposed project would not be consistent with. Since no single or common architectural 
theme exists, impacts to this issue would not exist. Therefore, impacts would be 

neutral for all of the project alternatives and no significant impact would result. 

 
4 (d) Have an adverse effect on a designated scenic roadway/gateway relating to the 

Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan: Marina Parkway between E Street and J Street, 

west of Interstate 5? The Chula Vista General Plan identifies two gateways and one 
scenic roadway in the project area: E Street, J Street (gateways) and the Marina Parkway 

corridor (scenic roadway). Regarding development guidelines for scenic corridors, goals 

include the incorporation of “substantial” adjacent open space, appropriate landscaping 

and/or building setbacks and coordinated signage. 
 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: The entry gateway at I-5 and J Street 

would be left open in its east to west axis. No significant buildings would affect the 
visual connection from this gateway to the water’s edge. A gateway character could be 

established under this plan, regardless of the buildings related to this alternative. The 

visual extension of J Street along Marina Way would also be unaffected. The north to 
south axis of Tidelands Avenue  / Marina Parkway would also remain unblocked by the 

proposed project.  A low impact to the view corridor or gateway character of entry 

gateways and scenic roadways would occur as a result of this project. 

 
Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative: The No L-Ditch version of the 

Pacifica project has the same impact associated with it as the L-Ditch version. A low 

impact to the view corridor as seen down streets or affect the gateway character of 

entry gateways and scenic roadways would occur as a result of this project. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica with L-Ditch with Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): Cumulative affects from the Broader Chula 
Vista Bayfront project would not create an impact when combined with the specific 

project level buildings of the Pacifica project. It is likely that new opportunities to frame 

views and to create a gateway at H Street would be increased as a result of this project. 
Only a low impact to view corridors (as seen down streets) or to gateway character 

of entry gateways and scenic roadways would occur as a result of this cumulative 

project, in fact, opportunities for enhancing the entry gateways and scenic roadways 

would result from the project. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The Harbor Park alternative 
does affect the viewing of the Marina and waterfront areas from Marina Parkway. 

Additional buildings and densification the structures in this area will result in a negative 

affect on the scenic roadway designation and character of Marina Parkway. The Harbor 
Park Alternative places structures in many of the areas that are prime opportunities to 

create views from the roadway to the Bay. Specifically, the Conference Hotel, Marine 

Sales/Service, Cultural/Retail, Commercial Recreation and Marina Support buildings 
occupy almost the entire length of the roadway, limiting viewing opportunities to the 

eastern edge of the marina and an open space/vegetated area south of the Conference 
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Hotel. The Cultural/Retail buildings create a particularly significant blockage given that 

they obscure not only views of the bay, but views of the Signature Park proposed for the 
water’s edge. It is likely that new opportunities to frame views and to create a gateway at 

H Street would be increased as a result of the broader project. This cumulative project 

does have an associated impact with the Scenic Roadway designations of Marina 

Parkway (and the visual extensions of J Street / Marina Way and would therefore 

have a moderate impact on this visual resource. However, this cumulative impact 

would exist with or without the Pacifica Project. 

 

4 (e) Ensure a pleasant view onto the site and establish a visual relationship with the bay, 

marshes, and bay-related development [from the freeway and major entry points]? 

 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch Option: The Pacifica project is some distance 

from the marshes located to the north, but are in close proximity to marshes on the south. 

The project’s scale and intensity of development does not allow it to establish a positive 

visual relationship with this setting. Likewise, the views from the freeway and other 
major entry points will be dominated by the overall size and scale of the project, making 

it difficult to establish a visual relationship. If handled appropriately, design elements of 

signage, architectural character, landscape treatments and other site features such as 
lighting and street furnishings, can all help to establish a visual connection and continuity 

of the area’s visual environment.  A low impact to the visual relationship of the bay 

related development and the marshes and bay itself, would result from the project. 

Proposed design elements of the project prevent this visual relationship from 

becoming a moderate or high-level impact. Because of its low impact category, it 

would not be considered significant under CEQA. 

 
Pacifica Development Only, No L-Ditch Alternative: The No L-Ditch version of the 

Pacifica project has the same impact associated with it as the L-Ditch version. A low 

impact to the visual relationship of the bay related development and the marshes 

and the bay itself, would result from the project. Proposed design elements of the 

project prevent this visual relationship from becoming a moderate or high-level 

impact. Because of its low impact category, it would not be considered significant 

under CEQA. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica with L-Ditch with Gaylord and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): Cumulative affects from the Broader Chula 
Vista Bayfront project would increase the impacts listed above, when combined with the 

Pacifica project. A moderate cumulative impact to the visual relationship of the bay 

related development and the marshes and the bay itself, would result from the 

project. 

 

Cumulative Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch with Harbor Park Alternative and 

the remaining Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects): The proposed development at 
the north end of the project site will serve to decrease the transition from the natural 

environment of the marshland and waterfront and will therefore affect the quality and 

intactness of these views. This impact is somewhat lessened by the more southerly 
orientation of the project buildings and development. The increased impact associated 

with the buildings in the marshland area would be offset by the greater distance of the 

RCC to these marshlands. A moderate cumulative impact to the visual relationship of 

the bay related development and the marshes and the bay itself, would result from 

the project. 
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5.3  ISSUES AND CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

Table 5.3-1 provides a summary of the project impacts associated. The specifics associated with 

each of the impacts are discussed in the previous sections. Table 5.3-2 lists more specific details 

on factors affecting each impact, referenced back to previous sections, tables and figures. 
 

Table 5.3-1: Summary of Impacts 

VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY DIRECT IMPACTS 
INDIRECT CUMULATIVE 

IMPACTS 

  

L-Ditch No L-Ditch 
L-Ditch with 

Gaylord 

No L- Ditch with 
Harbor Park 
Alternative 

VIEW QUALITY         

1a) Change the visual quality of a publicly viewed scene M M M H 

1b) Eliminate an existing publicly accessible viewing 
location N N N N 

1c) Substantially block a public view corridor of an 
important viewing scene M M M H 

Summary of View Quality Impacts per 
Alternative M M M H 

        

VISUAL QUALITY         

2a) Removal of Visual Resources Affecting Quality of 
Visual Scene L L L M 

2b) Create a cluttered & distracting appearance making a 
negative aesthetic I I I I 

Summary of Visual Quality Impacts per 
Alternative L L L M 

     

LIGHT AND GLARE         

3) Light and glare impacts M M M M 

Summary of Light and Glare Impacts per 
Alternative M M M M 

     

VISUAL CHARACTER         

4a) Conflict with the adopted plans of the Port and City of 
Chula Vista N N N N 

4b) Exceed typical height/bulk found in the area  M M M H 

4c) Have an architectural style or materials contrary to 
the adjacent area N N N N 

4d) Have an adverse affect on designated scenic 
roadway or gateways L L L M 

4e) Affect a pleasant view / visual relationship between 
the bay & development L L M M 

Summary of View Character Impacts per Alternative M M M H 

     

 IMPACT LEGEND   

 H 
Highly 
Adverse N 

Neutral or Not 
Applicable 

 M 
Moderately 

Adverse I 

Potential 
Improvement 

 L 
Low 

Adversity   
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Table 5.3-2: Details Related to Impacts 
 
VISUAL IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT DETAIL IMPACTS ARE THE SAME FOR L-DITCH & NO L-DITCH  
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VIEW QUALITY               
1a) Change the visual quality of a publicly viewed 
scene 14-17 

1-6, 
10-18 

1,5,7,1
0 

A,D,H,I
,J,K,M H L #3,#4 

1b) Eliminate an existing publicly accessible 
viewing location               
1c) Substantially block a public view corridor of an 
important viewing scene 12 10,11 5,7 

A,C,F,I
,L M S #2 

         

VISUAL QUALITY               
2a) Removal of Visual Resources Affecting Quality 
of Visual Scene   12 1,5,10 E,F,I,L M M #2 
2b) Create a cluttered & distracting appearance 
making a negative aesthetic               

        

LIGHT AND GLARE               
3a) Light & Glare and its affect on the Visual Scene              

        

VISUAL CHARACTER               
4a) Conflict with the adopted plans of the Port and 
City of Chula Vista               

4b) Exceed typical height/bulk found in the area      4,5,8 ALL H L #1-#4 
4c) Have an architectural style or materials contrary 
to the adjacent area               
4d) Have an adverse affect on designated scenic 
roadway or gateways               
4e) Affect a pleasant view / visual relationship 
between the bay & development 

1-5, 
12-17  1-18 

1,5,7,1
0 C,F,I,L H L #1-4 

REFERENCE  LEGEND     

1) See Public View Locations, Figure 3.4-1 H 
HIGHLY 
ADVERSE     

2) See Key Observer Point, Figure 4.2-1 M 
MODERATELY 
ADVERSE    

3) See Visual Character Unit Location, Figure 3.2-1 
& Table 3.2-1 L 

LOW  
ADVERSITY     

4) See Viewer Group Summary, Table 3.5-1 N NEUTRAL OR NA     
5) H= High # of Users, M= Moderate # of Viewers, 
L= Low # of Viewers I IMPROVEMENT     
6) L=Long Duration, M= Moderate Duration, S= 
Short Duration        
7) See appropriate simulations        
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5.4 RECOMMENDED MITIGATIONS FOR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS  

The following is a discussion on recommended mitigations for the visual impacts that rise to a 

level of significance under CEQA criteria. All significant impacts are listed, including issues that 
would remain significant and unmitigated. Changes in the original impact and the impact after the 

mitigation are shown on Table 5.4-1. 

 
5.4.1 Mitigation for Issue 1(a), View Quality (Viewing Scene) – The proposed project will 

substantially change the visual quality of an existing publicly viewed scene. 

 
Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch and No L-Ditch Options: The proposed 

buildings for the Pacifica project will substantially exceed the scale of the existing 

waterfront development and will therefore change the view quality and character of the 

waterfront. The only way to reduce this impact would be to reduce the height of the 
proposed buildings; however, there is no objective number that can be used to set a height 

limit in order to assure compatibility with adjacent structures. The No L-Ditch Option for 

the Pacifica project would increase the building footprint by approximately 30 percent 
over the proposed Pacifica project, which would allow for an overall reduction in height 

and bulk of the proposed towers, as well as a reduction in development density as 

compared to the proposed Pacifica project with the L-Ditch. The increased land area 
under this alternative may allow for enhanced opportunities for east/west view corridors 

and potentially reduce the impacts to view quality, but not to below a level of 

significance.  Although the No L-Ditch Alternative may reduce view quality impacts 

of the proposed Pacifica project, it would not bring the scale of proposed 

development to a level consistent with existing waterfront development. The impact 

would remain moderate, which would be considered significant under CEQA. 

 
5.4.2 Mitigation for Issue 1(c), View Quality-The proposed project will substantially block a 

public view corridor of a regionally or sub-regionally important viewing scene. 

 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch and No L-Ditch Options: The project will block 
views as seen from portions of Interstate 5 and J Street. The proposed project blocks 

more than 50% of the entire view corridor, as seen from the freeway. The only way to 

reduce this impact would be to reduce the height of the proposed buildings; however, 
there is no objective number that can be used to set a height limit in order to assure there 

is no blockage of the view corridor. The No L-Ditch Option for the Pacifica project 

would increase the building footprint by approximately 30 percent over the proposed 
Pacifica project, which would allow for an overall reduction in height and bulk of the 

proposed towers, as well as a reduction in development density as compared to the 

proposed Pacifica project with the L-Ditch. The increased land area under this alternative 

may allow for enhanced opportunities for east/west view corridors and potentially reduce 
the impacts to view quality, but not to below a level of significance.  Although the No L-

Ditch Alternative may reduce view quality impacts of the proposed Pacifica project, 

it would not reduce the scale of proposed development so as to not block views from 

portions of Interstate 5 and J Street. The impact would remain moderate, which 

would be considered significant under CEQA. 
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5.4.3 Mitigation for Issue 3, Light and Glare-All project alternative would be expected to 

result in a moderate impact on sensitive light receptors or receptors potentially affected by high 
levels of glare. 

 

As part of design review for development in the Project area, design plans should ensure 

that proposed development incorporates specific design features to reduce impacts on 
views resulting from light and glare. These plans shall be implemented all projects in the 

Bayfront area to the satisfaction of the Port or the City.   Specific design features to 

reduce impacts from light and glare may include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

1) Exterior lighting shall be limited to lighting necessary for public safety. Lighting 

used for safety or security shall be minimum intensity, maximum off-phased lighting. 

2) With the exception of some uplighting effects on the proposed architecture, all 

exterior lighting and event lighting will be directed downward and shielded to 

prevent upward lighting and spill over beyond the area for which illumination is not 

required. 

3) Light spill over beyond an individual project’s boundary or onto a sensitive light 

receptor shall be controlled through the use of properly designed lights that control 

the footprint of the light sources. 

4) In general, lighting in office buildings, residential units, hotels, and commercial retail 

spaces in buildings will be controlled so that interior lighting is not utilized when 

spaces are unoccupied. 

5) Interior spaces shall be equipped with blinds, drapes or window coverings that 

reduce or eliminate the effect of interior lighting on nighttime views. 

6) Reflective glass or the application of reflective coatings shall not be used on any 

glass surface, except as may be required for low emittance (low e) coating for energy 
efficiency under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

 

5.4.4 Mitigation for Issue 4(b),Visual Character Cumulative Impact Resulting from the 

Development (Pacifica No L-Ditch with Harbor Park Alternative and the remaining 

Broader Chula Vista Bayfront projects):  The project will highly contrast with the scale of 

surrounding development and contrast with the existing patterns of development in the 

surrounding area by a significant margin. 
 

Cumulative buildings fronting on H Street should be designed to step away from the 

street. More specifically, design plans shall protect open views down the H Street 
Corridor by ensuring that an approximate 100-foot ROW width (curb–curb, building 

setbacks and pedestrian plaza/walkway zone) remains clear of buildings, structures, or 

major landscaping. Visual elements above six feet in height that are continuous for 
dozens of lineal feet, shall be prohibited in this zone if the feature would reduce visibility 

by more than 10 percent. Placement of trees should take into account potential view 

blockage. This mitigation should not be interpreted to not allow tree masses. However, 

trees, should be spaced in order to assure windows through the landscaping. Trees should 
also be considered to help frame the views and they should be pruned up to increase the 

views from pedestrians and vehicles, underneath the tree canopy. In order to reduce the 

potential for buildings to encroach into view corridors, and to address the scale and 
massing impact, buildings shall step back at appropriate intervals or be angled to open up 

a broader view corridor at the ground-plane to the extent feasible.  
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Design plans for any large scale projects (greater than two stories in height) should 
incorporate standard design techniques such as articulated facades, distributed building 

massing, horizontal banding, and varied color schemes to separate the building base from 

its upper elevation and color changes such that vertical elements are interrupted and 

smaller scale massing implemented. These plans shall be implemented for the RCC and 
other large project components to diminish imposing building edges, monotonous facades 

and straightedge building rooflines and profiles. In addition, a landscaping design plan 

should be created that is in conformance to design guidelines and standards established 
by the City of Chula Vista.  

Concurrent with development of H-13 and H-14, a Gateway plan for "J" Street should be 

completed in coordination with the Gateway plan for “E and H” Streets. 

Pacifica Development Only, L-Ditch and No L-Ditch Options: The proposed project 

will highly contrast with the scale of the surrounding development and will contrast with 

the existing patterns of development in the surrounding area by a significant margin. 
With the implementation of design treatments and refinements (step-downs, set-

backs, articulation, form variation, building material detailing, landscaping, 

gateway plans and scale design treatments) this moderate impact associated with the 

Pacifica Towers could be reduced to a low impact on scale. This low impact would 

be below a level of significance under CEQA. This conversion from a moderate 

impact to a low impact would also be applied to both the L-Ditch and No L Ditch 

versions as well as the L-Ditch Version with the Sweetwater Park Cumulative 

Project. However, the No L Ditch version with the Harbor Park Cumulative Project 

would only go from a High Impact to a Moderate Impact, leaving it still as a 

significant impact under CEQA.  

 

5.4.5 Mitigation for Issue 4(d),Scenic Roadways or Gateways and for Issue 4(e), Pleasant 

Views and Visual Relationship between the Bay and the Development(Cumulative projects 

only)–The project will have an adverse affect on designated scenic roadways and/or gateways 

and on the pleasant view and relationship between the bay and the development.  

 
No L-Ditch Pacifica with Harbor Park Cumulative Projects: 

Buildings fronting on H Street should be designed to step away from the street. More 

specifically, design plans should protect open views down the H Street Corridor by 

ensuring that an approximate 100-foot ROW width (curb–curb, building setbacks and 
pedestrian plaza/walkway zone) remains clear of buildings, structures, or major 

landscaping. Visual elements above six feet in height shall be prohibited in this zone if 

the feature would reduce visibility by more than 10 percent. Placement of trees should 
take into account potential view blockage. This mitigation should not be interpreted to 

not allow tree masses. However, trees, should be spaced in order to assure windows 

through the landscaping. Trees should also be considered to help frame the views and 

they should be pruned up to increase the views from pedestrians and vehicles, underneath 
the tree canopy.  

 

In order to reduce the potential for buildings to encroach into view corridors, and to 
address the scale and massing impact, buildings shall step back at appropriate intervals or 

be angled to open up a broader view corridor at the ground-plane to the extent feasible. 

All plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Port. All future development 
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proposals shall conform to Port design guidelines and standards to the satisfaction of the 

Port. 
 

Design plans for any large scale projects (greater than two stories in height) should 

incorporate standard design techniques such as articulated facades, distributed building 

massing, horizontal banding, and varied color schemes to separate the building base from 
its upper elevation and color changes such that vertical elements are interrupted and 

smaller scale massing implemented. These plans should be implemented for the RCC and 

other large project components to diminish imposing building edges, monotonous facades 
and straightedge building rooflines and profiles. In addition, a landscaping design plan 

should be created that is in conformance to design guidelines and standards established 

by the City of Chula Vista.  

In order to ensure that the project will not have an adverse affect on gateways in the 
area, a gateway plan should be prepared for E and H Streets and a gateway plan should be 

prepared for J Street. Both gateway plans should be coordinated with one another to 

ensure compatibility.  

The Harbor Park Alternative will not directly block the gateway corridor of E or J Street, 

though it will dominate the edges of the corridor because of its scale. An extension of H 
Street is proposed and this corridor would also act as a gateway and viewing corridor of 

the project. A moderate impact will be reduced to a low impact to the view corridor 

or gateway character or entry gateways and scenic roadway (4d) as a result of this 

mitigation measure. A moderate impact will be reduced to a low impact to the 

pleasant view and visual relationship between the bay and the development (4d). 

These impacts would no longer be significant under CEQA. 
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Table 5.4-1: Summary of Impacts after Mitigations 

     

VISUAL IMPACTS SUMMARY AFTER 

MITIGATIONS 

DIRECT 

IMPACTS 

CUMULATIVE 

IMPACTS 

(If project impact is reduced, text in cell will indicate what level the impact was & 
what it will change to. If the box background is grey, the impact does not need 

mitigation.) L-Ditch 
No L-
Ditch 

L-Ditch 
with 

Gaylord 

No L-
Ditch with 

Harbor 

VIEW QUALITY         

1a) Change the visual quality of a publicly viewed scene M M M H 

1b) Eliminate an existing publicly accessible viewing location N N N N 

1c) Substantially block a public view corridor of an important viewing 
scene M M M H 

Summary of View Quality Impacts after Mitigations M M M H 

       

VISUAL QUALITY          

2a) Removal of Visual Resources Affecting Quality of Visual Scene L L L M 

2b) Create a cluttered & distracting appearance making a negative 
aesthetic I I I I 

Summary of Visual Quality Impacts after Mitigations L L L M 

      

LIGHT AND GLARE          

3) Light and glare impacts M M M M 

Summary of Light & Glare Impacts after Mitigations 
From M  

to L 
From M  

to L 
From M  to 

L 
From M  to 

L 

      

VISUAL CHARACTER         

4a) Conflict with the adopted plans of the Port and City of Chula Vista N N N N 

4b) Exceed typical height/bulk found in the area  
From M  

to L 
From M  

to L 
From M  to 

L 
From H to 

M 

4c) Have an architectural style or materials contrary to the adjacent area N N N N 

4d) Have an adverse affect on designated scenic roadway or gateways L L L 
From M  to 

L 

4e) Affect a pleasant view / visual relationship between the bay & 
development L L 

From M to 
L 

From M to 
L 

Summary of Visual Character Impacts after Mitigations 
From M  

to L 
From M  

to L 
From M  to 

L 
From H to 

M 

     

 LEGEND   

 H 
Highly 
Adverse N 

Neutral or 
NA 

 M 
Moderately 
Adverse I 

Potential 
Improvement 

 L 
Low 

Adversity   

 




