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Acronyms and Abbreviations

°F

AB
AC
ACM
ADT
AF
AIA
ALUC
ALUCP
AMSL
APS
APZ
AQAP
AQMP
ARB
ASBS
AST
AT&SF
AWSC

B.P.
BAAQMD
BACT
BFE
BGEPA
BMP

BOE

Btu

C&D
CAA
CAAA
CAAQS
CAL FIRE
CalEMA

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

degrees Fahrenheit

Assembly Bill

asphalt cement

asbestos-containing material

average daily traffic

acre-foot/acre-feet

Airport Influence Area

Airport Land Use Commission

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
above mean sea level

Alternative Planning Strategy

accident potential zone

Air Quality Attainment Plan

Air Quality Management Plan

Air Resources Board

Areas of Special Biological Significance
aboveground storage tank

Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway
all-way stop-controlled

before present

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
best available control technology

Base Flood Elevation

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

best management practice

California State Bureau of Equalization
British thermal unit

construction and demolition

Clean Air Act

Clean Air Act Amendments

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

California Emergency Management Agency
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

CalEPA
CalOSHA
Caltrans
CAP
CAPRA
CaRFG
CBC
CCR
CDE
CDFW
CEC
CEQ
CEQA
CESA
CFGC
CFR
CH,
CHP
CHRIS
CIWMB
CIWMP
CLOMR
CMCP
CMP
CNDDB
CNEL
CNPS
CO

CO,
CO,e
CPIOZ
CPUC
CRHR
CTC
CUPA
CWA

cy

California Environmental Protection Agency

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

California Department of Transportation
Climate Action Plan

Commission for the Accreditation of Park and Recreation Agencies

California Reformulated Gasoline

California Building Code

California Code of Regulations

California Department of Education

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Energy Commission

Council on Environmental Quality

California Environmental Quality Act
California Endangered Species Act

California Fish and Game Code

Code of Federal Regulations

methane

California Highway Patrol

California Historical Resources Information System
California Integrated Waste Management Board
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan
conditional letter of map revision

Clairemont Mesa Community Plan

Congestion Management Program

California Natural Diversity Database
community noise equivalent level

California Native Plant Society

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone
California Public Utilities Commission
California Register of Historical Resources
California Transportation Commission
Certified Unified Program Agency

Clean Water Act

cubic yard
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

dB
dBA
DEH
DOD
DOE
DOT
DPM
DPR
DTSC
DWR

EFZ
EIR
EMFAC
EOC
EPCRA
ESA
ESD
ESL

FAA
FAR
FBA
FEMA
FESA
FHWA
FIRM
FMMP
FMP
FRS
FTA

GHG
GWh
GWP

HA
HAP
HCM

decibel

A-weighted decibel

Department of Environmental Health
Department of Defense

U.S. Department of Energy

Department of Transportation

diesel particulate matter

Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Department of Water Resources

Earthquake Fault Zone

Environmental Impact Report

Emission Factors

Emergency Operations Center

Emergency Planning Community Right-to-Know Act
Environmental Site Assessment

City of San Diego Environmental Services Department
Environmentally Sensitive Land

Federal Aviation Administration
floor-area ratio

Facilities Benefit Assessments

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Endangered Species Act

Federal Highway Administration

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Floodplain Management Plan

Fast Response Squad

Federal Transit Administration

greenhouse gas
gigawatt hour
global warming potential

hydrologic area
hazardous air pollutant
Highway Capacity Manual
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

HCP
HFC
HMBP
HMD
HMMP
HOV
HRB
HSC
HU
HVAC

I-5
1-805
ICE
INRMP
IRP
IRWM
ITS

JRMP

MAF
MBAS
MBTA

Habitat Conservation Plan
hydrofluorocarbon

Hazardous Materials Business Plan
Hazardous Materials Division
Hazardous Material Management Plan
high-occupancy vehicle

Historical Resources Board

Health and Safety Code

hydrologic unit

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning

Interstate 5

Interstate 805

Intersection Control Evaluation

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan
Integrated Resources Plan

Integrated Regional Water Management
intelligent transportation systems

Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program

kilowatt hour
Kansas State University

Low Carbon Fuel Standard
Local Coastal Program

Land Development Code
day-night average sound level
equivalent noise level

low impact development

letter of map revision

level of service

Long Range Development Plan
long-term

leaking underground storage tank

million acre-feet a year
methylene blue activated substances
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

MCAS
MEP
MHMP
MHPA
MLD
MMRP
MMT
MND
mph
MPO
MRZ
MS4
MSCP
MT
MTS
MW
MWD
MWh

N-O
NAAQS
NAHC
NB
NCCP
NCHRP
NCTD
NECPA
NESHAP
NF;
NFIP
NHPA
NO

NO;
NO3
NOI
NOP
NOx
NPDES
NPL

Marine Corps Air Station

maximum extent practicable
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
Multi-Habitat Planning Area

Most Likely Descendant

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
millions of metric tons

Mitigated Negative Declaration

miles per hour

Metropolitan Planning Organization
Mineral Resource Zone

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
Multiple Species Conservation Program
metric ton

Metropolitan Transit System

megawatt

Metropolitan Water District

megawatt hour

nitrous oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Native American Heritage Commission
northbound

Natural Community Conservation Plan

National Cooperative Highway Research Program
North County Transit District

National Energy Conservation Policy Act
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant
nitrogen trifluoride

National Flood Insurance Program

National Historic Preservation Act

nitrogen oxide

nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen trioxide

Notice of Intent

Notice of Preparation

oxides of nitrogen

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priority List
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

NPPA Native Plant Protection Act

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

OAL Office of Administrative Law

OES Office of Emergency Services

PCB polychlorinated biphenyls

PDP Priority Development Projects

PDS Planning & Development Services

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report

PFFP Public Facilities Financing Plan

PFC perfluorocarbon

PM particulate matter

PMio respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of
10 micrometers or less

PM,5 fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less

Porter-Cologne Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

ppm parts per million

PRC Public Resources Code

QSD Qualified SWPPP Developer

QSP Qualified SWPPP Practitioner

RAQS Regional Air Quality Strategy

RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment

RLP repetitive loss property

ROG reactive organic gas

RTP Regional Transportation Plan

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAM Site Assessment and Mitigation

SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments

SB Senate Bill

SB southbound
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

scic
SCS
SDAB
SDAPCD
SDCRAA
SDCWA
SDFRD
SDG&E
SDIA
SDPD
SFe
SFHA
SFP

sSIp
SLM
SMAQMD
SMARTS
SO,
sov
SOx
spPcC
SR

SRA
SRLP
STAA
SUSMP
SVP
SWP
SWPPP
SWRCB

TAC
TCM
TDM
TDS
TMA
TMDL
TWSC

South Coastal Information Center

Sustainable Communities Strategy

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego Air Pollution Control District

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

San Diego County Water Authority

San Diego Fire-Rescue Department

San Diego Gas and Electric

San Diego International Airport

San Diego Police Department

sulfur hexafluoride

Special Flood Hazard Area

School Facilities Program

State Implementation Plan

sound level meter

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Storm Water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System
sulfur dioxide

Single-Occupant Vehicle

oxides of sulfur

Spill Prevention Control and Counter-Measures Plan
State Route

State Responsibility Area

Severe Repetitive Loss Property

Surface Transportation Assistance Act

Standard Urban Runoff Mitigation Plan

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

State Water Project

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

toxic air contaminant

Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Demand Management
total dissolved solids

Transportation Management Area
total maximum daily load

two-way stop-controlled
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

uBC
UCP
UC San Diego
ubDC
USACE
uUSsC
USDA
USEPA
USFWS
USGS
UST
uTC
UWMP

V/C ratio
VMT
VOC

WDR
WMA
WMP
WQIP
WQO

ZEV

Uniform Building Code
University Community Plan
University of California San Diego
Unified Disaster Council

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
United States Code

United States Department of Agriculture
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
underground storage tank
University Town Center

Urban Water Management Plan

volume to capacity ratio
vehicle miles traveled
volatile organic compound

Waste Discharge Requirement
Watershed Management Area
Waste Management Plan

Water Quality Improvement Plan
water quality objective

zero-emission vehicle
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Public Comment Letters and Responses

PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

INTRODUCTION TO THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a
written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received
during the public comment period.

This section contains responses to Comment Letters that were received during the 45-day public
review period for the Draft PEIR starting June 17, 2016 and ending August 1, 2016. A total of
192 comment letters were received during the review period. In the pages that follow, each
comment letter is reproduced and their corresponding responses to individual comments are
placed alongside to the right. Each of the individual comments within these comment letters is
assigned an alphanumeric number; and each response is labeled with the corresponding
alphanumeric code. All of the comment letters received are listed in Table RTC-1, which
includes the names of the public, organizations, individiuals, and Native American tribes that
commented during the public review period. For each comment letter, the date of the letter, the
identity of the commenter, and the letter designation assigned to each comment letter is also
included in Table RTC-1.

Table RTC-1
List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, Individuals, and Tribes
Date of Letter Page No. of
No. Letter Commenter Code Response
Federal and State Agencies
1 6/23/2016 | U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District i i
Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (Shari Johnson) USACE-1 RTC-13
2 7/21/2016 Callfornl_a Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39th District CAL-1 RTC-15
(Sarah Fields)
3 8/1/2016 | California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Gail K. CDEW-1 RTC-17
Sevrens)
4 8/2/2016 | State Clearinghouse SCH-1 RTC-7
Special Interest/Organizations
5 6/30/16 University Community Planning Group (1) UCPG-1 RTC-21
6 7/15/16 Friends of Rose Canyon FRC-1 RTC-24
7 7/19/16 | San Diego Coastkeeper (Matt O’Malley) SDCK-1 RTC-60
8 7/27/16 | San Diego Audubon Society (James A. Peugh) SDAS-1 RTC-63
9 7/27/16 | San Diego Canyonlands (Eric Bowlby) SDCL-1 RTC-65
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Public Comment Letters and Responses

Date of Letter Page No. of

No. Letter Commenter Code Response
10 7/28/16 | Sierra Club San Diego (George Courser) SCSD-1 RTC-67
11 7/29/16 Friends of Rose Creek (Karin Zirk) FORC-1 RTC-69
12 7/29/16 University Community Planning Group (Janay Kruger) (2) UCPG-2 RTC-72
13 7/29/16 University of California, San Diego (Anu Delouri) UCSD-1 RTC-76
14 7/29/16 Las Palmas Condominium Association (Patricia A. Wilson) LPCA-1 RTC-84
15 7/30/16 ;?)r;llgijerg.;)o County Archaeological Society, Inc. (James W. SDCAS-1 RTC-87
16 7/31/16 | Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (Austin Speed) Citizens-1 RTC-89
17 7/31/16 -EI;ZE[:t(l)qla())te Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee (M. Eloise TCCAC-1 RTC-109
18 8/1/16 ﬁ;tii(zjgrbsefr(;; the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (Evelyn F. Citizens-2 RTC-110
19 8/1/16 Friends of Rose Canyon (Deborah Knight) FRC-2 RTC-177
20 8/1/16 Friends of Rose Canyon (Deborah Knight) FRC-3 RTC-185
Individuals

21 6/26/16 Reiger, Ed ER-1 RTC-189
22 714116 McCutchen Jr., Hugh HM-1 RTC-191
23 7/12/16 | Tucker, Larry LT-1 RTC-192
24 7/13/16 | Sutton, Lisa LS-1 RTC-195
25 7/17/16 | Ardeshir, Feroza FA-1 RTC-197
26 7/17/16 | Franklin, Barbara BF-1 RTC-198
27 7/17/16 | Remillard, Tom TR-1 RTC-199
28 7/18/16 | Burch, Hallie HB-1 RTC-200
29 7/18/16 | Duffey, Michael MD-1 RTC-201
30 7/18/16 | Fillius, Walker WF-1 RTC-202
31 7/18/16 Hawkins, Jan and Jim JIH-1 RTC-203
32 7/18/16 Ito, Andrea and Carl (1) ACI-1 RTC-204
33 7/18/16 Quinonez, Richard RQ-1 RTC-205
34 7/19/16 Becker-Varano, Tama TBV-1 RTC-206
35 7/19/16 | Gratteau, Tracy TG-1 RTC-207
36 7/19/16 Krysl, Petr PK-1 RTC-209
37 7/19/16 | Smith, Lisa LSM-1 RTC-210
38 7/20/16 | Plumb, Shelley SP-1 RTC-211
39 7/21/16 | Goldsmith, Sandra S. SG-1 RTC-212
40 7/22/16 | Liu, Karen KL-1 RTC-214
41 7/22/16 | Strong, Sam (1) SS-1 RTC-215
42 7/23/16 | Barile, Laurel R. LB-1 RTC-217
43 7/23/16 Forgey, Mackenzie MF-1 RTC-218
44 7/23/16 Larsen, Richard M. RL-1 RTC-219
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Public Comment Letters and Responses

Date of Letter Page No. of
No. Letter Commenter Code Response
45 7/23/16 | Morch, Kim KM-1 RTC-220
46 7/24/16 | Breher, Bill and Joan BJB-1 RTC-221
47 7/24/16 | Fillat, Randy RF-1 RTC-223
48 7/24/16 | Griswold, William G. WG-1 RTC-227
49 7/24/16 | Hawkins, Jan JH-1 RTC-228
50 7/24]16 Nielsen, Christopher and Dr. Paula M.D. Fitzgerald NF-1 RTC-229
51 7/24/16 | Strong, Sam (2) SS-2 RTC-230
52 7/25/16 | Ahern, Diane DA-1 RTC-232
53 7/25/16 | Gertler, Dan DG-1 RTC-233
54 7/25/16 | Jenson-Elliott, Cynthia CJE-1 RTC-234
55 7/25/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (1) ELL-1 RTC-235
56 7/25/16 | Parker, Elisa EP-1 RTC-236
57 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (1) KR-1 RTC-237
58 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (2) KR-2 RTC-238
59 7/25/16 | Rodolico, Katie (3) KR-3 RTC-239
60 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (4) KR-4 RTC-240
61 7/25/16 Rodolico, Katie (5) KR-5 RTC-241
62 7/25/16 | Munn, Marcia MM-1 RTC-242
63 7/26/16 | Elliott, Virgil VE-1 RTC-245
64 7/26/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (2) ELL-2 RTC-246
65 7/27/16 Breisch, Susan SB-1 RTC-247
66 7/27/16 Byrnes, Robert and Theresa Fassel RBTF-1 RTC-248
67 7/27/16 DeShazo, James (1) JD-1 RTC-249
68 7/27/16 DeShazo, James (2) JD-2 RTC-251
69 7/27/16 | Gilgun, Lynda LG-1 RTC-252
70 7/27/16 | Hung, Chiwei CH-1 RTC-253
71 7/27/16 | Jansma, Ariane AJ-1 RTC-254
72 7/27/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (3) ELL-3 RTC-255
73 7/27/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (4) ELL-4 RTC-256
74 7/27/16 | Rodolico, Louis A. LR-1 RTC-257
75 7/27/16 Rogers, Heather K. HR-1 RTC-268
76 7/27/16 | Von Hendy, Phoenix PVH-1 RTC-271
77 7/27/16 | Wilkins, R.G. RGW-1 RTC-272
78 7/28/16 | Crane, Valerie and Robert Cox CC-1 RTC-274
79 7/28/16 DeShazo, James (3) JD-3 RTC-276
80 7/28/16 Duggan, C. Faye CFD-1 RTC-277
81 7/28/16 Eberhardt, Marty ME-1 RTC-278
82 7/28/16 | Hastings, Phil PH-1 RTC-279
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Public Comment Letters and Responses

Date of Letter Page No. of
No. Letter Commenter Code Response
83 7/28/16 | Jahn, Dorothy V. DJ-1 RTC-280
84 7/28/16 Lewis, John W. and Anna JAL-1 RTC-281
85 7/28/16 | Martin, Glenn GM-1 RTC-283
86 7/28/16 Medeiros, Lisa G. LGM-1 RTC-288
87 7/28/16 | Partow, Ramona RP-1 RTC-289
88 7/28/16 | Schlaug, Robert RS-1 RTC-290
89 7/28/16 | Stigall, Cheryl Cs-1 RTC-291
90 7/28/16 | Troemel, Emily ET-1 RTC-292
91 7/29/16 Bernstein, Barry BB-1 RTC-293
92 7/29/16 | Colburn, Bill BC-1 RTC-294
93 7/29/16 Dragin, Peter PD-1 RTC-296
94 7/29/16 Groves, Anne-Marie AMG-1 RTC-297
95 7/29/16 Hauck, Lane and Marilyn LMH-1 RTC-298
96 7/29/16 Ito, Andrea and Carl (2) ACI-2 RTC-299
97 7/29/16 Lazzaro, Katherine KLA-1 RTC-300
98 7/29/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (5) ELL-5 RTC-301
99 7/29/16 | Lotecka, E.L. (6) ELL-6 RTC-302
100 | 7/29/16 | Mathis, Harry HMA-1 RTC-303
101 | 7/29/16 Nash, Carolyn CN-1 RTC-310
102 | 7/29/16 | Pelling, Elizabeth EPE-1 RTC-317
103 | 7/29/16 | Speed, Diane DS-1 RTC-318
104 | 7/29/16 | Sturm, Nancy M. NMS-1 RTC-319
105 | 7/29/16 | Tana, Alice M. AMT-1 RTC-320
106 | 7/29/16 | Webber, Stephanie SW-1 RTC-322
107 | 7/30/16 | Barham, Victoria VB-1 RTC-323
108 | 7/30/16 | Colburn, Mike MC-1 RTC-324
109 | 7/30/16 | Cronin, Aibhilin AC-1 RTC-325
110 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (1) JF-1 RTC-326
111 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (2) JF-2 RTC-327
112 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (3) JF-3 RTC-328
113 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (4) JF-4 RTC-329
114 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (5) JF-5 RTC-330
115 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (6) JF-6 RTC-331
116 | 7/30/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (7) JF-7 RTC-332
117 7/30/16 Leavenworth, Michael ML-1 RTC-333
118 7/30/16 Mailloux, Christine CM-1 RTC-334
119 | 7/30/16 Riffenburgh, Bob BR-1 RTC-335
120 | 7/30/16 | Steele, Don DST-1 RTC-336
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Date of Letter Page No. of
No. Letter Commenter Code Response
121 | 7/30/16 | Steele, Nancy NS-1 RTC-337
122 | 7/30/16 | Wan, Christine CW-1 RTC-338
123 | 7/30/16 | Wilson, Patricia A. PAW-1 RTC-339
124 | 7/31/16 | Amelang, Dan DAM-1 RTC-342
125 | 7/31/16 Barnes, Gregory J. GJB-1 RTC-343
126 7/31/16 Basbaum, Karen KB-1 RTC-350
127 | 7/31/16 Birnbaum, Jacob and Janina Zukotynski BZ-1 RTC-351
128 | 7/31/16 | Clauss, Iris IC-1 RTC-352
129 | 7/31/16 Eigner, Jeanne Beach JBE-1 RTC-353
130 | 7/31/16 | Evans, John Lee JLE-1 RTC-355
131 | 7/31/16 | Fitzsimmons, Barbara BFI-1 RTC-356
132 | 7/31/16 Fitzsimmons, Jerry (8) JF-8 RTC-359
133 | 7/31/16 Frederich, Gary and Nancy GNF-1 RTC-360
134 | 7/31/16 | Griswold, Harry HG-1 RTC-361
135 | 7/31/16 | Hansen, Heidi HH-1 RTC-362
136 | 7/31/16 | Heikoff, Lisa LH-1 RTC-363
137 | 7/31/16 Herzfeld, Charley CHE-1 RTC-364
138 | 7/31/16 | Jacobs, Elinor M. EMJ-1 RTC-365
139 | 7/31/16 | Jenne, Keith KJ-1 RTC-366
140 7/31/16 Kistler, Erik and Kristin EKK-1 RTC-368
141 | 7/31/16 | Krous, Henry F. HFK-1 RTC-369
142 | 7/31/16 | Lakritz, Adam AL-1 RTC-370
143 7/31/16 Lazerson, Keith KLZ-1 RTC-372
144 | 7/31/16 | Martien, Dinesh DM-1 RTC-373
145 | 7/31/16 | Pierre, Fabrice FP-1 RTC-374
146 | 7/31/16 | Steinbach, Joseph JS-1 RTC-375
147 | 7/31/16 | Thompson, Devon A. DAT-1 RTC-376
148 | 7/31/16 | Zabrocki, Luke Lz-1 RTC-378
149 | 7/31/16 | Kobrak, Mariette MK-1 RTC-379
150 7/31/16 Petrie, Marlene MP-1 RTC-380
151 | 7/31/16 Klima, MaryAnn and Rob MRK-1 RTC-381
152 7/31/16 Brounstein, Patricia PB-1 RTC-382
153 | 7/31/16 | Jacobs, Robert A. RAJ-1 RTC-383
154 | 7/31/16 | Craig, Russel RC-1 RTC-384
155 | 7/31/16 | Cavnaugh, Roger RCA-1 RTC-385
156 7/31/16 Danner, Roxieann RD-1 RTC-386
157 | 7/31/16 Hathaway, Susan SH-1 RTC-388
158 | 7/31/16 | Schipper, Sid and Rita SRS-1 RTC-389
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Public Comment Letters and Responses

Date of Letter Page No. of

No. Letter Commenter Code Response
159 | 7/31/16 | Traganza, Susan ST-1 RTC-390
160 | 7/31/16 Ramey, Valerie and Garey VGR-1 RTC-391
161 | 7/31/16 | Lindblade, Vicki VL-1 RTC-392
162 8/1/16 Butbul, Avi AB-1 RTC-393
163 8/1/16 McKeand, Becky BM-1 RTC-394
164 8/1/16 Stevenson, Ben BS-1 RTC-395
165 8/1/16 Cronin, Ciaran N. CNC-1 RTC-396
166 8/1/16 Pietras, Carole CP-1 RTC-397
167 8/1/16 Andonian, Donna DAN-1 RTC-404
168 8/1/16 Cavnaugh, Elliot EC-1 RTC-405
169 8/1/16 Shaughnessy, Greg and Jan GJS-1 RTC-406
170 8/1/16 Kay, Isabelle IK-1 RTC-407
171 8/1/16 Bride, Joe JB-1 RTC-410
172 8/1/16 Brooks, Joseph H. JHB-1 RTC-411
173 8/1/16 Bott, John P. JPB-1 RTC-413
174 8/1/16 Arden, Karen C. KCA-1 RTC-414
175 8/1/16 Hughes, Karen KH-1 RTC-415
176 8/1/16 Jensen-Pergakes, Kristen KJP-1 RTC-416
177 8/1/16 Straus, Karen KS-1 RTC-417
178 8/1/16 Wirsing, Kevin KW-1 RTC-419
179 8/1/16 Bryden, Megan MB-1 RTC-420
180 8/1/16 McKeand, Michele MMK-1 RTC-421
181 8/1/16 Pelling, Michael R. MRP-1 RTC-422
182 8/1/16 Watkins, Margie MW-1 RTC-423
183 8/1/16 McLean, Naomi NM-1 RTC-425
184 8/1/16 Brucker, Robert RB-1 RTC-426
185 8/1/16 Murad, Robert E. REM-1 RTC-427
186 8/1/16 Cronin, Roisin Heather RHC-1 RTC-428
187 8/1/16 Sifton, Susan J. SJS-1 RTC-429
188 8/1/16 Lippe, Sandra SL-1 RTC-430
189 8/1/16 Selleck, Joan and Paul Maschel SM-1 RTC-431
190 8/1/16 Wanetick, Jerry and Ann Kennedy WK-1 RTC-432
Native American Tribes

191 | 6/23/16 | Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians RINCON-1 RTC-433
192 7/5/16 Pala Band of Mission Indians (Shasta C. Gaughen) PALA-1 RTC-434

Page RTC-6 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR

UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016




* ‘Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Governor

LETTER

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor's Office of Planning and Reéearch_ -

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

August 2, 2016

Susan Morrison

City of San Diego

1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1400, MS 614C
San Diego, CA 92101 .

'Suhje'm:Univerm}f"f" munity Plan Amendmi

SCH#: 2015121011
Dear Susan Morrison:
The State Clearinghousé submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On

the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 1, 2016, and the comments from the

‘responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-dlgll State Clearinghouse number in futm 1.0
wmpondence sorhax we may respond promptly. . . At “

P]ease note that Secllon 2} 104(c) Df the Callfuma 'Publlc R.esoms Code states lhat

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are

required to be-carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by e

specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in prepnrmg your ﬁna1 environmental document. Should you need

more information or clarification of the encl we d that you contact the . .-
commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requi for:

draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Flease contact the.
State Clmnghuuse at (9]6) 4-45-05]_1 1f yuu ha\re a.n}' questmrl.s régarding the environmental review .
process

Scott Morgan
Director, Slate Clearinghouse

- Enclosures : -
. cc: Resources Agency .

1400 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 8044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

SCH-1-1

RTC-7

RESPONSE
State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Please note that responses to the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife comment letter follows this item (see
CDFW-1).



SCH#
Project Title'
Lead Agency

LETTER

Document Details Report. ...
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2015121011

University Commuﬁily Plan-Amendment - WT i
San Diego, City of . : sa e

Type
Description

EIR DraftEIR

This PEIR analyzes the potential impacts related to removing the Genesse Avenue Wndenmg and.
Regents Road Bridge projects from the University Community Plan Transportation Element, as well as-
five project alternatives which consist of variations of including and removing the Genesee Avenue
Widening and Regents Road Bridge projects. The Genesee Avenue Widening project would expand

-this roadway from four to 'six lanes between SR 52 and Nobel Dr. The Regents Rd Bridge project would

construct two separate, parallel two lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the. present
north and south Regents Rd termini on either side of the canyon. The second altemairve would -
analyze the putenisa]

Laad Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
. City.

Susan Morrison
City of San Diego .
(618) 533-6492 Fax

1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1400, MS614C : e
SanDiego . . ' . State CA _Zip 92101 .. -

Project Location -

County

City .o ..

" Region

» Lat/Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.

Township - -

San Di_sgo'

Regents Rd.waemor Dr, Gsnesee Ave Nohel Dr La Jolla V’I!age DrfMiramar Rd La Jolla Farms Rd

Rarlge : i Section ' Base -

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
'Railways
" Waterways
Schools

" Land Us_s-

I-5, 1-805, SR 52, SR 56

MCAS Miramar

San Dlego Trciley. Atchlnson.

Pacific Ocean, Los Penasquitos Lagoon, Penasquitos Creek
_Multiple, including UCSD. | [
Mix of respdanlial ccmmerma[ light industrial, lnstnunonal parks, upen space, m|l|tar)|r

* Project Issues :

- Capacity, Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation;
Vegelahon Water. Quamy Water Supply; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other: Issues

Alr Quality; Archaeologio.—l-(.isioric: .El'lological Resburoes: Coaslal Zone; Eirainagef).\bsorpﬁun; -
Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Sewer -

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission; Departmenl of Conservation; Deparln'rent of Fish
and Wildiife, Region 5; Department of Parks and Re tion; Department of Water R

Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Air Rasuumas
Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; Mative American--
Henlage Commission; Publlc Uhlmes Commission; State Lands Gomm:ssmn

Date Received

06/17/2016 Start od’IRevie.w 06/17/2016 End of Review 08/01 12016

Note:: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency: .7 - - -

|scH-1-1.
cont.
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Subject: Unr\rersny commumty Plan Amendment (Pruposetl Project) -
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Project Number 480286; SCH No. 2015121011

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife recsived a draft Environmental Impact Report
from the City of San Diege Planning Department for the Proposed Project pursuant the
“California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.' :

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the above reférenced-- |

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the University Community Plan Amendment, -
dated December 2, 2015. The following statements and comments have been-prepared - -
pursuant to the Department's authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over. natural - -
resources affected by the project (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines
§15386) and pursuant to our authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA Guidelines X
section 15381 over those aspects of the proposed project that come under the purview of the .-

‘California Endangered Species Act (CESA, Fish and Game Code § 2050 et seq.) and Fish.and

Game Code section 1600 et seq. The Department alsc administers the Natural Community

Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, a California regional habitat conservation planning
program. The City of San Diego (City) participates in the NCCP program by mplamen{mg its

approved Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). - . ’

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: City of San Diego Planning Department,

Objective: The objective of the Proposed Project is to amend the 1987 University Community . .
Plan (UCP) and the UCP Transportation Element to reflect planned mobility improvements 1hal
have been approved or completed and to analyze the environmental impacts of the :
development without the construction of the Genesee Avenue Widening and: the Regents Raad
Bndge

" Location: The UCP area encompasses approxlmately 8,500 acres and is bound by-Los
Pefiasquitos Lagoon and the east-facing slopes of Sorrentc Valley on the north; the tracks of

the Atchinson, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad, MCAS Miramar, and Interstate 805 on th_a east; .

LETTER
NIA State of California — Natural ResourcesA EDMUND G. BROWN JR. or
% DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (EAE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
§ South Coast Region B P
) 3883 Ruffin Road Lk
San Diego, CA 82123 I
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov
August 1, 2018
Ms. Susan Marrison, Environmental Planner
- City of San Diego Planning Department GCM!
1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200, MS-413 : ' mmufmmm‘
" 'San Diego, Califomia 82101 - R ; AUE ! :
' ' ' - 12015
Dear Ms Merrison: . STATE
OUSE

1 CEQA s oadifled in Ihe California Public R.esourcn Codc in section 2!000 et seq. Th: ‘CEQA Guidélines™ are T

found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.

Comewing Califormia’s Wildlife Since 1870

| scH-1-1
cont.
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LETTER

Ms. Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
August 1, 2016

Page 2 of 4

State Route 52 on the south; and Interstate 5, Giiman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla
‘Farms Road, and the Pacific Ocean on the west. ’

‘Project Description: The DEIR serves to-analyze the potential impacts related to removing the
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge projects from the UGP Transportation -
Element, along with considering five project alternatives. The proposed project would amend the
City of San Diego General Plan Mobility Element, amend the UCP Transportation element, and
amend the North University City Public Facilities Financing Plan with a new Impact Fee Study
for the plan area. The sum of these actions form the project (Proposed Project) analyzed by-the
DEIR. The alternatives analyzed in the DEIR are asfollows: (1) the No Project alternative,
widening of Genesee Avenue from four to six lanes between State Route 52 and Nobel Drive
and constructing Regents Road Bridge. The bridge and roadway would extend north from the
present end of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte Court, over
a tributary drainage to Rose Canyon (which would be filled, not spanned), and through a hill
within Rese Canyon. The bridge portion spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately 870
feet long; (2) the Construction of Regents Road Bridge (in the manner described in alternative 1
and not widening Genesee Avenue); (3) widening Genesee Avenue and removing the Regent
Road Bridge project from the UCP; (4) constructing a pedestrian bike (with amearaancy vehicle
-acosss) bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue; (5) pedestrian bike (with emergency
vehicle access) bridge and no widening of Genesee Avenue. :

Portions of the project area are within .the ‘Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of the City's -

MSCP SAP. Specifically, Rose Canyon (Rose Canyon Open Space Park) would be affected by
alternatives that construct the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenus Widening. The
extent of the widening of Genesee Avenue could affect a portion of San Clemente Canvon
(Marian Bear Memorial Park) depending on modifications to travel lanes (widening described to
occur between State Route 52 and Nobel Drive). Rose Canyon is identified within the City SAP
asan urban habitat area and east-west wildlife corridor hosting multiple sensitive habitats (e.g.,
coastal sage scrub, chaparral, oak woodlands, and riparian), sensitive and common wildiife
species (e.g., least Bell's vireo, white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered hawk, cotton-
tailed rabbit, skunks, and mule deer among others). . ' :

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Project History and Prior Comments

The Department along with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Wildlife Agencies) previously -
‘provided joint comment letters (respectively, April 15, 2004, April 14, 2005, and July 31, 2008)
1o the City's Development Services Department during the Notice of Preparation, DEIR, and
final EIR phases for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study
(SCH#2004031011). On December 31, 2015, the Department commented that the project
description provided for the 2006 University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study is
very similar in scope to the project described in the Notice of Preparation {(and subsequently this
DEIR), with a notable difference in the current Proposed Project's removal of the Genesee .
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge projects. In our comment lstters the Depariment
(and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) recommended that the City process an amendment to the
" UPC to remove the Genesee Averiue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UPC =
Transportation Element. Subsequently an amendmentto the community plan was processed by

SCH-1-1

cont.
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Ms. Susan Morrison, Environmental Pllanner -
% City'of San Diego Planning Department
- August 1, 2016

LETTER

Page 3 of 4
City Council resolution (R-201 5-142), including removing the Ganesee Avenue Wdemng and
Regents Road Bridge projects from the UCP.

We appreciate the City's incorporatlon of the Department's previous comments on the
University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study DEIR (SCH#2004031011), the

current University Community Plan Amendment DEIR (SCH#2015121011), and the subsequent.

removal of the Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP. The .
removal of the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening fulfills specific objectives
of the MSCP by "...maintain[ing] 2 workable balance between preservation of natural resources
and regional gromh ‘and economic prosperity.” We offer the comment below to darlfy the ﬁna]

._ environmental impact prior to certification. .

Alternatives Descrigtions

.The DEIR should clearly quantify and analyze the.impacts of the cut and fill (e.g., earthwork)
~necessary to construct all DEIR alternatives invelving the construction of the-Regents Road

Bridge design. According to the 2006 University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study,

-“significant landform alteration impacts would occur as a result of the Regents Road Bridge

alternative. in addition, as discussed in Section 3.3.1.2, the Regents Road Bridge Alternative -
‘would involve cut and fill across & portion-of a tributary to Rose Canyon and a ridge adjacent to

" the south edge of the canyon. Construction of the bndge and connecting cut-and-fill would

' - restoration area protected by state Iegm!a_ture ‘We recommend that each project alternative -~ ..
description relying on the Regents Road Bridge disclose in each of the alternative descriptions- - | .

. involve approximately 88,000 cubic yards of earthwork. An ‘estimated total of & acres would be =)
_ affected by grading.” Previously, the Wlldfrfe Agencres stated that impacts to these areas . wnutd_ N

have potentially significant impacts on the implementation of the City’s SAP, Gity's MHPA,
preservation of wildlife movement corridors, sensitive plant and wildlife species, -and-impact a:

the quantity of cut, fill, and biological impacts (identified above) associated with constructing the
bridge. We continue to support the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and the widening of
Genesee Avenue as a means to reduce significant impacts to biclogical resources .and conform;,
to land use planning documents, including the City's SAP and California Department of Parks
and Recreation Habitat Conservation Fund Program, and other City mitigation sites. We. .
applaud the City's efforts to remove the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Wldenlng
from the UCP. .

. We appreciate the opportunlty to comment on the DEIR. Questions regarding this letter and

- further coordination on these issues should be directed to Eric Weiss at (858) 467-4280 or “A
aric.waiss w:ldl:feza Qov. - -+ TR e e . ISR

SCH-1-1
contioo s

Smoere]y, ,r‘\ |

=7 Gail K. Sevrens . .

* Environmental Program Manager
: Scu‘fh Coast Reglon

" Scott Morgan (State Clearmghnusa)
David Zoutendyk U S. Fish and Wlldl[fe Ser\uce Carisbad Ofﬁoe
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LETTER RESPONSE
State Clearinghouse (August 2, 2016)

Insert SCH-1 (Page 6 of 6)
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LETTER RESPONSE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (June 23, 2016)

USACE-1-1 The Project, which includes the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and
the Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP, does not include any
construction activities, and therefore would not require a permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Should one of the project alternatives that
include the construction of the Regents Road Bridge and/or the Widening
of Genesee Avenue be chosen over the Project, consultation with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers regarding the permitting process would then
occur.

Insert USACE-1 (Page 1 of 2)
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LETTER RESPONSE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
Regulatory Division, Carlsbad Field Office (June 23, 2016)

Insert USACE-1 (Page 2 of 2)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
California Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39" District (June 21, 2016)

Insert CAL-1 (Page 1 of 2)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER

Insert CAL-1 (Page 2 of 2)

RESPONSE

California Legislature, Senator Marty Block 39" District (June 21, 2016)

CAL-1-1

RTC-16

Comment acknowledged. Commenter discusses that the City’s Rose
Canyon Open Space Park Riparian Restoration/Enhancement Project was
awarded a State of California Habitat Conservation Fund (HCF) grant and
that HCF grant funds were approved by the voters through the California
Wildlife Protection Act of 1990, and states that, in receiving this grant, the
City agreed to “maintain and operate” the designated habitat in perpetuity
with the understanding that “no other use, sale or other disposition of the
property except as authorized by specific act of the Legislature” would be
possible, as directed in the Procedural Guide. Commenter expresses
support for the removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP,
and agrees that attention ought to be given to any and all relevant
agreements, in addition to concerns of the built and natural environments
as well as the community. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016)

CDFW-1-1 Comment noted.

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 1 of 5)

CDFW-1-2 Comment noted.
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LETTER RESPONSE
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016)

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 3 of 5)

CDFW-1-3 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. The commenter also summarizes the project history and
their prior comments. The CDFW along with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Wildlife Agencies) previously provided joint comment letters
(respectively, April 15, 2004, April 14, 2005, and July 31, 2006) to the
City's Development Services Department during the Notice of Preparation,
DEIR, and Final EIR phases for the University City North/South
Transportation Corridor Study EIR (SCH#2004031011) prepared by the
City of San Diego in 2006. The commenter also acknowledges that the
Project would be in compliance with the MSCP as discussed in Section
4.9, Biological Resources.
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Insert CDFW-1 (Page 4 of 5)

CDFW-1-4
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RESPONSE

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016)

The commenter suggests further analysis on the impacts of the cut and fill
(e.g., earthwork) necessary to construct all DEIR alternatives involving the
construction of the Regents Road Bridge design. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6 (d) discusses the requirements for evaluating alternatives:

“Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative
may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused
by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall
be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as
proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d
1).”

As addressed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Project
alternatives analysis complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,
which requires a comparative evaluation of the Project with alternatives to
the Project, including a No Project Alternative. Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section focuses on alternatives to the
Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any
significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, despite the
possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of Project
objectives or prove less cost efficient.



LETTER

Insert CDFW-1 (Page 5 of 5)

CDFW-1-5

RTC-20

RESPONSE

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (August 1, 2016)

In addition, implementation of a project alternative may potentially result
in new impacts that would not have resulted from the Project. Table 9-1 of
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, provides a matrix displaying the major
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative.
The State CEQA Guidelines require that the analysis of project
alternatives provide sufficient information about each alternative in order
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project.
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, is consistent with these requirements.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
University Community Planning Group (June 30, 2016)

UCPG-1-1 Commenter reasserts their objections to the No Project Alternative raised
in their July 29, 2016 letter. See responses to comments UCPG-2-1
through UCPG-2-8.

Insert UCPG-1 (Page 1 of 3)
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LETTER

Environmental Impacts:

As the Draft PEIR makes clear, the construction of the Regents Road Bridge. in particular,
would have “significant and irreversible™ environmental impacts to the University
Community (8-8, see also 4.2-29-30). In addition, the bridge and widening together would
attract forecasted traffic congestion "primarily" by rerouting automobile traffic from adjacent
freeways through the residential communities of north and south University City (Appendix
C. p. iii).

We note that removing the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue widening is estimated
to have significant environmental impacts, however, we believe that these are outweighed by
other tangible environmental and community benefits of the Project.

As the D-PEIR indicates, the Project avoids significant environmental impacts in 11 of 16
categories of impact studied. including biological resources - such as sensitive habitat and
threatened species, and MHPA - hydrology and water quality, energy and water use,
public utilitiles, health and safety, visual effects and neighborhood character (ES-4; Table
9-1, p. 9-7).

We note, too, that the D-PEIR analysis forecasts that “significant transportation impacts
would occur regardless of the implementation of the project,” and regardless of which
alternative is selected (4.2-52).

The D-PEIR points out that "some operational deterioration would be worsened by removal
of the planned™ projects (8-9); however, we note that many of operational differences
between Project and no Project alternatives are “slight” (e.g.. GHGs, 9-15; Emergency
Service, 9-20), and the comparative impacts are small in real terms.

Looking forward to a balanced, multi-modal solution to transportation and mobility in the
decades to come, the UCPG also takes note of recent research that indicates the effect of new
roadways to induce more traffic and greenhouse gas emissions — the “build it and they will
come” effect.? Adding this factor to the projection that the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee
Avenue widening will re-route traffic from local highways through the residential streets of
the University Community, we recommend approval of the Project - removal of the Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue widening from the UCP.

1 See pg ES-4: "the Project would result in less than significant impacts with no mitigation required
for the issue areas of land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, and health and safety” ; and
"No significant impacts were identified for the issue areas of energy, historical resources, biological
resources, geologic conditions, paleontological resources, hydrology and water quality, public
utilities, and population and housing.”

2 Susan Handy, “Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion,” UC
Davis/National Center for Sustainable Transportation Policy Brief, Oct.,

2015(http:/ /www.dot.ca.gov/newtech /researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015-
NCST_Brief_InducedTravel_CS6_v3.pdf)

UCPG-1-1

cont.
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LETTER

Corrections/Recommendations:

Emergency Services:

We note that the Draft PEIR analysis of future emergency service response times does
not account for the existing Squad 56 rapid response station on Governor Drive, nor the
future Fire Station 50, approved for Nobel Drive.

We concur with the D-PEIR recommendation in support of a new Fire Station in south
University City. We support the recommendation that “a new fire station would be
beneficial to improve emergency response times in this area of the community”
(Appendix C, p3).

Corrections:

We note that the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C, table 6-7 on p 6-6)
refers to projected class I bicycle paths through Rose Canyon and Roselle Canyon as
part of the Coastal Rail Trail corridor. We note that the CRT route has been selected
to run over different segments along Gilman Drive and through UCSD. The proposed
bike paths through Rose and Roselle Canyons have been deleted from the City’s
Bicycle Master Plan.

We note the D-PEIR includes three schools in the Genesee Avenue corridor while stating
that "no school facilities are located immediately off of Regents Road." [see p53]. This
conclusion reflects the selection process for studied corridor boundaries in the D-PEIR,
however, in real terms there are two elementary schools within two blocks of Regents
Road. Doyle Elementary School is situated “immediately off” Regents Road at Berino Ct,
just north of the study boundary and adjacent to the Doyle Community Park and
Recreation Center. Sole auto access to the school is on Berino Ct. from Regents Road. In
south University City, Spreckels Elementary is located two city blocks from the corner of
Regents Road and Governor Drive. These schools may be located outside the defined
project corridors, but they would clearly be impacted by the construction of the Regents
Road Bridge. These facts reinforce our recommendation to support the Project.

Sincerely.

UCPG-1-1

cont.
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Insert FRC-1 (Page 1 of 36)

FRC-1-1

RTC-24

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. To provide clarification, the traffic analysis performed for
Scripps Memorial Hospital included the portion of the community north of
La Jolla Village Drive and did not evaluate changes south of La Jolla
Village Drive, nor any of the freeways. The Project generally found
similar results for roadways and intersections north of La Jolla Village
Drive. The comment further states opposition to the construction of the
Regents Road Bridge. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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Insert FRC-1 (Page 4 of 36)

FRC-1-2

RTC-27

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

The commenter states that the original Regents Road Bridge design as
described in Section 3.2.2, which consisted of constructing “two separate,
parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the
south and north ends of Regents Road” is erroneous. The commenter
mentions that this concern was brought to the City’s attention in a letter
from D. Knight to S. Morrison dated January 4, 2016. The commenter
claims that, in order to connect the 1,472-foot span between the north and
south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the construction
of a new 600-foot road within Rose Canyon Open Space Park would be
required. This comment is acknowledged.

Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0,
Project Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road
Bridge construction, including the four-lane road that would have been
built by filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The
preliminary design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in
the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR
(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR.



LETTER

Insert FRC-1 (Page 5 of 36)

FRC-1-3

FRC-1-4

RTC-28

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

Please see responses to comment Citizens-2-31. In addition, Section 3.2.2,
Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0, Project Description,
provides details of all features of the Regents Road Bridge construction,
including the four-lane road that would have been built by filling of a
tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge.

The public facilities identified in the University City Community Plan
Amendment serve as the basis for the projects in the proposed North
University City Public Facilities Financing Plan Amendment (PFFP). Any
revision, removal, or addition of public facilities will be reflected in the
PFFP. An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be
required to allow for implementation of the UCP. In addition to the
Project, the North University City PFFP is anticipated to add 17 new
mobility projects as a result of the removal of the Regents Road Bridge
and the Genesee Widening. An updated North University City PFFP
would be adopted with each community plan update (UCP) to allow for
implementation of the UCP.



LETTER RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

FRC-1-5 Commenter retained MRO Engineers, Inc. to evaluate the Draft PEIR
transportation analysis and summarizes the findings in this comment. See
responses to comments FRC-1-13 through FRC-1-20.

Insert FRC-1 (Page 6 of 36)
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Insert FRC-1 (Page 7 of 36)

FRC-1-6

FRC-1-7

RTC-30

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

The commenter is concerned with the air quality methodology utilized in
the Draft PEIR resulting in significant and unmitigated impacts. The
estimate of 75 percent is based on freeway and arterial VMT as a
percentage of the total and is not arbitrary. For each freeway or arterial
segment, the appropriate speed bin emission factor was selected and
multiplied by the corresponding VMT to calculate annual emissions on the
segment. The traffic study did not have detailed speeds for collector and
local roadways, and therefore, to fully account for the impacts of the
Project, the net changes in emissions were adjusted by 25 percent to
account for the total VMT in the Project area (including all roadway
types). As stated in Section 4.5 of the DEIR, because specific information
is not available to support different assumptions for the local roadways, it
was conservatively assumed that the emissions would increase based on
the percentage of VMT.

As indicated in the comment, a lead agency may use an alternative
baseline if supported by substantial evidence. Since the Project includes
changes to a planning document and those changes would not affect the
existing infrastructure in the Project area, the use of existing conditions for
the analysis would not fully demonstrate the impacts of the Project. That
analysis would simply demonstrate how vehicle emission rates and miles
traveled change over time. The use of a future baseline and detailed traffic
analysis demonstrates how traffic volumes, average vehicle speeds, and
emissions would change as a result of the Project.
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FRC-1-8

FRC-1-9
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RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

Please see response to comment FRC-1-7.

Fire Station 50 was not included in future analysis because a site has not
been determined at the time of the preparation of the Draft PEIR. As
discussed in Chapter 2.0, Section 2.1.3.7, Emergency Services, Squad 56
consists of a Fast Response Squad (FRS), which is a two-person fire crew,
rather than the traditional four-person crew. At the time of the preparation
of the Draft PEIR, no data were available for Squad 56. As such, only Fire
Station 35, Fire Station 27, and Fire Station 9 were analyzed in the Draft
PEIR.
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FRC-1-10

FRC-1-11

RTC-32

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. As stated in Chapter 9.0, State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR also identify which
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives if the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative. However, because the Project in this Draft PEIR is the
environmentally superior alternative and more closely resembles a “no
project” alternative due to the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and
Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP (i.e., no construction =
no project), an environmentally superior alternative was also selected from
among the other alternatives.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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FRC-1-12

FRC-1-13

FRC-1-14

RTC-48

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

Comment noted. The commenter has included as an attachment a letter
report prepared on June 28, 2016 by MRO Engineers, Inc. analyzing the
Transportation Impact Study prepared by Kimley-Horn, which was
included as Appendix C in the Draft PEIR. The commenter claims that the
Transportation Impact Study overstates the effects on traffic operations in
the community plan area.

The westbound approach (Decoro Street) measures approximately 24 feet
wide. At this approach, there are no parking restrictions and no lane
delineations. The eastbound approach (Decoro Street) measures
approximately 30 feet wide. At this approach, there are parking
restrictions approximately 30 feet from the limit line. There are also no
lane delineations for this approach. While the width of both approaches
allows for accommodating of two lanes of traffic, without lane
delineations it is not guaranteed that vehicles (both vehicles traveling
through the intersection and parked vehicles) would maneuver as if there
are two lanes of traffic at both the eastbound and westbound approaches.
The geometry of this intersection in the Existing Conditions Report
prepared in December 2015 is accurate based on the existing lane
delineations.

The intersection geometry assumptions at the locations identified were
checked and modified where necessary.
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Insert FRC-1 (Page 26 of 36)

FRC-1-15

FRC-1-16

RTC-49

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

The City prefers to use peak-hour factor (PHFs) by approach and
acknowledges it may result in more conservative results. PHFs by
approach were used instead of intersection-wide PHFs to capture the
highest 15-minute volume of each approach within the 1-hour analysis.
This is a typical practice in long-term planning. The analysis was for each
future alternative, providing a fair comparison between alternatives.

Roadway capacities used for the analysis are consistent with the City of
San Diego Street Design Manual 2002 adopted on November 25, 2002. In
the City of San Diego Street Design Manual 2002, it states; “The ADTs
corresponding to the various LOS included in the Traffic Impact Studies
Manual are intended as guidelines to correlate the quality of traffic service
with typical sections of different street classifications.” Roadway
capacities are not meant to be the maximum number of daily traffic
utilizing the segment. As stated in Chapter 4 of the 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM); "Vehicle capacity is the maximum number of
vehicles that can pass a given point during a specified period under
prevailing roadway, traffic, and control conditions. This assumes that there
is no influence from downstream traffic operations, such as queues
backing into the analysis point....The stated capacity for a given system
element is a flow rate that can be achieved repeatedly for peak periods of
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FRC-1-17

FRC-1-18

RTC-50

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

sufficient demand. Capacity is not the absolute maximum flow rate
observed." Therefore, the Transportation Impact Study provided in
Appendix C did adequately analyze roadway capacity values.

The commenter discusses that Table 4.2-9, Future Year Roadway
Segments with Unacceptable Level of Service, has incorrectly described
the segment of La Jolla Village Drive between Revelle College Drive and
Villa La Jolla under “Future Year with Project” as being at an
unacceptable LOS E. The comment is acknowledged and Table 4.2-9 has
been revised. “Future Year with Project” for roadway segment La Jolla
Village Drive between Revelle College Drive and Villa La Jolla under
“Future Year with Project” has been revised to LOS D.

The commenter discusses the inconsistencies between the data collected in
the field and the travel time simulations. It is acknowledged that the
simulation and field results do not correlate very well. This may be
attributed to the simulation methodology. As discussed on page 4-26 of
Appendix C, Transportation Impact Study, a speed-based travel time
analysis of key corridors within the University community was conducted
during peak hours of the day. This analysis evaluates the roadway segment
LOS perceived by auto users based on the average speed a vehicle
maintains along the corridor. The travel time information along each
corridor was calculated using Synchro software and actual travel time
information. A comparison of the two methods was provided to depict
how well the simulation reflects actual travel times. For the corridor
speed-based analysis simulation, the average speed was computed by
adding the running time between signalized intersections and did not
accurately reflect signal synchronization advantages. The simulation also
used the worst 15 minutes for each intersection rather than the same time
for all intersections. Corridor travel time speed results were included for
the future conditions; however, because the existing simulation and field
results did not correlate, no impact or mitigation decisions were made
based on the future corridor travel time speed analysis results.
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FRC-1-19

FRC-1-20

RTC-51

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)

The comment does not provide a full reference to the statement in Section
4.4, which indicates that "the emission estimates were based on available
detailed traffic data (e.g., peak hour speeds) that only account for 75
percent of the total VMT in the Project area. Therefore, to fully account
for the impacts of the Project, the net changes in emissions were adjusted
by 25 percent to account for the total VMT in the Project area."

Comment noted.
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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ATTACHMENT TO

COMMENT LETTER FRC-1

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
MANUAL
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RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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City of San Diego

ATTACHMENT TO

COMMENT LETTER FRC-1

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY MANUAL

FINAL

JULY 1998

This information, document, or portions thereof, will be made available in

alternative formats

RTC-56

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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Friends of Rose Canyon (July 15, 2016)
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LETTER RESPONSE
San Diego Coastkeeper (July 19, 2016)

SDCK-1-1  Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed
removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process,
is part of the administrative record.

Insert SDCK-1 (Page 2 of 2)

SDCK-1-2  Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.
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LETTER RESPONSE
San Diego Coastkeeper (July 19, 2016)

Sincerely,

Matt O'Malley
Legal & Policy Director

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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SDAS-1-1

SDAS-1-2

SDAS-1-3

RTC-63

RESPONSE
San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP.

Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.

The commenter asserts that the original Regents Road Bridge design as
described in Section 3.2.2, which consisted of constructing “two separate,
parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the
south and north ends of Regents Road” is erroneous. The commenter
claims that in order to connect the span between the north and south
Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the construction of 700
feet of a new four-lane cut-and-fill road from Lahitte Court northward to
the middle of Rose Canyon would be necessary. This comment is
acknowledged.

Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, under Chapter 3.0,
Project Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road
Bridge construction, including the four-lane road that would have been
built by filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The
preliminary design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in
the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR
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San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016)
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SDAS-1-4
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RESPONSE
San Diego Audubon Society (July 27, 2016)

(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR.

Comment acknowledged.
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San Diego Canyonlands (July 27, 2016)
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LETTER RESPONSE
San Diego Canyonlands (July 27, 2016)

SDCL-1-1  Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed
removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process,
is part of the administrative record.

SDCL-1-2  Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.

SDCL-1-3  Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3.
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Sierra Club San Diego (July 28, 2016)

SCSD-1-1  Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support of the proposed
removal of the Regents Road Bridge as part of the Project. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but through this process,
is part of the administrative record.

SCSD-1-2  Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.

SCSD-1-3  Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3.
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Sierra Club San Diego (July 28, 2016)
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FORC-1-1

RTC-70

RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Creek (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Friends of Rose Creek (July 29, 2016)

FORC-1-2  Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.

FORC-1-3  Please see response to comment SDAS-1-3.
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016)

UCPG-2-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016)

UCPG-2-2  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

UCPG-2-3  Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. In addition, Commenter cites additional research that
indicates the effect of new roadways to induce more traffic and
greenhouse gas emissions—the "build it and they will come"—effect
(Susan Handy, "Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic
Congestion,” UC Davis/National Center for Sustainable Transportation
Policy Brief, Oc., 2015). This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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UCPG-2-4

UCPG-2-5

UCPG-2-6
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RESPONSE
University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016)

Comment noted. Please see response to comment FRC-1-9.

Comment noted.

Commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed Class | Bicycle
Paths through Rose Canyon and Roselle Canyon as part of the Coastal
Rail Trail corridor as discussed in Appendix C, Transportation Impact
Study (Table 6-7 on page 6-6). The Coastal Rail Trail Project is not
included in the Project, but is depicted in San Diego Association of
Governments’ Bicycle Master Plan (2013). This improvement is not
shown on the recommended bicycle network maps. This comment does
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the City during the decision-making
process.
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UCPG-2-7

UCPG-2-8
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RESPONSE
University Community Planning Group (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. Commenter notes the schools within the Genesee Avenue
and Regents Road Corridors. Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities,
discusses the educational facilities in the UCP area, which consist of
public, private, and higher education institutions. These include three
elementary schools (Curie Elementary, Doyle Elementary, and Speckles
Elementary); one public middle school (Standley Middle School); one
public high school (University City Senior High); and one private school
(La Jolla Country School). This comment does not address the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter states their strong objections to
Mitigation Measures TRA 1.6 and TRA 2.3 and their support for
Mitigation Measures TRA 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, TRA 2.6, and 2.5. Commenter
also states their opposition to the remaining mitigation measures. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of
the administrative record.
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UCSD-1-1

UCSD-1-2

UCSD-1-3

UCSD-1-4

UCSD-1-5

RTC-76

RESPONSE
University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016)

All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the
Final PEIR.

Page 2-4 of the Final PEIR has been revised to replace “Scripps Institute”
with “Scripps Institution of Oceanography.”

All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the
Final PEIR. In addition, the typographical errors on page 11-17 of the
Draft PEIR referencing University of San Diego have been revised and
replaced with University of California, San Diego.

The reference to “new Eastgate Mall” has been replaced with “new
Gilman Bridge” under “Methodologies and Assumptions” in Section 4.2.3,
Significance Determination Thresholds, of Section 4.2, Transportation/
Circulation.

Figure 2-2 and Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-4 have been revised and included
in this Final PEIR.
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University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016)
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University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016)
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University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016)
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University of California, San Diego (July 29, 2016)
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Las Palmas Condominium Association (July 30, 2016)
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LPCA-1-1

RTC-85

RESPONSE

Las Palmas Condominium Association (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Las Palmas Condominium Association (July 30, 2016)

We want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road | L PCA-1-1
projects, especially the unnecessary, costly, and environmentally damaging Regents Road | egnt.
Bridge.

Sincerely,

Patnicia 4. Welson

ON BEHALF OF THE LAS PALMAS CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION
Patricia A. Wilson. President

Las Palmas Condominium Association

4185 Porte de Palmas, Unit #165

San Diego, CA 92122
858-202-1879

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (July 30, 2016)
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To: Ms. Susan Morrison
Planning Department
City of San Diego
Suite 1200, East Tower, MS413
1010 Second Avenue
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
University Community Plan
Project No. 480286

Dear Ms. Morrison:

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the subject DPEIR on behalf of this
committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DPEIR, we agree that the changes proposed
would not result in any impacts to cultural resources or require any cultural resources
mitigation measures.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon the environmental impacts of
this community plan amendment.

Sincerely,
&es W. Royle, Jr., Char
Environmental Review Conihittee

[ SDCAS President
File

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (B58) 538-0035

RESPONSE

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (July 30, 2016)

>
-~
ﬂ San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
» -
’o : Environmental Review Committee
: ‘

SDCAS-1-1

SDCAS-1-1

RTC-88

Comment noted. Commenter acknowledged that the Project would not
result in impacts to cultural resources or require any cultural resources
mitigation measures. This comment will be part of the administrative
record and will be considered by the City during the decision-making
process.



LETTER RESPONSE
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016)

Citizens-1-1 Comment acknowledged.
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We find the DPEIR to be an insufficient document to justify the conclusions from the review
of alternatives and thus does not sufficiently support any resultant conclusions or
recommendations for The Project. The DPEIR says that the proposed “Project”™ (not building
the Regents Road Bridge and not Widening Genesee Avenue) would result in significant and
unmitigated impacts in the following areas:

* Transportation/Circulation
e Air Quality

®  Greenhouse Gas Emissions
* Noise

*  Public Services and Facilities.

All of these environmental factors would be adversely affected by The Project.

We believe that the primary purpose for having two complete north-south arterials in
University City (Genesee Avenue and Regents Road) is to serve the rapidly expanding
business, scientific research, healthcare, and university (UCSD) communities in North UC.
There have been recent approvals of over 26 major construction projects in the University
City area. Many of these projects are already well underway in various phases of
construction. There are 22 other projects pending approval. Almost all of these projects
involve parking structures or parking lots that indicate a major growth in SOVs and MOVs
traveling to and from the UC area.

In addition, on the UCSD campus there are over 23 construction projects that are either in
the planning stages or under construction. Thirteen of these projects are in the East Campus
area where many of the personnel who work there or travel to these destinations for
appointments will use Genesee Avenue as their primary north-south artery for access.

The roadway network in University City is intended primarily to deliver workplace personnel,

goods, and services to and from these enterprises. Denying the University City community a
second major north-south surface artery, which is in the current UC Plan, will continue to
constrain vehicle travel to business sites, healthcare institutions, scientific research centers,
and educational institutions and will stifle effective growth. University City will be relegated
to a future of unacceptably dysfunctional roadways that will worsen significantly in the near
future. The growth in University City should not and cannot be sustained without delivery of
the roadway system currently in the UC Plan.

Here are our major findings as a result of reviewing the DPEIR.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Section 4.2 describes and discusses “Transportation/Circulation™ in University City which is
at a critical point in the history of the community. Transportation/circulation is the key issue

Citizens-1-1
cont,

Citizens-1-2
Citizens-1-2

Citizens-1-3
Citizens-1-3

RTC-90

RESPONSE

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft
PEIR discusses the Project’s cumulative impacts.

Comment acknowledged.
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that should be addressed in the contents of this DPEIR. The Genesee Avenue roadway isa
primary route for traffic coming into UC from the south in the morning and leaving in the
evening The DPEIR does address many of the issues related to traffic circulation in UC. The
document does state that nine out of 20 intersections on Genesee Avenue operate at
UNACCEPTABLE levels (E or F) during peak traffic hours during the work week. This
realization alone should obligate the City of San Diego to seek traffic relief solutions for the
Genesee Avenue roadway and other roadways in University City that have unacceptable
intersections and roadway segments.

The DPEIR lists eight roadway intersections that would operate acceptably under the current
University Community Plan (UCP) upon the completion of the Regents Road Bridge (RRB)
and the Genesee Avenue Widening (GAW) projects, but will operate at unacceptable levels
(Level of Service E or F) under The Project (with no RRB or GAW projects):

The DPEIR lists twenty one roadway intersections in the University City area that would
operate at unacceptable levels under the current UCP, however they would be significantly
worse during one or both of the AM or PM peak hours if the RRB and GAW are removed
from the UCP.

In addition to the above intersections that would be significantly affected by removing RRB
and GAW from the UCP, the EIR identifies four roadway segments that operate at
unacceptable Levels of Service (LOS E or F) which would be acceptable if RRB and GAW
remain in the UCP. The DPEIR also lists fourteen roadway segments that would operate at
unacceptable LOS and would become significantly worse if RRB and GAW are removed from

the UCP.

The DPEIR also cites negative impacts to eight freeway segments and eight freeway ramps
if RRB and GAW are removed from the UCP.

It is noted that, in spite of recommendations that we submitted in response to the December
2015 Draft Existing Conditions Summary Report (posted to the City’s website on 17 January
2016) recommending the inclusion of the 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm time frame in the traffic analysis
recommendations, this was not accomplished. The 3:00 to 4:00 pm time period on Genesee
Avenue often has as much as a 10% greater vehicle count than the hours from 4:00 pm to 6:00
pm, the time period that was analyzed. This time period, 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm is often
indicated in the City’s own traffic data as the peak traffic volume hour of the day. Those of
us who live here know that this hour is an important hour to evaluate, if not the most important
hour to consider in this traffic analysis. Unlike other communities, Genesee Avenue in
University City particular is subject to extraordinary traffic during the 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm
hour due to hospital shift changes, school schedules, and the departure of many persons who
work in financial organizations that follow the NYSE open and close schedule in their daily
work.

The failure to include this peak traffic hour (3:00 pm to 4:00 pm) in traffic analysis
calculations may indicate Levels of Service during peak hours that are inaccurate.
Intersections or roadway segments that are C or D during other hours of the day. even 4:00 pm
to 6:00 pm may be E or F during this hour. It is important to get this right in order to have
confidence in the findings of the DPEIR.  Our recommendation is still to add this peak traffic
hour to the PM traffic analysis (extending the analysis to the 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm time frame)
in order to truly capture the impact of the peak traffic period.
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The commenter discusses a response submitted to the December 2015
Existing Conditions Summary Report (posted to the City’s website on
January 17, 2016) recommending the inclusion of the 3:00 p.m. to 4:00
p.m. time frame in the traffic analysis. The 24-hour roadway segment
counts were collected at 81 locations throughout the community. As
described in Appendix C, Transportation Impact Study, 80 percent of
the roadway segments had the peak hour fall between 4:00 p.m. and
6:00 p.m. The remaining 20 percent of roadway segments showed peak
hours just before or after the 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. timeframe and
documented minor differences in volumes between their peak hour and
the volumes experienced between 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Segments that
had peak hours earlier were primarily around the schools in South
University. Volumes on Genesee Avenue across Rose Canyon were
found to have peak hours at 5:00 p.m. A second set of 24-hour counts
were collected along Genesee Avenue between Governor Drive and
Nobel Drive and found the same peak patterns between 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. It is recognized that other portions of Genesee Avenue may
have peaks on certain days that are slightly outside of the 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. timeframe, but the intersecting roadways at those locations
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The Transportation Circulation discussion in section 4.2 recognizes significant improvements
in UC traffic circulation that would result from the completion of the Regents Road Roadway
and the Genesee Avenue Widening project. However the document begins to stumble through
a muddled, unclear explanation that underplays the value of these important UCP projects.
Then the document drops in an unexplained list of mitigations in section 4.2.4.3 (Mitigation
Framework, lists under TRA-1 and TRA-2). These lists of mitigations have no substantive
explanation as to their individual benefits, cost estimates, or probability of being approved and
funded. The document does not contain substantive descriptions of each of these mitigations
There is no explanation as to all of the possible mitigations that were considered and the
criteria that was used to select the mitigations on these lists (TRA-1 and TRA-2).

The lists of mitigations in section 4.2.4.3 seem to be offered without any explanation as to
whether they represent an additional alternative that might be called “The Project Plus a
Number of Unexplained Mitigation Projects.” Some of the items in these mitigation lists
(TRA-1 and TRA-2) have been discussed and dismissed in the past as impractical (grade
separation at Governor and Genesee for example, Mitigation Framework item TRA-2.3). One
of the mitigations listed, another major one, is an almost complete surprise (“Install roundabout
control at this roadway intersection™, Governor Drive and 1-805 northbound ramps, TRA-2.13).

An additional weakness in the Traffic Circulation section is that the discussion of the
modeling results for future transportation — particularly the effects of implementing the
Regents Road Bridge — are not credible. It is simply not logical that the implementation of the
Regents Road arterial route won’t have a more positive impact on north-south traffic.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The DPEIR concludes that due to its traffic and circulation impacts, The Project would have
significant, unmitigated impacts to air quality (see DPEIR, section 4.4). Thresholds for
nitrogen oxides (a precursor of ozone or smog) and carbon monoxide would be exceeded.

The Project could violate ambient air quality standards and the impact would be significant.
However, the air quality data used in the analysis for the DPEIR was taken from the Beardsley
Street monitoring station which is approximately 14 miles from University City.

Given that The Project actually represents the current status of air quality in University City
(No RRB and No GAW), it is entirely possible that the current ambient air quality actually
exceeds the thresholds for nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide at this time. Given the
proximity of Genesee Avenue to a number of schools in the area including UC High School,
Standley Middle School, Curie Elementary School, La Jolla Country Day, and UCSD, the
issue of air quality in University City is a serious one that should be monitored more directly
within the community.

We recommend that a local air quality monitoring be conducted in the UC area during the
school year to determine the effects that idling vehicle engines, particularly on Genesee
Avenue, are having on air quality in the vicinity of these schools as well as other populated
areas. This UC-specific air quality monitoring study should be conducted and included as part
of the DPEIR study effort in order to provide a complete picture of the air quality impacts of
The Project in the UC area.

ERROR IN KEY ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

The description of two of the alternatives is incorrect in Section 9.2 of the DPEIR. This
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have much less traffic at those times and volumes approaching the
intersection as a whole are not as high. The methodology restricted the
available timeframe to collect peak-hour counts to a 2-hour window to
help capture a similar traffic moment in time community-wide. Based
on the roadway segment count collection, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. was
determined to be the timeframe that best represented highest traffic
volumes in the study area. With the exception of Centurion Square, the
intersections along Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and Nobel Drive
were identified as having an impact with the peak hours analyzed under
each alternative.

The Mitigation Framework is explained at the beginning of Section
4.2.4.3. As it states in the section, project-level analysis of the potential
impacts of the proposed mitigation measure would be completed at such
a time as the improvements are implemented.

The commenter asserts that the implementation of the Regents Road
Bridge should have a more positive impact on north-south traffic that
should be reflected in the traffic analysis included in Section 4.2,
Traffic/Circulation. Future traffic patterns were based on SANDAG
models and considered to be reasonable. The models showed that
implementing the Regents Road Bridge would relieve some traffic on
Genesee Avenue, but would also provide another route for vehicles that
are currently using the adjacent freeways. Currently, Genesee Avenue,
I-5, and 1-805 are options that provide north-south connections. Regents
Road Bridge would provide a fourth north-south connection that would
shift traffic from each of these other three routes. The overall north-
south demand between the four route options is large enough that each
route would be utilized heavily. More detailed explanations of the
change in patterns for each alternative are provided in Chapter 7 of
Appendix C (Transportation Impact Study).

The purpose of the air quality monitoring station data is to present the
existing air quality in the San Diego Air Basin and was not directly used
in the analysis of the Project impacts.



LETTER RESPONSE
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016)
Citizens-1-8 It is unclear how the "Project actually represents the current status of air
quality" as stated in the comment. The Air Resources Board and
SDAPCD are responsible for monitoring air quality in the area, and any

monitoring would be done by those agencies.

Citizens-1-9 Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-7 and Citizens-1-8.

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

RTC-93
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includes one of the more important alternatives — No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Widening Genesee Avenue, which is considered an environmentally superior alternative
(or an environmentally superior “build™ alternative) to implementing both projects. The
description of the Widening of Genesee Avenue project in this section includes a passage
beginning in the last paragraph on page 9-4 that states the “Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor
Drive...”

This is not a correct description of the Widening of Genesee Avenue project. That project, as
described in current North UC Facilities Financing Plan’s description of Project NUC-A, does
not include the grade-separated intersection on Genesee Avenue at Governor Drive. The
grade separation project has been considered in the past as a separate alternative, but it is not
part of the project description for Genesee Avenue Widening. A similar mistake is repeated
on page 9-5 in the description of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.

It is reasonable to assume that calculations for traffic capacity for the Genesee Avenue
Widening were erroneously influenced by the incorrect inclusion of Genesee
Avenue/Governor Drive grade separation as part of the description of the GAW project.
These assumptions and calculations should be reevaluated to correct any errors regarding
traffic flow with the grade separation feature included.

The description of Genesee Avenue Widening should be rewritten to conform to what is
currently in the UC Plan and the associated calculations should be corrected. The evaluations
of this alternative as being the environmentally superior alternative or the environmentally
superior “build™ alternative should be reviewed in light of the error in defining this project.
Without the grade separation feature (a dramatic and very costly feature that is not reflected in
the current NUC-4 project budget), it is assumed that the improved transportation/circulation
capacity throughput for the appropriately scoped GAW project would be significantly less
than the incorrectly defined GAW project in the DPEIR.

VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The conclusions regarding the Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character (section 4.3) are
puzzling to say the least. The UCP states that a key goal is to “improve accessibility and use
relationships within the community by establishing well-defined, multi-modal linkage systems.™
Multi-modal accommodations within UC are almost universally viewed as deficient especially when
considering bicyclists and pedestrians wanting to travel between South and North UC across Rose
Canyon. The Project (eliminating the Regents Road Bridge in particular) will eliminate one of the
true possibilities of connecting key segments of the community. Genesee Avenue’s lack of safety
for bicyelists and lack of reasonable comfort and safety for pedestrians walking between Governor
Drive and Nobel Drive are well documented. The elimination of the pedestrian and bicyclist
accommodations as a result of the removal of the RRP project from the UC Plan should be viewed as
a deficiency in the plans for improving neighborhood character by more effectively connecting south
and north UC.

In addition, it is implied that the mere presence of the Regents Road Bridge across Rose
Canyon would be some kind of eyesore, interrupting the beauty of the canyon and disrupting
the peaceful neighborhood character of UC™s western neighborhoods. This implication belies
the fact that the planned bridge. which will be approximately 79 feet wide in an approximately
3 mile long canyon (15,840 feet) is, and has been, intended to SPAN the narrow section of the
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Comment acknowledged. The public facilities identified in the
University Community Plan Amendment serve as the basis for the
projects in the proposed North University City PFFP. If an alternative,
as described in Section 9.2, Alternatives Considered, to the Project is
selected, then the current PFFP would be amended. In particular, NUC-
A, the widening of Genesee Avenue, would be modified to include the
features described under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative has been revised for the Final PEIR) or Pedestrian Bike
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-10.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-10.

As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 of the Draft PEIR, the elimination of the
planned Regents Road Bridge would continue to exclude the ability of
travelers to access the opposite side of Rose Canyon via Regents Road,
thus reducing access provided to and from the community. However, it
is further discussed that the elimination of Regents Road Bridge and
retention of the roadway in its current condition would not change the
overall character of the community. While elimination of the Regents
Road Bridge would not improve accessibility or establish well-defined,
multi-modal linkage systems in the area, the UCP as a whole includes
other proposed bicycle and pedestrian linkages that would improve
accessibility. As described in the current University Community Plan
Urban Design Element Section IlI, Linkages, additional pedestrian
connections, such as urban paths and trails through nature, are proposed
in the South University Subarea to connect the area to other subareas in
the University community (see Figure 10 of the UCP). In addition, the
Draft UCP Transportation Element Amendment proposes other
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canyon where the 4-lane Regents Road comes to an abrupt end on both the south and north
sides of the canyon. The width of the bridge constitutes less than 0.5 % (0.00498) of the total
length of Rose Canyon. We believe that an appropriately pleasing bridge design, coupled with
the accommodations for pedestrians to walk across the bridge above the canyon floor will
enable the public to appreciate the canyon from an elevated vantage point. Sunrise or sunset
views of Rose Canyon from the canyon’s elevated hillsides will no longer be the exclusive
domain of private property owners. These views will be accessible to the general public once
the bridge is built and put in service.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The discussions in section 4.9 regarding the impacts of The Project on biological resources is
a continuous statement of the obvious. The Project doesn’t do anything. The Project
eliminates two planned projects without arguing for the substitution of any legitimately
defined/analyzed mitigations. Therefore, The Project cannot possibly have any adverse
impact on biological resources. The 10 pages that discuss Significance Determination
Thresholds (4.9.3) and Impact Analysis (4.9.4) are a vacuous waste of effort.

If a more involved discussion had compared the other cited alternatives in terms of their
relative impact on biological resources then these sections would have some value. However,
as is, this discussion is not meaningul.

TOO MUCH EMPHASIS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF CONSTRUCTION

If the DPEIR was truly comparing a real project (as opposed to a project that simply
eliminates projects and doesn’t substitute anything) to the “No Project” alternative which is
actually two projects then some of this document might make sense. [t is not difficult to
understand that doing nothing does not have the environmental impacts from construction that
actual construction projects would.

However, it should be pointed out that the construction activity for Genesee Avenue
Widening, as compared to constructing the Regents Road Bridge, would have significantly
more impact on the University City air quality, transportation/circulation, and biological
resources. Civil engineering estimates done for the University City
North/South Transportation Corridor Study showed significantly more earth moving trips
would be required for GAW than RRB. For example, the estimated earth transport truck trips
for the RRB project come in at approximately 370. The estimated earth transport truck trips
for the GAW project are over 1,900, Also, GAW would result in the removal of as many as
200 mature trees. The RRB project wouldn’t remove any mature trees.

These arguments are important in comparing the environmental impacts of the alternatives.
The GAW project’s impacts on biological resources, air quality, and transportation/circulation
are substantially greater than the RRB project.

FAILURE TO CORRECT ERRORS IN TRAFFIC DATA THAT WERE PRESENT IN
DECEMBER VERSION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS SUMMARY

In a letter we submitted to the City Planning Department on May 1, 2016 we pointed out a
number of deficiencies in the Existing Conditions summary. Some of those issues have not
been addressed. Most importantly, calculation data in the appendices has not been corrected.
Here is the summary from that letter:
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bikeways in the South University Subarea (see Figure 23 of the Draft
UCP Transportation Element). Other linkages are discussed in the Draft
UCP Transportation Element Amendment such as the Mid-Coast
Corridor Transit Project. The Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project will
extend the Trolley Blue Line service to the University community,
which will provide additional linkages within the area as six trolley
stations are currently proposed for the University community.

As discussed in Section 4.3.5.1 of the Draft PEIR, the development of
Regents Road Bridge and associated roadway modifications would
introduce a new large and urban visual element that would affect the
natural aesthetic character of the Rose Canyon area. It should be noted
that the analysis in this section discusses the development of Regents
Road Bridge in comparison to existing conditions (i.e., no development
of the bridge). Should Regents Road Bridge be constructed, while it has
the potential to be aesthetically pleasing in its design, it also has the
potential to create a negative aesthetic when compared to retaining the
Rose Canyon area as it currently exists.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), when the
Project is a revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy, or
ongoing operation, the No Project Alternative will be the continuation
of the existing plan, policy, or operation into the future. Thus, the
projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be
compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan.

Additionally, the commenter states that the construction activity for
Genesee Avenue Widening should be compared to construction activity
for the Regents Road Bridge. However, as discussed in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), the evaluation of alternatives shall
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
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NUMEROUS DATA ERRORS IN TABLES IN THE APPENDICES.

The Appendices to the Existing Conditions Summary report contain data tables and
illustrations that include the traffic count data in Appendix C. A number of these tables
contain format errors and calculation errors. Data format errors, indicated by the character
string #####. indicate improper formatting of the published data as it was extracted from a
database or spreadsheet program. Calculation errors are indicated in numerous places by the

character string #DIV/0! which indicates a formula that has attempted to divide a quantity by

zero. Both types of errors, format and calculation errors, appear many times in tables
throughout Appendix C. (See the examples in Figure 1).

RECOMMENDATION: The appendix tables that contain format and calculation errors
should

be corrected and the report should be republished and recirculated.

Citizens-1-17
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project. The Draft PEIR adequately addressed the impacts of the
alternatives against the impacts of the Project.

Commenter states that a separate letter was submitted to the City
Planning Department on May 1, 2016, addressing their concerns with
the Existing Conditions. See Comment Letter Citizens-2. Calculation
data in the appendices included in Appendix C, Transportation Impact
Study, is correct and does not have calculation errors. The #DIV/0 and
###HH character strings indicate a formula that has attempted to divide a
quantity by zero. In all instances where this is present, the movement
volumes are 0.
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Figure 1. Examples of Calculation and Data Format Errors

from Appendix C -- see attached PDF

Notification of Attorney Representation

e are hereby notifying the City of San Diego that Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc Citizens-1-18  Comment acknowledged. Please see responses to comments for Letter
as engaged the services of an attorney experienced in CEQA compliance guidelines and EIR Citizens-1-18

case law. Our attorney, Ms. Evelyn R. Heidelberg, has submitted a letter with a substantial Citizens-2.

number of additional comments on behalf of our organization.

RTC-97
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You will see in the submission by Ms. Heidelberg, that the DPEIR has many critical
challenges with regard to CEQA compliance and also compliance with the City"s own Climate
Action Plan, General Plan, and numerous other guidelines and plans.

We are striving to participate constructively and fully in this process, however it has been our
observation that the process is being rushed for no apparent legitimate reason, and that the
work product has suffered significantly.

We note, for the record, the following irregularities in the process to date:

s The NOP Scoping comment period took place over the major Christmas/New Year
holiday period (2015-2016) which discouraged and diminished full public participation in the
process.

®  The cover of the Draft Existing Conditions Report indicates that it was completed in
December 2015 before the NOP Scoping period comments were due on January 1, 2016 (a
holiday). The report was not posted until 17 January. This indicates that the public NOP
Scoping comments had no impact whatsoever on the traffic analysis effort that went into the
Draft Existing Conditions Report. The data formatting and calculation errors that were noted
in that report still exist in the DPEIR.

*  The public comment period for the DPEIR meets the absolute minimum under CEQA
guidelines for an EIR and it is taking place during a major summer vacation period. This
DPEIR has too much volume and is too important to rush the public comment period. We

recommend that this comment period be extended at least 30 days to support a more complete
and thorough review and comment process by the public.

Feel free to call or email me with any questions or concerns you may have regarding this letter
or the letter submitted by our attorney, Ms. Heidelberg.

Sincerely,
Austin Speed, President
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge

(619) 665-6865

Citizens-1-18
cont.

Citizens-1-19

Citizens-1-19

Citizens-1-20

Citizens-1-21

RTC-98

RESPONSE

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (July 31, 2016)

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort was
made during the preparation of the Draft PEIR. The CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15082, NOP and Determination of Scope of PEIR, were met.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was prepared and
circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day comment period
that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100 comment letters
were received on the NOP during this time and were considered in
preparation of the PEIR. A scoping meeting was held on December 16,
2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation Center Meeting
Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 92122,
to inform the public about the Project and receive comments. Appendix
A of the Draft PEIR includes all the comment letters received during the
NOP review period. In addition, the public was advised during the
scoping meeting and in responses to email/phone inquiries about an
extension that the NOP and scoping meeting were just the beginning of
the public input process for the environmental review document, and
that there would be other opportunities to become involved throughout
the Project. Further, the public was advised that, while the NOP states a
30-day deadline for the receipt of comments, public comments would be
accepted throughout the EIR process, and that there would be additional
opportunities to provide comment on the Project, such as during public
review of the draft environmental document and any public hearings.
The public was also encouraged to provide their contact information so
they could receive future notices. All applicable requirements
established by the CEQA Guidelines related to the preparation, notice,
and public review and comment to both the NOP and Draft PEIR
prepared for the Project have been adequately followed and complied
with.
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As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Existing Conditions Report
prepared in December 2015 and posted to the City’s website on January
17, 2016, the purpose of the Existing Conditions Report was to
“summarize the existing conditions within the community for all modes
of transportation and to identify potential deficiencies and conflicts that
could be addressed through future changes in the transportation
network.” As stated in response to comment Citizens-1-19, a good faith
effort was made during the preparation of the PEIR to contact all
responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons who may have
an interest in the Project; and all government agencies, including the
State Clearinghouse. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was
prepared and circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day
comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100
comment letters were received on the NOP. Any applicable and/or
substantive comments in these comment letters were addressed in the
Draft PEIR. All applicable requirements established by the CEQA
Guidelines related to the preparation, notice, and public review and
comment to the NOP prepared for the Project have been adequately
followed and complied with.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the
public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016,
a 45-day time frame consistent with the public review period
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines.
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CITIZENS FOR THE REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE, INC.

Austin Speed, President
7110 Cather Ct.
San Diego, CA 92122
July 31, 2016

Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Avenue

East Tower, Suite 1200, MS 614C

San Diego, CA 92101

PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT No. 480286 / SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

Ms. Morrison,

As president of the Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc., a public advocacy group
supporting better and safer traffic circulation in University City and surrounding communities,
we appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments on the subject Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) L.O. No.: 21003841 (Project No. 480286 / SCH No.
2015121011).

The document was a challenge to review due to its volume and the inconsistent treatment of
many of the subject areas. One of the more challenging characteristics of the report is the
inverted logic that defines “The Project” as eliminating two planned projects. This semantic
construct permeates much of the language in the document including referring to the
combination of the two projects: (1.) the Regents Road Bridge (RRB) project and (2.) the
Genesee Avenue Widening (GAW) project as the “No Project™ alternative.

We find the DPEIR to be an insufficient document to justify the conclusions from the review of
alternatives and thus does not sufficiently support any resultant conclusions or recommendations
for The Project. The DPEIR says that the proposed “Project” (not building the Regents Road
Bridge and not Widening Genesee Avenue) would result in significant and unmitigated impacts
in the following areas:

* Transportation/Circulation
o Air Quality
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Commenter requests the comment period be extended at least 30 days.
In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document,
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected
officially recognized community planning group or interested party if
there is no officially recognized community planning group for an
additional review period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional
time for review shall not extend the time for action beyond that required
under law.” The University Community Planning Group, as “the
affected officially recognized community planning group” did not
request an additional review period beyond the 45-day comment period
occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1, 2016.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-1 through Citizens-1-21. It
should be noted that this duplicate letter includes Figure 1, which was
used to respond to comment Citizens-1-17.
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* Greenhouse Gas Emissions
* Noise
* Public Services and Facilities.

All of these environmental factors would be adversely affected by The Project.

We believe that the primary purpose for having two complete north-south arterials in University
City (Genesee Avenue and Regents Road) is to serve the rapidly expanding business, scientific
research, healthcare, and university (UCSD) communities in North UC. There have been recent
approvals of over 26 major construction projects in the University City area. Many of these
projects are already well underway in various phases of construction. There are 22 other
projects pending approval. Almost all of these projects involve parking structures or parking
lots that indicate a major growth in SOVs and MOV traveling to and from the UC area.

In addition, on the UCSD campus there are over 23 construction projects that are either in the
planning stages or under construction. Thirteen of these projects are in the East Campus area
where many of the personnel who work there or travel to these destinations for appointments will
use Genesee Avenue as their primary north-south artery for access.

The roadway network in University City is intended primarily to deliver workplace personnel,
goods, and services to and from these enterprises. Denying the University City community a
second major north-south surface artery, which is in the current UC Plan, will continue to
constrain vehicle travel to business sites. healthcare institutions, scientific research centers, and
educational institutions and will stifle effective growth. University City will be relegated to a
future of unacceptably dysfunctional roadways that will worsen significantly in the near future.
The growth in University City should not and cannot be sustained without delivery of the
roadway system currently in the UC Plan.

Here are our major findings as a result of reviewing the DPEIR.
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Section 4.2 describes and discusses “Transportation/Circulation™ in University City which is at a
critical point in the history of the community. Transportation/circulation is the key issue that
should be addressed in the contents of this DPEIR. The Genesee Avenue roadway is a primary
route for traffic coming into UC from the south in the morning and leaving in the evening The
DPEIR does address many of the issues related to traffic circulation in UC. The document does
state that nine out of 20 intersections on Genesee Avenue operate at UNACCEPTABLE levels
(E or F) during peak traffic hours during the work week. This realization alone should obligate
the City of San Diego to seek traffic relief solutions for the Genesee Avenue roadway and other
roadways in University City that have unacceptable intersections and roadway segments.

The DPEIR lists eight roadway intersections that would operate acceptably under the current
University Community Plan (UCP) upon the completion of the Regents Road Bridge (RRB) and
the Genesee Avenue Widening (GAW) projects, but will operate at unacceptable levels (Level of
Service E or FF) under The Project (with no RRB or GAW projects):
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The DPEIR lists twenty one roadway intersections in the University City area that would
operate at unacceptable levels under the current UCP, however they would be significantly worse
during one or both of the AM or PM peak hours if the RRB and GAW are removed from the
UCP.

In addition to the above intersections that would be significantly affected by removing RRB and
GAW from the UCP, the EIR identifies four roadway segments that operate at unacceptable
Levels of Service (LOS E or F) which would be acceptable if RRB and GAW remain in the
UCP. The DPEIR also lists fourteen roadway segments that would operate at unacceptable
LOS and would become significantly worse if RRB and GAW are removed from the UCP.

The DPEIR also cites negative impacts to eight freeway segments and eight freeway ramps if
RRB and GAW are removed from the UCP.

It is noted that, in spite of recommendations that we submitted in response to the December 2015
Drafi Existing Conditions Summary Report (posted to the City’s website on 17 January 2016)
recommending the inclusion of the 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm time frame in the traffic analysis
recommendations, this was not accomplished. The 3:00 to 4:00 pm time period on Genesee
Avenue often has as much as a 10% greater vehicle count than the hours from 4:00 pm to 6:00
pm, the time period that was analyzed. This time period, 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm is often indicated
in the City’s own traffic data as the peak traffic volume hour of the day. Those of us who live
here know that this hour is an important hour to evaluate, if not the most important hour to
consider in this traffic analysis. Unlike other communities, Genesee Avenue in University City
particular is subject to extraordinary traffic during the 3:00 pm to 4:00 pm hour due to hospital
shift changes, school schedules, and the departure of many persons who work in financial
organizations that follow the N'YSE open and close schedule in their daily work.

The failure to include this peak traffic hour (3:00 pm to 4:00 pm) in traffic analysis calculations
may indicate Levels of Service during peak hours that are inaccurate. Intersections or roadway
segments that are C or D during other hours of the day, even 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm may be E or F
during this hour. It is important to get this right in order to have confidence in the findings of
the DPEIR.  Ouwr recommendation is still to add this peak traffic hour to the PM traffic analysis
(extending the analysis to the 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm time frame) in order to truly capture the
impact of the peak traffic period.

The Transportation Circulation discussion in section 4.2 recognizes significant improvements in
UC traffic circulation that would result from the completion of the Regents Road Roadway and
the Genesee Avenue Widening project. However the document begins to stumble through a
muddled. unclear explanation that underplays the value of these important UCP projects. Then
the document drops in an unexplained list of mitigations in section 4.2.4.3 (Mitigation
Framework, lists under TRA-1 and TRA-2). These lists of mitigations have no substantive
explanation as to their individual benefits, cost estimates, or probability of being approved and
funded. The document does not contain substantive descriptions of each of these mitigations
There is no explanation as to all of the possible mitigations that were considered and the criteria
that was used to select the mitigations on these lists (TRA-1 and TRA-2).
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The lists of mitigations in section 4.2.4.3 seem to be offered without any explanation as to
whether they represent an additional alternative that might be called “The Project Plus a Number
of Unexplained Mitigation Projects.” Some of the items in these mitigation lists (TRA-1 and
TRA-2) have been discussed and dismissed in the past as impractical (grade separation at
Governor and Genesee for example, Mitigation Framework item TRA-2.3). One of the
mitigations listed, another major one, is an almost complete surprise (“Install roundabout control
at this roadway intersection”, Governor Drive and 1-805 northbound ramps, TRA-2.13).

An additional weakness in the Traffic Circulation section is that the discussion of the modeling
results for future transportation — particularly the effects of implementing the Regents Road
Bridge — are not credible. It is simply not logical that the implementation of the Regents Road
arterial route won’t have a more positive impact on north-south traffic.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The DPEIR concludes that due to its traffic and circulation impacts, The Project would have
significant, unmitigated impacts to air quality (see DPEIR, section 4.4). Thresholds for
nitrogen oxides (a precursor of ozone or smog) and carbon monoxide would be exceeded.
The Project could violate ambient air quality standards and the impact would be
significant. However, the air quality data used in the analysis for the DPEIR was taken from
the Beardsley Street monitoring station which is approximately 14 miles from University
City. gtrﬁenm 22

Given that The Project actually represents the current status of air quality in University City
(No RRB and No GAW), it is entirely possible that the current ambient air quality actually THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
exceeds the thresholds for nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide at this time. Given the
proximity of Genesee Avenue to a number of schools in the area including UC High School,
Standley Middle School, Curie Elementary School, La Jolla Country Day, and UCSD, the issue
of air quality in University City is a serious one that should be monitored more directly
within the community.

We recommend that a local air quality monitoring be conducted in the UC area during the
school year to determine the effects that idling vehicle engines, particularly on Genesee
Avenue, are having on air quality in the vicinity of these schools as well as other populated
areas. This UC-specific air quality monitoring study should be conducted and included as
part of the DPEIR study effort in order to provide a complete picture of the air quality
impacts of The Project in the UC area.

ERROR IN KEY ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION

The description of two of the alternatives is imcorrect in Section 9.2 of the DPEIR. This includes
one of the more important alternatives — No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Genesee Avenue, which is considered an environmentally superior alternative (or an
environmentally superior “build™ alternative) to implementing both projects. The description of
the Widening of Genesee Avenue project in this section includes a passage beginning in the last
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paragraph on page 9-4 that states the “Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct
a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive...”

This is not a correct description of the Widening of Genesee Avenue project. That project, as
described in current North UC Facilities Financing Plan’s description of Project NUC-A, does
not include the grade-separated intersection on Genesee Avenue at Governor Drive. The grade
separation project has been considered in the past as a separate alternative, but it is not part of the
project description for Genesee Avenue Widening. A similar mistake is repeated on page 9-5 in
the description of the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative.

It is reasonable to assume that calculations for traffic capacity for the Genesee Avenue Widening
were erroneously influenced by the incorrect inclusion of Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive
grade separation as part of the description of the GAW project.  These assumptions and
calculations should be reevaluated to correct any errors regarding traffic flow with the grade
separation feature included.

The description of Genesee Avenue Widening should be rewritten to conform to what is
currently in the UC Plan and the associated calculations should be corrected. The evaluations of
this alternative as being the environmentally superior alternative or the environmentally superior
“build” alternative should be reviewed in light of the error in defining this project. Without the
grade separation feature (a dramatic and very costly feature that is not reflected in the current
NUC-4 project budget). it is assumed that the improved transportation/circulation capacity
throughput for the appropriately scoped GAW project would be significantly less than the
incorrectly defined GAW project in the DPEIR.

VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The conclusions regarding the Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character (section 4.3) are
puzzling to say the least. The UCP states that a key goal is to “improve accessibility and use
relationships within the community by establishing well-defined, multi-modal linkage systems.”
Multi-modal accommodations within UC are almost universally viewed as deficient especially when
considering bicyclists and pedestrians wanting to travel between South and North UC across Rose
Canyon. The Project (eliminating the Regents Road Bridge in particular) will eliminate one of the
true possibilities of connecting key segments of the community. Genesee Avenue’s lack of safety
for bicyclists and lack of reasonable comfort and safety for pedestrians walking between Governor
Drive and Nobel Drive are well documented. The elimination of the pedestrian and bicyclist
accommodations as a result of the removal of the RRP project from the UC Plan should be viewed as
a deficiency in the plans for improving neighborhood character by more effectively connecting south
and north UC.

In addition, it is implied that the mere presence of the Regents Road Bridge across Rose Canyon
would be some kind of eyesore, interrupting the beauty of the canyon and disrupting the peaceful
neighborhood character of UC’s western neighborhoods. This implication belies the fact that the
planned bridge, which will be approximately 79 feet wide in an approximately 3 mile long

canyon (15,840 feet) is, and has been. intended to SPAN the narrow section of the canyon where
the 4-lane Regents Road comes to an abrupt end on both the south and north sides of the canyon.

5
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The width of the bridge constitutes less than 0.5 % (0.00498) of the total length of Rose Canyon.

We believe that an appropriately pleasing bridge design, coupled with the accommodations for
pedestrians to walk across the bridge above the canyon floor will enable the public to appreciate
the canyon from an elevated vantage point. Sunrise or sunset views of Rose Canyon from the
canyon'’s elevated hillsides will no longer be the exclusive domain of private property owners.
These views will be accessible to the general public once the bridge is built and put in service.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The discussions in section 4.9 regarding the impacts of The Project on biological resources is a
continuous statement of the obvious. The Project doesn’t do anything. The Project eliminates
two planned projects without arguing for the substitution of any legitimately defined/analyzed
mitigations. Therefore, The Project cannot possibly have any adverse impact on biological
resources. The 10 pages that discuss Significance Determination Thresholds (4.9.3) and Impact
Analysis (4.9.4) are a vacuous waste of effort.

If a more involved discussion had compared the other cited alternatives in terms of their relative
impact on biological resources then these sections would have some value, However, as is, this
discussion is not meaningul.

TOO MUCH EMPHASIS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF CONSTRUCTION

If the DPEIR was truly comparing a real project (as opposed to a project that simply eliminates
projects and doesn’t substitute anything) to the “No Project” alternative which is actually two
projects then some of this document might make sense. It is not difficult to understand that
doing nothing does not have the environmental impacts from construction that actual
construction projects would.

However, it should be pointed out that the construction activity for Genesee Avenue Widening,
as compared to constructing the Regents Road Bridge, would have significantly more impact on
the University City air quality, transportation/circulation, and biological resources. Civil
engineering estimates done for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study
showed significantly more earth moving trips would be required for GAW than RRB. For
example, the estimated earth transport truck trips for the RRB project come in at approximately
370. The estimated earth transport truck trips for the GAW project are over 1,900, Also, GAW
would result in the removal of as many as 200 mature trees. The RRB project wouldn’t remove
any mature trees.

These arguments are important in comparing the environmental impacts of the alternatives. The
GAW project’s impacts on biological resources, air quality, and transportation/circulation are
substantially greater than the RRB project.
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FAILURE TO CORRECT ERRORS IN TRAFFIC DATA THAT WERE PRESENT IN
DECEMBER VERSION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS SUMMARY

In a letter we submitted to the City Planning Department on May 1, 2016 we pointed out a
number of deficiencies in the Existing Conditions summary. Some of those issues have not been
addressed. Most importantly, calculation data in the appendices has not been corrected. Here is
the summary from that letter:

NUMEROUS DATA ERRORS IN TABLES IN THE APPENDICES.

The Appendices to the Existing Conditions Summary report contain data tables and illustrations
that include the traffic count data in Appendix C. A number of these tables contain format errors
and calculation errors. Data format errors, indicated by the character string #####, indicate
improper formatting of the published data as it was extracted from a database or spreadsheet
program. Calculation errors are indicated in numerous places by the character string #DIV/0!
which indicates a formula that has attempted to divide a quantity by zero. Both types of errors,
format and calculation errors, appear many times in tables throughout Appendix C. (See the
examples in Figure 1).

RECOMMENDATION: The appendix tables that contain format and calculation errors should
be corrected and the report should be republished and recirculated.
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case law. Our attorney, Ms. Evelyn R. Heidelberg, has submitted a letter with a substantial
number of additional comments on behalf of our organization.

You will see in the submission by Ms. Heidelberg, that the DPEIR has many critical challenges
with regard to CEQA compliance and also compliance with the City’s own Climate Action Plan,
General Plan, and numerous other guidelines and plans.

We are striving to participate constructively and fully in this process, however it has been our
observation that the process is being rushed for no apparent legitimate reason, and that the work
product has suffered significantly.

We note, for the record, the following irregularities in the process to date:

®  The NOP Scoping comment period took place over the major Christmas/New Year
holiday period (2015-2016) which discouraged and diminished full public participation in
the process.

# The cover of the Draft Existing Conditions Report indicates that it was completed in
December 2015 before the NOP Scoping period comments were due on January 1, 2016
(a holiday). The report was not posted until 17 January. This indicates that the public
NOP Scoping comments had no impact whatsoever on the traffic analysis effort that went
into the Draft Existing Conditions Report. The data formatting and calculation errors that
were noted in that report still exist in the DPEIR.

# The public comment period for the DPEIR meets the absolute minimum under CEQA
guidelines for an EIR and it is taking place during a major summer vacation period. This
DPEIR has too much volume and is too important to rush the public comment period.
We recommend that this comment period be extended at least 30 days to support a more
complete and thorough review and comment process by the public.

Feel free to call or email me with any questions or concerns you may have regarding this letter or
the letter submitted by our attorney, Ms. Heidelberg.

Sincerely,

et St

Austin Speed, President
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge
(619) 665-6865
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TCCAC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Draft PEIR, “the
determination of significance regarding any inconsistency with
development regulations or plan policies is evaluated in terms of the
potential for the inconsistency to result in physical changes to the
environment that could result in the creation of secondary
environmental impacts considered significant under CEQA.” CEQA
Guidelines  Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss
inconsistencies with applicable plans that the decision makers should
address. A project is considered consistent with the provisions of the
identified regional and local plan if it meets the general intent of the
plans, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the
land use plan or policy. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with
specific objectives or policies of a land use plan, but is largely
consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not preclude
the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, the project
would not be considered inconsistent with the plan. In addition,
inconsistency with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan does
not necessarily mean that the project would result in a significant impact
on the physical environment.”

As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, subsection 4.1.4, Impact
Analysis, the Project would not conflict with the environmental goals,
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objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan or other
applicable land use plans. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City
of San Diego General Plan and the UCP were compared against the
compatibility of the goals of the Project. Implementation of the Project
would maintain existing conditions. As discussed in Section 4.1.4.2,
Significance of Impacts, because the Project would result in a
community plan amendment, the Project would no longer be
inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further,
this portion of the Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives,
and recommendations of the City of San Diego General Plan, the North
City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Section 4.4, Air Quality, subsection 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, discussed
potential conflicts or obstruction to the implementation of applicable air
quality plans. As discussed, the air quality plans for the SDAB, at the
time of this analysis, include the CO maintenance plan, the federal 2012
maintenance plan for the ozone NAAQS, and the RAQS (SDAB is in
nonattainment for state ozone standards). While the SDAB is designated
as a nonattainment area for the state PMy,, and PM, s standards, the
California CAA does not require preparation of attainment plans for
these pollutants, and no such plans have been prepared. There are no
other air quality attainment plans or maintenance plans for the SDAB.
As stated in subsection 4.4.4.2, Significance of Impacts, “Because the
Project would not be consistent with the assumptions for roadway
design and VMT in the General Plan and the RAQS, the Project would
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan.” Therefore, impacts related to criteria pollutant and precursor
emissions compared to the current assumptions in the RAQS would
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan and would be significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.
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¢ [In view of the CEQA Guidelines statements on the limitations of “tiering.” the
environmental impacts of the 23 mitigation measures included in two designated
measures, TRA-1 and TRA-2, should have been evaluated as part of the DPEIR
rather than being deferred to some future date if and when they may be funded.

¢ The analysis of the Project’s impacts on Transportation/Circulation is flawed and
incomplete in numerous respects, including (a) its use of an outdated Highway
Capacity Manual methodology and a superseded SANDAG traffic model; (b) its
failure to address potential transportation/circulation impacts of the Project on areas
south of the Project area, e.g.. in the Clairemont community that would be
connected to the UCP area by the Regents Road Bridge; (c) its acknowledgment
that vehicle miles traveled will increase significantly, coupled with its illogical
conclusion that the Project will have no impact on energy use and conservation;
and (d) its admitted failure to “include all vehicle travel and operations in the area
as a result of the Project.”

¢ [nclusion of a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive
in the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative™ renders that alternative inconsistent with CEQA’s requirements that
alternatives selected for analysis reduce significant environmental impacts and are
feasible. Related to these shortcomings, the alternatives analysis fails to comply
with CEQA’s requirement to describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives
considered and for rejecting alternatives considered during the scoping process.

Before detailing each of the above significant flaws in the DPEIR (which will be followed
by a series of comments on numerous provisions of the DPEIR), it is noteworthy that the very first
document published with the DPEIR — the eight-page summary of the DPEIR issued by the
Planning Department and mailed to dozens of individuals who asked to be notified when the
DPEIR was released (hereinafier, “Summary™) — contains a serious error. That document, included
as Attachment A, is printed on the Planning Department’s letterhead, summarizes the DPEIR and
was distributed to advise potentially interested parties of its availability.! At the bottom of the first
page is the “Environmental Determination,” which is of great significance to those to whom the
summary was provided, i.e., potentially interested parties. If the statements in the Environmental
Determination as to the Project’s potential impacts on particular resource areas are not of interest
to a recipient of the Summary, then they may not take the time to obtain the DPEIR and review it.
Here, the error is the Summary’s omission from the Environmental Determination of an entire set
of significant impacts of the proposed Project: namely, the omission of the DPEIR’s conclusion
that the Project would have significant and unmitigated impacts to police service and fire and
emergency service response times. (See DPEIR, pages 4.13-15 through 4.13-20, and page 8-7.)
This omission is particularly egregious, as one of the four stated “Project Objectives” was to
“Consider the effects of the Project on the General Plan City of Villages strategies related to

' Those parties are identified on pages 3 through 7 of the Summary.
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Please see response to comment GJB-1-3.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-46 through Citizens-2-50.

Please see response to comment GJB-1-4. In addition, the commenter is
concerned with the environmental impacts related to the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised for the Final
PEIR). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d) discusses the
requirements for evaluating alternatives:

“Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major
characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative
may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would
cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be
caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant
effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles
(1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1).”

As addressed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Project
alternatives analysis complied with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,
which requires a comparative evaluation of the Project with alternatives
to the Project, including a No Project Alternative. Consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, this section focuses on alternatives
to the Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially reducing any
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significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, despite the
possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of Project
objectives or prove less cost efficient. In addition, implementation of a
project alternative may potentially result in new impacts that would not
have resulted from the Project. Table 9-1 of Chapter 9.0, Alternatives
Analysis, provides a matrix displaying the major characteristics and
significant environmental effects of each alternative. The State CEQA
Guidelines require that the analysis of project alternatives provide
sufficient information about each alternative in order to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the Project.
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, is consistent with these
requirements.

As revised in Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP and would minimize impacts to
biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure
over Rose Canyon and would not involve improvements outside of the
existing Genesee Avenue right-of-way. This would consist of restriping
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway within the existing
right-of-way and potentially involve modification of the existing median.
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic
impacts related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp
metering due to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Based
on the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected
as the environmentally superior alternative among the other proposed
alternatives. Please refer to the Clarifications and Modifications section
for text revisions.
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emergency access ..." (DPEIR, page 3-2). Thus, one of the express, principal reasons the DPEIR
was undertaken was to consider the Project’s effects on emergency access. Yet, the summary of
the Environmental Determination — the DPEIR s bottom line — omitted any reference to how the
Project would significantly impact emergency access. This critical omission alone is grounds for
recirculation of the draft DPEIR and a revised Summary.

With respect to procedure, Citizens requests that the public review and comment period be
extended by at least an additional 60 days. The 43-day public review and comment period is the
bare minimum required under CEQA. By contrast, the EIR for the University City North/South
Transportation Study that was before City Council in July 2006 had been circulated for public
review and comment for almost five months (from November 23, 2004 through April 16, 2005).
The error regarding the Summary noted above, as well as some of the more blatant errors and
omissions in the DPEIR noted below (including identifving two alternatives as the
environmentally superior alternative and admitting that the greenhouse gas emissions “does not
include all vehicle travel and operations in the area as a result of the Project”™) are apparently a
result of efforts to speed review and action by City Council for purely political reasons. Accuracy,
completeness and quality have suffered as a result. and the consequence is that the purposes of
CEQA as articulated by the courts — informed decision making and public participation* —are not
well served.

Finally, because the DPEIR is deficient in the respects identified herein, the DPEIR needs
to be revised to address the errors and omissions, and the revised DPEIR recirculated for public
review and comment.

1L THE DPEIR IGNORES OR DOWNPLAYS THE PROJECT'S INCONSISTENCY
WITH ADOPTED CITY AND REGIONAL PLANS AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPROVEMENT STRATEGIES

A. The DPEIR Ignores the Conflict Between the Project and Numerous Goals and
Policies of the General Plan

Even the incomplete and flawed analysis of the Project’s Transportation/Circulation
impacts identified in the DPEIR indicates that the Project would conflict with two of the five
overriding goals for the street and freeway system set forth in the Mobility Element of the General
Plan. Those two goals are (a) “[a]n interconnected street system that provides multiple linkages
within and between communities” and (b) “[v]ehicle congestion relief.” (ME-21). These two
goals are reinforced by a number of policies stated in the Mobility Element: “Provide adequate

See Report to City Council (Report No. 06-102), July 26, 2006, at page 5.

See DPEIR, at pages 4.5-15 and 5-14.

The courts have repeatedly stated that informed decision making and public participation are func
purposes of the CEQA process. (See. e.g., Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553;
County of Inye v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App.3d 795, 810 (purpose of an EIR is not only to protect the environment but
also to demonstrate to the public that it is being protected).
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The commenter is correct in that the Summary document of the Draft
PEIR issued by the Planning Department contained an error in omitting
that the Project would have significant and unmitigated impacts to
public services and facilities under “Environmental Determination.” The
Summary document of the Final PEIR to be issued by the Planning
Department will be updated to correctly state that the Project would
result in significant and unmitigated impacts to the topic areas of
transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
noise, and public services and facilities. The Draft PEIR did correctly
discuss that the Project would result in significant and unmitigated
impacts to public services and facilities in ES.4 and Section 4.13, Public
Services and Facilities.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 provides:

(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a
draft EIR at the same time as it sends a notice of completion to the
Office of Planning and Research....Notice shall be mailed to the last
known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have
previously requested such notice in writing, and shall also be given by at
least one of the following procedures:

1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of
general circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If
more than one area is affected, the notice shall be published in the
newspaper of largest circulation from among the newspapers of
general circulation in those areas.

2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area
where the project is to be located.

3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous
to the parcel or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of
such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized
assessment roll.
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Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, a Public Notice of the
Draft PEIR was prepared and publicly distributed on June 17, 2016.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a), the Public Notice
was posted on the City of San Diego Planning Department website,
posted on the City Clerk website, and published in the San Diego Daily
Transcript. Additionally, the Public Notice was mailed to state, regional,
and local agencies; to those who previously provided comment on the
IS/INOP or otherwise requested to receive a Public Notice. Under
“Recommended Finding,” the Public Notice did correctly state that the
Project would result in significant and unmitigated impacts to public
services and facilities. As such, the Draft PEIR circulated for public
review was fully adequate under CEQA such that meaningful public
review was not precluded. Thus, the error in the Summary document of
the Draft PEIR does not trigger recirculation.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the
public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no
longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016,
a 45-day time frame consistent with the public review period
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines.

Further, in accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307,
Requests for Additional Public Review Time on the Draft
Environmental Document, “The Planning Director may approve a
request from the affected officially recognized community planning
group or interested party if there is no officially recognized community
planning group for an additional review period not to exceed 14
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capacity and reduce congestion for all modes of transportation on the street and freeway system.”
(ME-23), and “Design an interconnected street network within and between communities ....”
Including “[i]dentify[ing] locations where the connectivity of the street network could be improved
through the community plan update and amendment process ...." (ME-24).

The Project, by removing the construction of the Regents Road Bridge, would remove an
important street segment linkage between the Central Subarea of the UCP and the South University
Subarea of the UCP, and between the UCP community and the Clairemont community to the
South. And. the DPEIR admits that the Project would result in significantly greater congestion
than the No Project Alternative. (See, e.g. DPEIR, at page 4.2-52 (“Even with implementation of
the mitigation measures, significant traffic impacts would still result and would present increased
difficulty in accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions, including long queues, crowded
maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.”); see also DPEIR at page
4.4-23 and Table 4.2-10 (identifying nine intersections that would operate at unacceptable (LOS
E or F) operating conditions that would operate at acceptable operating conditions (LOS D or
better) if Regents Road Bridge were constructed and Genesee Avenue were widened) and Table
4.2-10 (identifyving 21 intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Project
Alternative but at which operational conditions would be significantly worse if the Regents Road
Bridge and the Genesee Avenue widening were not constructed) and page 4.2-36 (even after
incorporation of unfunded Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, the Project would result in
significant negative impacts along 13 roadway segments.) Despite these facts set forth in the
DPEIR, which establish that the Project would clearly conflict with these important goals and
policies of the General Plan’s Mobility Element, the DPEIR says nothing about that conflict. The
DPEIR notes that “[t]he Project requires an amendment to the General Plan ...” (DPEIR, at 4.4-
16.)° An amendment to the General Plan that would reconcile the Project with the referenced
General Plan Mobility Element goals and policies would presumably need to admit that those goals
and policies do not apply within the University Community Planning Area. The DPEIR must be
revised to address these conflicts.

B. The DPEIR Ignores the Conflict Between the Projeet and Numerous Important
Goals of the UCP

As with the General Plan, the DPEIR’s analysis shows that the Project conflicts with
important goals of the UCP. Yet, the DPEIR does not discuss these conflicts. For example, the
Project would conflict with two transportation goals of the UCP: 1. Develop a transportation
system designed to move people and goods safely and efficiently within the community, including
linkages with other communities, and with due consideration for energy conservation.”; and *3.
Provide pedestrian paths and bikeways to accommodate the community and complement the
citywide systems.” (UCP, at page 18.) The DPEIR establishes that the Project would not advance

It should be noted that although the Planning Department has provided a markup of changes to the UCP that
would need to be made if City Council were to adopt the Project, it does not appear that a markup showing changes
that would need to be made to the General Plan has been put forward for public review.
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Citizens-2-9
cont.
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Citizens-2-10
Citizens-2-9
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calendar days. The additional time for review shall not extend the time
for action beyond that required under law.” The University Community
Planning Group, as “the affected officially recognized community
planning group” did not request an additional review period beyond the
45-day comment period occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1,
2016.

Please see response to comment FRC-1-6 with regard to air quality and
GHG emissions associated with vehicle travel.

Comment noted.
Please see response to comment Citizens-2-10.

Comment acknowledged. The Project includes removal of the Regents
Road Bridge, which is identified as one of two north/south vehicular,
bicycle and pedestrian connections in the UCP. Mitigation Measures
TRA-1 and TRA-2 include improvements to the Genesee Avenue
corridor to address vehicle congestion and improve existing linkages for
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians within the community.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-10 and Citizens-2-50.
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the UCP’s goal of moving people and good efficiently (see citations to section 4.2 of the DPEIR
in Section IL.A. above). Moreover, the Project would remove a pedestrian path and a bikeway
across Rose Canyon, which bikeway is included not only in the UCP and General Plan, but in the
City’s Bikeway Master Plan. In addition. as discussed above in Section IL.A.. the Project would
delete an important linkage between two subareas of the University City Planning Area which has
been a part of the UCP since it was first adopted in December 1959." and an equally important
connection between the University City Planning Area and the Clairemont Community Planning
Area. And, although the DPEIR concludes that the Project would not have any adverse impact on
energy conservation, that conclusion flies in the face of statements in the DPEIR that VMT will
increase. (See Section V. below.)

In addition to the referenced conflict between the Project and two of the transportation
goals in the UCP, the Project would conflict with a “Community Environmental Goal™ in the UCP,
namely, “Limit traffic conditions which produce congestion and air pollution.” The DPEIR
conclusions regarding the Project’s significant contribution to “difficulty in accessing areas due to
poor traffic conditions, including long queues, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds and
other traffic-related delays™ are supported by data in the DPEIR cited in Section ILA. above. As
to air pollution, the DPEIR concludes that due to its traffic and circulation impacts, the Project
would have significant, unmitigated impacts to air quality. (See DPEIR, at pages 4.4-20 and 4.4-
21 (the Project would result in exceedance of annual thresholds of significance for nitrogen oxides
(a precursor of ozone or smog) and carbon monoxide, and therefore the Project could violate an
ambient air quality standard and the impact would be significant).) The DPEIR does not address
the inconsistency between the Project’s congestion and air quality impacts and the UCP’s goal
with respect thereto.

C. The DPEIR Downplays the Project’ Inconsistency with the City’s Climate Action
Plan, the Regional Sustainable Communities Strategy, and the Regional Air
Quality Strategy

Although the DPEIR begrudgingly acknowledges that the Project is inconsistent with the
City’s Climate Action Plan (“CAP”), the Regional Sustainable Communities Strategy (“SCS™),
and the Regional Air Quality Strategy (“RAQS™), it downplays the significance of these conflicts.

®  See Report to City Council (Report No. 06-102), July 26, 2006, at page 3 (City adopted the first Master Plan for
the University Community in December 1959; Figure 3 of that master plan showed two connections across Rose
Canyon along the general alignments of Regents Road and Genesee Avenue).
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As stated in the comment, the Project would result in a significant
impact with regard to criteria pollutant emissions and would conflict
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

This comment restates findings from the Draft PEIR, but includes
additional description that implies some degree of significance not
indicated in the 2006 DEIR. No further response is required.
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1. Contrary to the DPEIR’s Statement that the CAP Does Not Include Any Goals
or Measures that Directly Relate to the Project, In Fact the Project Directly
Conflicts with the CAP’s Strategy 3 and Several Implementing Goals and
Measures

With respect to the Project’s conflict with the CAP, the DPEIR includes a blatant
misstatement, namely, “The CAP does not include any goals or measures that directly relate to the
Project or transportation infrastructure projects.” (DPEIR, at page 4.5-17.)

In fact, however, the Project would result in conflicts with at least four specific goals or
measures in the CAP. First, the CAP includes a goal to promote reduction in VMT (see CAP at
page 23), and therefore the CAP does in fact include a goal or measure that relates to the Project,
because the DPEIR admits that “overall VMT is projected to increase as a result of the Project....”
and “the overall increase in VMT [caused by the Project] is not consistent with the goals of the
CAP.” (DPEIR, at page 4.5-17.)

Second. of the five strategies comprising the CAP, Strategy 3 is described as follows:
“Transportation strategies cover a broad range of activities that aim to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMTs). improve mobility, and enhance fuel efficiency.” (CAP, at page 23.) As
discussed below in Section V., because VMT will increase as a result of the Project, the DPEIR’s
conclusion that the Project will not enhance fuel efficiency or energy conservation goals: the
increased number of miles driven as a consequence of the Project will obviously result in greater
fuel consumption.

Third, as covered in detail in Section ILA., the Project will not improve mobility, but rather
will degrade mobility. (See DPEIR, at page 4.2-52: “Even with implementation of the [unfunded]
mitigation measures. significant traffic impacts would still result and would present increased
difficulty in accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions, including long queues, crowded
maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.™)

Fourth, the CAP’s Strategy 3 is labeled “Bicycling, Walking, Transit & Land Use,” and
includes a goal to “increase commuter bicycling opportunities.” The action identified in the CAP
to achieve that goal is to “[iJmplement the City of San Diego’s Bicycle Master Plan ... (CAP, at
page 38.) Another supporting measure for Strategy 3 of the CAP is to “[i]dentify and address gaps
in the City’s pedestrian network and opportunities for improved pedestrian crossings, using the
City’s Pedestrian Master Plan ... (CAP, at page 39.) The DPEIR’s statement that the CAP does
not include any goals or measures that directly relate to the Project fails to acknowledge that the
Project, by removing Regents Road Bridge, will directly conflict with Strategy 3 and the City’s
Bicycle Master Plan, which includes a Class Il (Bike Lane) crossing Rose Canyon on Regents
Road. Similarly, the DPEIR s conclusion that the CAP does not include any goals or measures
that directly relate to the Project fails to acknowledge that the removal of Regents Road Bridge
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Citizens-2-14

Citizens-2-15

Citizens-2-16

Citizens-2-17

RESPONSE

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016)

Citizens-2-14

Citizens-2-15

Citizens-2-16

Citizens-2-17

RTC-119

The CAP includes measures that indirectly relate to the Project as stated
in subsequent responses. For example, the comment references page 23
of the CAP with a goal to promote reduction in VMT. However,
Strategy 3 of the CAP includes actions to increase mass transit,
implement the Bicycle Master Plan, and support transit-oriented
development. These actions, and other measures, do not directly relate
to the removal of a planned improvement from the UCP.

The discussion on page 23 of the CAP is a general description of
Strategy 3. The actual measures related to reducing vehicle fuel
consumption are Actions 3.4 and 3.5, which relate to the
implementation of Traffic Signal and Roundabouts Master Plans of the
CAP and aim to reduce VMT and promote effective land use by
implementing transit-oriented development within Transit Priority
Areas. As such, the Project does not relate to transit-oriented
development and, thus, the CAP does not directly pertain to roadway
projects.

Comment noted.

Please see response to comment Citizens-2-14. The comment correctly
states that the removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would
eliminate the plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each
side of the bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the
north and south sides of Rose Canyon. As discussed in Section 4.5 of
the Draft PEIR, the Project was conservatively assumed to not be
consistent with the City of San Diego CAP. The Final PEIR has been
revised to include additional discussion of Strategy 3. Refer to the
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised
text.
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Citizens-2-17

will directly conflict with the City’s Pedestrian Master Plan’s inclusion of a pedestrian crossing .
cont.

linking the north-south connection across Rose Canyon.’

2. Although the DPEIR Acknowledges that the Project is Inconsistent with the
CAP and the Regional SCS for Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction, It
Downplays the Potential Impacts of that Inconsistency for Future City-
Approved Development Projects

The DPEIR admits that the Project is inconsistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan and
with the regional plan for demonstrating reductions in greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions
(SANDAG's Sustainable Communities Strategy) in compliance with AB 32 and SB 375, and that
“[n]o feasible mitigation is available for greenhouse gas emissions.” (See DPEIR, at pages 4.5-15
and 10-1.)

The DPEIR does not acknowledge, however, the potential consequences of the City’s
approval of the Project on the ability of future public and private development projects to avoid
burdensome analysis and mitigation by relying on a project’s consistency with an approved SCS | Citizens-2-18
that demonstrates compliance with applicable GHG emission reductions meeting the mandates of
AB 32 and SB 375. Private-sector project proposals requiring the City's discretionary approval,
as well as public projects using state or federal funds, are required to demonstrate consistency with
applicable GHG emission reduction plans that satisfy the GHG emission reductions mandated by
AB 32 and SB 375 and, if located within the City of San Diego. with the City’s adopted CAP. If
such a project cannot demonstrate that it is consistent with those GHG reduction plans meeting
those standards, then the burden falls entirely on the individual project proponent (private
developer or public agency) to demonstrate that the proposed project is consistent with AB 32, SB
375 and the CAP. The time and money required to analyze those impacts, and to provide
mitigation at the individual project level, can be huge. This is particularly the case where, as the
DPEIR concluded, “[n]o feasible mitigation is available for [the Project’s] greenhouse gas
emissions.” (DPEIR, at page 10-1.)

Thus, if the Project’s GHG emissions were to be of a magnitude to cause the SCS and the
CAP to fall out of compliance with AB 32"s and SB 375’s emission reduction mandates, then the
referenced burdens would fall upon individual project proponents, both public and private. The | Citizens-2-19
DPEIR does not specifically address whether the magnitude of the increase in GHG emissions
caused by the Project is sufficient to cause the SCS and CAP to be noncompliant with the
referenced GHG emission reduction mandates.® The DPEIR is therefore incomplete and
inadequate. Moreover, in the absence of that analysis and given the DPEIR’s express conclusion
that the Project is inconsistent with the SCS and CAP, subsequent development projects would be
placed in jeopardy of successful legal challenge if the City were to rely on those future projects’

It should be noted that the DPEIR does acknowledge, in a different section, that the Project conflicts with the
City’s Bicycle Master Plan (see DPEIR at page 4.2-54) but does not acknowledge that that conflict is a conflict with
“goals and measures [of the CAP] that directly relate to the Project or transportation infrastructure projects.”
¥ As noted above, the DPEIR simply “punts” by stating that that burden will fall to SANDAG as it updates its SCS.
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Comment noted. This comment states that the Draft PEIR does not
acknowledge the consequences of the City’s approval of the Project on
future public and private development projects. Per CEQA Legislation
15121(a), the purpose of a Draft PEIR is to inform decision makers and
the public of the significant environmental effects of a project. It is not
the purpose of the Draft PEIR to analyze either the consequences on
future projects or any financial impacts on future projects; thus, no
further response is required.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-18 and Citizens-2-22.
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consistency with the SCS and CAP as demonstrating compliance with GHG emission reduction
mandates.

3 Although the DPEIR Acknowledges that the Project is Inconsistent with the
Regional Air Quality Strategy, It Downplays the Potential Impacts of that
Inconsistency for Future Development Projects Requiring the City’s Approval of
Discret y Entitl ts

The DPEIR admits that “the transportation network changes as a result of the Project have
not been included in the regional emissions analysis of the RAQS" and that the approval of the
Project “would increase the total regional VMT compared to the adopted UCP™ and that “the
increase in VMT as a result of the Project has not been accounted for in the current RAQS.”
(DPEIR, at page 4.4-16.) The DPEIR goes on to state that this inconsistency will be addressed
by future updates to SANDAG’s RAQS. See DPEIR, at page 4.4-16 (“Any changes to the
transportation network and the General Plan as a result of the Project would be incorporated in the
updates to future air quality attainment plans.”).

And although the DPEIR admits that “the Project would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan™ and that this impact would be “significant™
(DPEIR, at page 4.4-16), the DPEIR does not acknowledge the potential consequences of the
City’s approval of the Project on the ability of future public and private development projects to
avoid burdensome analysis and mitigation by relying on a project’s consistency with an approved
RAQS that demonstrates compliance with applicable air quality standards. Private-sector project
proposals that generate pollutant emissions above certain thresholds and that require the City’s
discretionary approval. as well as public projects using state or federal funds, are required to
demonstrate consistency with an air quality plan demonstrating attainment of and compliance with
applicable state and federal standards. For projects located in San Diego County, that air quality
plan is SANDAG’s RAQS. 1If a proposed project generating emissions above those threshold
levels cannot demonstrate consistency with the RAQS which in turn demonstrates countywide
compliance with applicable air quality standards, then the burden falls entirely on the individual
project proponent (private developer or public agency) to undertake time-consuming and
expensive air quality modeling analysis to demonstrate that it would not cause or contribute to a
violation of an applicable state or federal air quality standard.

The DPEIR does not specifically address whether the magnitude of the Project’s increase
in nitrogen oxide and carbon monoxide emissions would be sufficient to cause the RAQS to fall
out of compliance with achievement and maintenance of applicable air quality standards. The
DPEIR is therefore incomplete and inadequate. Moreover, in the absence of that analysis and
given the DPEIR s express conclusion that the Project is inconsistent with the RAQS, subsequent
development projects would be placed in jeopardy of successful legal challenge if the City were
to rely on those future projects’ consistency with the RAQS as demonstrating that such projects
would not cause or contribute to a violation of an applicable state or federal air quality standard.
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The comment restates findings from the Draft PEIR, and the
assumptions from the transportation network are used to estimate any
mobile source emissions for the region. The Draft PEIR included a typo
and should state "SDAPCD is currently developing an update to the
RAQS," not SANDAG. The Final PEIR includes updates to that
discussion. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications chapter of the
Final PEIR for revised text.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-18 and Citizens-2-22.

The comment makes several assumptions in that the emissions from one
project would "cause the RAQS to fall out of compliance" with the
applicable air quality standards, subsequent projects would rely on
consistency with that "out of compliance” RAQS, and then those
development projects would be subject to the effects of successful legal
challenge. There is no basis to assume any of those actions would occur.
The impact related to the increase in criteria pollutant emissions is based
on mass emissions (e.g., pounds per day) consistent with CEQA
Guidelines and standard practices. And, as stated in the City of San
Diego CEQA Guidelines, "there are no state recommended models for
assessing regional ozone concentrations or local PMy, concentration
from mobile sources." In addition, the Project would not be anticipated
to result in traffic volumes that would cause a CO hotspot. Therefore,
the findings in the Draft PEIR are consistent with program-level
requirements and supported by a complete analysis.
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III.  THE DPEIR’S SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT
AND ITS INCONSISTENT CONCLUSIONS THAT BOTH THE PROJECT AND
THE “NO CONSTRUCTION OF REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE AND WIDENING OF
GENESEE AVENUE ALTERNATIVE” ARE THE “ENVIRONMENTALLY
SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE” ARE FLAWED

A. The DPEIR Is Internally Inconsistent, Identifying Both the Project and one of the
Alternatives as the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”

The DPEIR is flawed and internally inconsistent in that within Chapter 9 (Alternatives
Analysis), it identifies both the Project and one of the alternatives -- “No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ as the “environmentally superior
alternative.” At page 9-6, the DPEIR states as follows:

Based on the evaluation presented below, it was determined that the Project is the
environmentally superior alternative.... The “No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative”™ was determined to be the
environmentally superior “build” alternative.

But, at the end of Chapter 9, the DPEIR reaches a different conclusion:

Based on this CEQA guidance [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)] and the
analysis further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be considered
environmentally superior ....

DPEIR, at page 9-48.

As between the two contradictory statements within Chapter 9, the DPEIR’s Executive
Summary went with the second-identified “environmentally superior alternative.” parroting the
same language used at the end of Chapter 9. (See DPEIR, at ES-11.)

This significant inconsistency must be resolved in a revised DPEIR to be recirculated for
public review and comment. The contradictory and confusing statements as to which alternative
is determined to be “environmentally superior” cannot provide the basis for certification of an EIR
or for City action in approving a project pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081.

4850-6124-8821.2
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Citizens-2-23 Comment acknowledged. The last paragraph under Section 9.2,
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Alternatives Considered, has been revised to clarify that the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised for the Final
PEIR) is the environmentally superior alternative. Refer to the
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised
text. Further, Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, states
that No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.

An evaluation and response to comments received on the Draft PEIR is
included in this document, which has been prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides:

a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant
new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given
of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the
term “information” can include changes in the project or
environmental setting as well as additional data or other
information. New information added to an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have
declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring
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recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from
the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to
be implemented.

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact would result unless mitigation measures are
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the
project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded.(Mountain
Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043)

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of
San Diego as the lead agency has evaluated the comments received
during the 45-day public review period from June 17, 2016 through
August 1, 2016. The Final PEIR includes the Public Comment Letters
and Responses and Clarifications and Modifications section that
includes errata, clarifications, and additions to the Draft PEIR. None of
the clarifications or amplifications set forth herein change the
significance conclusions presented in the Draft PEIR or substantially
alter the analysis presented for public review. Furthermore, the Draft
PEIR circulated for public review was fully adequate under CEQA such
that meaningful public review was not precluded. Thus, the
clarifications provided in these Public Comment Letters and Responses
and Clarifications and Modifications sections do not constitute
significant new information that might trigger recirculation.
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B. The DPEIR’s Analysis of Alternatives Is Flawed and Inadequate in that It Does
Not Assess Whether Alternatives’ Impacts that Are Alleged to be “Greater” than
the Project’s Are “Significant™

1. The Legal Standard

CEQA is only concerned with significant impacts. (Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(a)-(c).)
This applies not only to an assessment of a proposed project’s impacts, but to the alternatives
analysis required under CEQA. The purpose of the required analysis of alternatives is to determine
if there are feasible alternatives which would “avoid or substantially lessen™ the “significant
environmental effects of such projects ...." (Pub. Res. Code § 21002 (emphasis supplied).) The
CEQA Guidelines specify that “[a] matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant
environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an
alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused
by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed ...." (14
Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(d) (emphasis supplied).)

Despite these requirements of an alternatives analysis under CEQA, the DPEIR fails to
identify, either on Table 9.1 or in Chapter 9, whether the impacts of alternatives alleged to be
“greater” than that of the Project are significant. This is detailed with respect to the No Project
Alternative in the following subsections.

2. The Analysis of Alternatives Does Not Support a Conclusion that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Land Use Impacts

a. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in " Greater than Project” Land Use Impacts

The land use impacts of the No Project Alternative are claimed to be simply “Greater than
Project.” (Table 9-1.) The discussion of those impacts asserts that the No Project Alternative’s
impacts on land use would result in a “loss of habitat™ with the construction of the Rose Canyon
Bridge and in “impacts to vegetation communities as well as fringes of habitat that occur along the
existing Genesee Avenue alignment”™ with the widening of Genesee Avenue. (DPEIR, at page 9-
6.) But nowhere in Chapter 9 does the DPEIR address whether these alleged impacts on habitat
and vegetation communities would be significant. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the DPEIR s
one-paragraph analysis of the land use impacts of the No Project Alternative, which does not
address whether the asserted “greater impacts™ would be significant, fails to comply with CEQA.”

# It should also be noted that the land use impacts evaluated are to a large extent duplicative of the discussion of

the impacts to biological resources elsewhere on Table 9-1 and in Chapter 9. This amounts to “double-counting™ of
the same impacts as both “land use™ and “biological resources™ on Table 9-1 and in Chapter 9 more generally, in that
the treatment overemphasizes those impacts.
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Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft PEIR, including Table
9-1, has been revised to reflect the magnitude of significance (LS = less
than significant, NS = no significant impacts, SU = significant and
unmitigated, or SM = significant but mitigable) rather than “Greater
than Project” for impacts in the alternatives analysis. The affected
subsections are described in further detail in the responses to comments
Citizens-2-25 through Citizens-2-36 below. Refer to the Clarifications
and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised text.

Section 9.2.1.1 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts
(SM) to Land Use as compared to the Project. However, the impacts of
the No Project Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation
implemented at the project level.

In addition, while the land use impacts discussion has been called into
question as being duplicative and a “double-counting” of the biological
resources impacts analysis discussion, it should be noted that impacts in
the land use section are analyzed in response to the Land Use questions
in the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (Initial
Study Checklist question #3 on page 45, Significance Threshold #6 on
page 46), as derived from Appendix G, Land Use and Planning question
“c” (“applicable natural community conservation plan”) of the CEQA
Statute and Guidelines.
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Accordingly, consistent with CEQA. Table 9-1 should not show that the No Project Alternative
has “greater” land use impacts than the Project.

b. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Construction-Related
Air Quality Impacts

Table 9-1 indicates that the No Project Alternative would have construction-related air
quality impacts “greater” than the Project. The discussion of these claimed impacts in Chapter 9
fails to discuss whether or not these construction-related air quality impacts would be significant.
As CEQA, including its alternatives analysis, is concerned only with sigmificant impacts, the
DPEIR s assessment of the construction-related air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative
is deficient.

c. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No
Project Alternative Would Result in_ “Greater than Project” Energy
Impacts

Table 9-1 identifies the No Project Alternative as having energy impacts “greater than
Project.” Here, the discussion of construction-related energy impacts suggests that the impacts
would be insignificant (“it is anticipated that the construction phase would not result in wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy™). but the analysis simply fails to state whether
the construction-related energy impacts would be significant. If the analysis does not support a
determination that the alleged impacts of an alternative are significant, it has no relevance under
CEQA and Table 9-1 should not state that the No Project Alternative’s construction-related energy
impacts would be “greater than Project.”

The discussion of the No Project Alternative’s energy impacts also concludes summarily
that the “*[o]perational impacts of the No Project Alternative would result in greater energy demand
as [sic] the Project as the No Project Alternative would modify or construct new transportation
facilities.” (DPEIR. at page 9-15.) The only explanation given for this conclusion is that “[t]he
Mo Project Alternative would require additional electrical power to accommodate traffic signal
modifications and street lighting.” (/d.'") There is absolutely no discussion as to whether the

1" The DPEIR (including Appendix C) makes no mention of whether the transy model dani

in VMT as a result of the addition of new roadway capacity (i.e., Regents Road Bridge and widening of Genesee
Avenue). The DPEIR should be revised to discuss whether this so-called “induced demand” was factored into the
model used in the Transportation/Circulation analysis. It should be noted that the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, in its latest proposal to update the CEQA Guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts to implement SB
743 has cautioned that although “[f]or some large projects, analysis of induced demand may be appropriate. But there
should be reasonable limits.... Not every transportation improvement will induce travel ...." (See OPR’s “Revised
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,” January 20, 2016.)
Surely the addition of a bridge 0.28 mile in length and the limited Genesee Avenue Widening would not fall within
the scope of “some large projects™ as to which OPR concedes that analysis of induced travel demand may be
appropriate.
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Section 9.2.1.4 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant
construction-related impacts (SM) to Air Quality as compared to the
Project. However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be
less than significant when implemented at the project level. Table 9-1
has also been revised to reflect less than significant (LS) impacts to air
quality plans and criteria pollutants for the No Project Alternative rather
than “Less than Project,” and no significant impacts (NS) for
construction has been added to Table 9-1 for the Project.

Section 9.2.1.6 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant
(LS) construction and operation impacts to Energy.
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claimed increase in electrical demand caused by traffic signal modification and street lighting
would be significant. The one-sentence explanation for the conclusion that the No Project
Alternative results in additional energy demand certainly suggests that the impacts are not
significant; it defies common sense to conclude that a few street lights on the Regents Road Bridge
and some unspecified traffic signal modification would result in “significant™ increase in
consumption of electrical power.

Moreover, as discussed in Section V. although the DPEIR admits that the Project would
result in greater VMT than the No Project Alternative,'' it utterly fails to address the energy
consumption impacts of that greater VMT. This is a major failing of the DPEIR. since it is obvious
that the Project’s increase in VMT will result in greater consumption of transportation fuel. For
these various reasons, the DPEIR’s conclusion that the No Project Alternative would have
“greater” energy impacts than the Project is entirely unsupported and inconsistent with CEQA’s
requirement to consider only significant impacts. Table 9-1 should not assert that the No Project
Alternative would have “greater” energy impacts than the Project. If the energy consumption
impacts of the Project’s higher VMT had been analyzed., it would surely show that the increase in
transportation fuel consumption would outweigh the minimal increase in electrical consumption
due to a few street lights added to Regents Road Bridge under the No Project Alternative.

d. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Noise Impacts

Table 9-1 states that the No Project Alternative would have noise impacts “greater than
Project” with respect to construction activities and with respect to post-construction of the Regents
Road Bridge. Here again. the discussion of these impacts fails to state whether the construction-
related noise impacts will be significant.'?

Moreover, the DPEIR concedes the following regarding the noise impacts of the Genesee
Avenue Widening that is part of the No Project Alternative:

[T]the widening of Genesee Avenue in the No Project Alternative would result in
reduced operational noise impacts when compared to the Project.... Therefore the
removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose
people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards
established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a).
Unlike the No Project Alternative, this is a potentially significant impact under the

' See DPEIR at page 4.5-17 and Table 4.5-3, and page 4.4-16,

2 The discussion states that the No Project Alternative “could potentially result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors during construction activities ... But,
this statement is speculative (“could result™).
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Please see response to comment Citizens-2-27.

Section 9.2.1.7 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant
construction-related impacts (SM) to Noise as compared to the Project.
Table 9-1 has also been revised to reflect significant (SM) impacts to
established standards (operational noise) with construction of the
Regents Road Bridge, and less than significant impacts to established
standards (operational noise) with the Genesee Avenue Widening.
However, the significant impacts of the No Project Alternative would be
less than significant with mitigation implemented at the project level.

For the Project, Table 9-1 has been revised to clarify significant and
unmitigated (SU) for established standards (operational noise) with the
Genesee Avenue Widening only, and less than significant (LS) impacts
has been added for established standards (operational noise) with
construction of the Regents Road Bridge. No significant impacts (NS)
has also been added for construction for the Project.
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Project.... [[jmpacts to operational noise would remain significant and unmitigated
at the program level under the Project.

DPEIR, at page 9-16.

With respect to the operational noise impacts of Regents Road Bridge, the DPEIR’s
conclusion shows that the analysis is purely speculative: “However, impacts under the No Project
Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise levels that exceed City standards.” (DPEIR,
at pages 9-16 and 9-17.)

Despite the fact that the text of Chapter 9 concedes that the noise impacts of the Project’s
removal of the Genesee Avenue Widening project would be significant even after mitigation, and
the fact that the Chapter 9 discussion of the noise impacts of Regents Road Bridge, both
construction and operational, is vague as to magnitude and, importantly, whether it would be
significant, Table 9-1 (a) omits any reference to the admittedly significant operational noise
impacts of the Project’s removal of the Genesee Avenue Widening, and (b) inexplicably and
without any basis in the Chapter 9 analysis concludes that the No Project Alternative will have
“greater than Project” noise impacts. This omission and this conclusion are wholly unsubstantiated
and contradictory to the analysis in Chapter 9. As many interested parties reviewing the DPEIR
will focus principally on Table 9-1. the inexcusable omission from Table 9-1 of the significant
operational noise impacts of the Project due to removal of the Genesee Avenue Widening, and its
unsupported conclusion that the No Project Alternative will have “Greater than Project™ impacts
with respect to construction and operation of the Regents Road Bridge without any reference to
whether those impacts would be significant, warrants revision and recirculation of a corrected
Table 9-1.

e There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No
Project Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Impacts on
Historical Resources

With respect to Table 9-1's claim that the No Project Alternative would have impacts on
historical resources “Greater than Project.” there is nothing but speculation to support this
statement. The discussion in Chapter 9 states only that because “[h]istorical and prehistoric
resources are known to exist within the UCP Area, specifically within the Genesee Avenue and
Regents Road Corridors. Therefore the No Project Alternative has the potential to result in
significant direct and/or indirect impacts to cultural resources.” (DPEIR, at page 9-17.)

This statement does not address the obvious fact that if the No Project Alternative were
implemented. mitigation measures could and would be imposed to reduce any impacts to historical
resources to below a level of significance. There is no basis to conclude that there would be
significant impacts to historic resources under the No Project Alternative, and therefore Table 9-
1 should not assert that the No Project Alternative would have impacts on historic resources
“greater than Project.”
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Section 9.2.1.8 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts
(SM) to Historical Resources as compared to the Project. However, the
impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant
with mitigation implemented at the project level.
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f. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in " Greater than Project” Impacis on Biological
Resources

Table 9-1 concludes that the No Project Alternative would have “Greater than Project”
impacts on biological resources. The discussion of those relative impacts discusses the No Project
Alternative’s impacts on MHPA compatibility impacts. but this is not consistent with the DPEIRs
statement that the Multiple Species Conservation Program allows roads and utility lines in the
City’s MHPA, as long as they adhere to the stated planning policies and design guidelines.
(DPEIR, at 4.1-18 and 4.1-19.)

The DPEIR further notes that, with respect to both the Regents Road Corridor and the
Genesee Avenue Corridor, “[t]he UCP Area is currently in compliance with the guidelines stated
in the MSCP for development within and adjacent to the MHAP.” (DPEIR, at pages 4.1-18 and
4/1-19.) As the UCP plan currently includes both the Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee
Avenue Widening, these statements in the DPEIR certainly support a conclusion that the No
Project Alternative is consistent with the UCP and would not have a significant impact on
biological resources. Moreover, the only statement in the discussion in Chapter 9 of the biological
impacts of the No Project Alternative that refers to any impact being “significant” is as to the
widening or Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon. (DPEIR, at page 9-17.) None of the other
alleged impacts of the No Project Alternative to biological resources discussed refer to any impacts
being “significant.” Therefore, Table 9.1 should be revised to indicate that the No Project
Alternative would have “Greater than Project™ impacts on biological resources only as to the
Genesee Avenue Widening element of the No Project Alternative.

2. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Impacis on Geological
Conditions

As to geologic resources, Table 9-1 states that the No Project Alternative would have
impacts “Greater than Project.” However, the discussion in Chapter 9 indicates that such statement
is speculative: “Implementation of the No Project Alternative has the potential to result in
significant impacts related to geologic hazards. The UCP Area contains geologic conditions that
would pose significant risks for discretionary development if not properly addressed at the project
level.” (DPEIR, at pages 9-17 to 9-18.) The mere potential for geologic hazards before
consideration of mitigation does not support a finding of significant impacts, even at the
programmatic level. Therefore, Table 9.1 should not indicate that the No Project Alternative
would have “Greater than Project” impacts to geological resources.
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The City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea
Plan permits utility lines and roads, provided they are conditionally
compatible with the biological objectives of the MSCP and are in
compliance with the policies in Section 1.4.2 on page 45 of the Subarea
Plan. Specifically, Construction and Maintenance Policy #2 states that,
“All new development for utilities and facilities within or crossing the
MHPA shall be planned, designed, located and constructed to minimize
environmental impacts. All such activities must avoid disturbing the
habitat of MSCP covered species, and wetlands. If avoidance is
infeasible, mitigation will be required.” Policy #4 states that
“Construction and maintenance activities in wildlife corridors must
avoid significant disruption of corridor usage. Environmental
documents and mitigation monitoring and reporting programs covering
such development must clearly specify how this will be achieved...”
Due to the No Project Alternative involving construction of the Regents
Road Bridge and the reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue across Rose
Canyon as compared to the Project (no construction), there is the
potential for significant environmental impacts to biological resources,
which will require mitigation.

Section 9.2.1.9 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
clarify that both the construction of the Regents Road Bridge and the
widening of Genesee Avenue components of the No Project Alternative
would have significant impacts (SM) to Biological Resources as
compared to the Project, including jurisdictional habitats as is analyzed
in Section 4.9.1.2 on page 4.9-8 and Section 4.9.1.3 on page 4.9-21.
However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than
significant with mitigation implemented at the project level.
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h. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result _in__“Greater _than _Project” Impacts _on
Paleontological Resources

Concerning paleontological resources, there is no basis whatsoever to conclude, as does
Table 9-1, that the No Project Alternative would result in “Greater than Project™ impacts to
paleontological resources. The discussion of the matter in Chapter 9 says only that “the No Project
Alternative may result in adverse impacts to paleontological resources. However, even though
these geologic units have a recognized resource potential, no specific areas within the UCP Area
are known to have produced significant paleontological resources. The planning area has been
almost entirely developed: thus the potential for finding new resources is limited under the No
Project Alternative.” The last two sentences in the quoted material essentially dismiss the
possibility of paleontological impacts as essentially theoretical. The quoted material cannot
possibly provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion, even at the programmatic level,
that the No Project Alternative would have “significant™ impacts on paleontological resources as
compared to the Project. As discussed above in Section IIL.B.1, in the required alternatives
analysis under CEQA, only “significant” impacts are relevant.

i. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No Project
Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Impacts on Hvdrology

and Water Quality

With respect to hydrology and water quality, as with paleontological resources. there is no
basis to conclude in Table 9-1 that the No Project Alternative would result in *Greater than Project™
impacts to hydrology and water resources. The discussion observes that “[rJunoff during storm
events and non-storm water flows (such as over irrigation) would transport these pollutants via
storm drain systems and would negatively affect surface water quality if not properly managed.”
(DPEIR, at page 9-18 (emphasis supplied).) The emphasized qualifier is addressed two sentences
below: “The No Project Alternative would be developed in compliance with applicable
regulations, including the Municipal Permit ..., Construction General Permit ..., the City Storm
Water Standards. and the Model BMP Design Manual .... The No Project Alternative would be
required to maintain predevelopment hydrology and incorporate LID site design and/or treatment
control BMPs.” (Id.)

The obvious conclusion to be drawn from the above excerpts is that because the No Project
Alternative would be required to comply with a host of applicable regulations, and compliance is
expected (because, among other reasons. violations will be subject to heavy penalties by the City
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board), there is no reason to expect that the No Project
Alternative would result in any impacts to hydrology or water quality, let alone significant
impacts. Yet, without explanation, immediately following the above-quoted material, this section
concludes with the wholly unsupported statement “*As such, hydrology and water quality impacts
would be greater under the No Project Alternative when compared to the Project.” (DPEIR, at
page 9-19.) Ewven if the last-quoted sentence were supported by the discussion (which it is not),
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Citizens-2-33

Citizens-2-34
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RESPONSE
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016)

Due to nature of the No Project Alternative involving construction (the
Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue) as
compared to the Project (no construction), and the Impact Analyses
provided in Sections 4.10.4, 4.10.5, and 4.10.6, there is the potential for
significant environmental impacts to Geologic Conditions, which would
require mitigation. Section 9.2.1.10 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR
have been revised to reflect that the No Project Alternative would have
significant impacts (SM) to Geologic Conditions as compared to the
Project. However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be
less than significant with mitigation implemented at the project level.

Section 9.2.1.11 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
clarify that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant
(LS) impacts to Paleontological Resources.

Due to very nature of the No Project Alternative involving construction
(the Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue) as
compared to the Project (no construction), the potential for significant
environmental impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality would be
greater than the Project. However, the construction of the two
components of the No Project Alternative would require compliance
with the Municipal Permit, the City’s Storm Water Standards, and the
Model BMP Design Manual to maintain predevelopment hydrology, as
well as the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures,
which incorporate LID site design and treatment control BMPs. Because
compliance with these regulations is mandatory, impacts to Hydrology
and Water Quality from the No Project Alternative would be less than
significant. Section 9.2.1.12 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been
revised to reflect that the No Project Alternative would have less than
significant impacts (LS) to Hydrology and Water Quality.
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there is absolutely nothing in the discussion of hydrology and water quality to support a conclusion
that any impacts on hydrology and water quality from the No Project Alternative would be
significant. As discussed above, CEQA generally and its required alternatives analysis considers
only significant impacts. (See Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(a)-(c): 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(d).)
Accordingly, Table 9-1 should not indicate that the hydrology and water quality impacts for the
No Project Alternative are “Greater than Project.”

i

Ulilities

As to public utilities, here, too, there is no basis for the statement in Table 9-1 that the No
Project Alternative would have impacts on public utilities “Greater than Project.” The two-
sentence discussion of this environmental issue area in Chapter 9 states only that
“[i]Jmplementation of the No Project Alternative would require public utilities ... installation,
extension and some relocation of onsite utilities, which would not be required under the Project.”
(DPEIR, at page 9-20.) This “explanation™ fails to support the requirement under CEQA that the
alternatives analysis consider only significant impacts. Therefore, Table 9-1 should not state that
the public utilities impact of the No Project Alternative are “Greater than Project.”

k. There is No Basis to Support the Conclusion in Table 9-1 that the No
Project Alternative Would Result in “Greater than Project” Impacts on

Health and Safety

With respect to health and safety, there is no basis in Chapter 9 to conclude, as does Table
9-1, that the No Project Alternative would have “Greater than Project” impacts. The discussion
notes that the No Project Alternative would “entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry
brush and other dense vegetation vulnerable to ignition™ — a characterization that applies to most
construction sites within the City — which could result in a temporary increase in the potential for
accidental wildfires.” (DPEIR, at page 9-20.) But this statement, which fails to indicate that
conditions which “could” result in a temporary increase in accidental wildfires — not a “significant”
temporary increase in accidental wildfires — is followed by the statement that “[ijmplementation
of the No Project Alternative would be required to adhere to brush management regulations,
specifically the City’s Fire Prevention Bureau Policy B-08-1. Clarification of Brush Management
Regulations and Landscape Standards and required preparation of a Brush Management Plan and
Program in order to obtain discretionary, grading, and/or building permits ...." (/d at pages 9-20
and 9-21.)

There is nothing in this discussion to suggest that after compliance with the applicable
regulations, the potential for accidental wildfires due to construction would be “significant.” The
only other aspect of health and safety that could possibly support the characterization of the No
Project Alternative’s relevant impacts as being “Greater than Project” is exposure to hazardous
materials during construction activities. But, the discussion of this matter in Chapter 9 concludes
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Section 9.2.1.14 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
reflect that the No Project Alternative would have significant impacts
(SM) to Public Utilities as compared to the Project. Installation,
extension, and relocation of on-site utilities would be required under the
No Project Alternative. In addition, construction and demolition
activities associated with the construction of the Regents Road Bridge
and the widening of Genesee Avenue would generate solid waste that
may require the preparation of a Waste Management Plan if the Project
will generate 60 tons or more of solid waste. However, the impacts of
the No Project Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation
implemented at the project level.

Section 9.2.1.15 and Table 9-1 of the Draft PEIR have been revised to
clarify that the No Project Alternative would have less than significant
(LS) impacts to wildland fires, emergency plans, and AlAs, and a
significant impact (SM) to hazardous materials for Health and Safety.

As stated in Section 4.15.1 on page 4.15-8, CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard
Severity Zone maps designate the northern portion of the UCP Area as
“Very High.” In addition, the eastern portions of the UCP contain areas
designated as “High” to “Very High.” Rose Canyon and Marian Bear
Memorial Park in San Clemente Canyon are designated as “Very High.”
Due to these conditions, the No Project Alternative’s use of construction
equipment, similar to any powered equipment or vehicle, can be a
source of potential fire, due to electrical sparks and use of flammable
materials that could ignite and spread quickly to surrounding areas and
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that the No Project Alternative would result in *greater” impacts than the Project because
“exposure of hazards ... could be encountered during grading and/or construction-related
activities.” (DPEIR, at page 9-21.) This discussion not only fails to support a conclusion that the
CEQA-mandated “significance” threshold would be exceeded, but that statement is followed by
an effective disclaimer: *“Construction activities under the No Project Alternative are short term
and would be subject to federal, state, and local health and safety requirements.” (/d) Given that
there is no reason to expect that construction activities would not comply with applicable health
and safety requirements, and the absence of any reference to any resulting health and safety risks
being “significant,” Chapter 9 provides no basis to conclude, as does Table 9-1, that the No Project
Alternative would have “Greater than Project” impacts on health and safety.

3. The Analysis of Alternatives Does Not Support a Conclusion that the “No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative Is Either the Environmentally Superior Alternative or the
Environmentally Superior “Build” Alternative

The DPEIR concludes, in Section 9.3, that the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ is the “Environmentally Superior Alternative.”
The stated basis for that conclusion is that “it would reduce impacts compared to the other proposed
alternatives that preserve more open space, therefore, resulting in fewer impacts to
transportation/circulation, air quality (operation), GHGs, and noise (operation).” (DPEIR. at 9-
48.) This statement is a non sequitur: it is nonsensical to conclude, as does the quoted material,
that because as compared to unidentified “other proposed alternatives that preserve more open
space”™ it would have fewer impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality (operation), GHGs,
and noise (operation). What are the “other proposed alternatives that preserve more open space™?
The reader is forced to guess, and then is left in the dark as to why and. importantly, to what extent
the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ has
“fewer” impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality (operation), GHGs, and noise (operation)
as compared to these unidentified “other proposed alternatives that preserve more open space”™.

Table 9-1 would have the reader conclude that as to three of the five “Environmental Issue
Areas™ as to which the Project is determined to have significant and unmitigated impacts —
Transportation/Circulation, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Noise — the “No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ has impacts “Less than
Project.”™ But nowhere in Chapter 9 is there any indication as to whether that alternative’s
impacts as to those three issue arcas are significantly less than those of the Project.

¥ In addition, Table 9-1 concludes that as to Air Quality, the comparative merits of the “No Construction of Regents

Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ and the Project is a “mixed bag.” The former would
have greater construction impacts, the same or similar impacts as the Project in terms of conflict/inconsistency with
the adopted RAQS, but “reduced” impacts as to criteria pollutants, in that increases would not exceed thresholds. This
“mixed bag” certainly does not lend support to a determination that the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” is environmentally superior to the Project.
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fuel sources. Therefore, greater potential exists for exposure to wildland
fires with the No Project Alternative as compared to the Project.
However, the impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than
significant with adherence to the required brush management
regulations, and preparation of a Brush Management Plan and Program
at the project level.

In addition, due to the previous uses surrounding the Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening sites, unidentified areas of soil
contamination may be encountered during construction of the No
Project Alternative. Any contaminated soil or groundwater encountered
within the confines of the construction areas or modification of
groundwater monitoring wells during construction activities would be
considered a significant impact. However, the impacts of the No Project
Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation implemented
at the project level.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the objective of
Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft PEIR is to focus on
alternatives to the Project that are capable of avoiding or substantially
reducing any significant adverse impacts associated with the Project,
despite the possibility that the alternatives may impede attainment of
project objectives or prove less cost efficient. In addition,
implementation of a project alternative may potentially result in new
impacts that would not have resulted from the proposed project. The
State CEQA Guidelines require that the analysis of project alternatives
provide sufficient information about each alternative in order to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project.

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, Draft PEIR Chapter 9.0 included
a comparative evaluation of a range of project alternatives. According to
CEQA, the goal of the project alternatives analysis is not to evaluate
each and every potential alternative to the proposed project; instead, the
overall aim of the alternatives analysis is to evaluate a range of feasible
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Moreover, we know from the discussion of transportation/circulation impacts in Appendix
C and in Chapter 9 that the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative” will have significant impacts as to Transportation/Circulation that are almost
identical to those of the Project. As displayed in Table A of the Attachment B (Letter dated July
25,2016, from Brian Estrada, RK Engineering Group. Inc. (hereinafter, “RK Engineering Letter”),
and as stated at pages 9-30 and 9-31 of the DPEIR, the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ will result in 29 intersections with significant
impacts, as compared to 30 intersections with significant impacts under the Project. Similarly,
under the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative,” 20 roadway segments will experience significant impacts under volume-based
metrics, as compared to 21 under the Project. (See RK Engineering Letter., at page 2: see also
DPEIR at pages 9-30 and 9-31.) In looking at roadway segments based on impacts to speed, the
significant impacts of the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative™ are identical in number to those of the Project. (See RK Engineering Letter
and Appendix C.) Similarly as to freeway segments and freeway ramp meters, there is no
difference whatsoever between the significant impacts that would result under the *No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ and under
the Project.

There is no discussion in Chapter 9 as to whether the reduction in significant impacts by
one intersection and one roadway segment is itself significant. when on all other measures the
transportation/circulation impacts of the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ and the Project are essentially the same. Thus, the conclusion
that the *No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative”
is superior to the “Project” in terms of Transportation/Circulation impacts is not supported by
substantial evidence.

Moreover, as the DPEIR makes clear, it is the significant Transportation/Circulation
operational impacts that cause the significant impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions. So, if the
Transportation/Circulation impacts of the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
of Genesee Avenue Alternative” are almost the same as those of the Project. then there is no basis
to conclude that the Greenhouse Gas Emission impacts of the “No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative™ would be significantly reduced from those
of the Project. Here again, the DPEIR’s analysis of alternatives falls short of what is required
under CEQA: Table 9-1 and Chapter 9 conclude that the Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the “No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” will be “Less
than Project.” but will the reduction result in Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the “No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” that are less
than significant? If not, the difference is immaterial under CEQA. The DPEIR fails to address
the magnitude of the difference.

In contrast to the three “Environmental Issue Areas”™ as to which the “No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” purportedly results in “Less
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project alternatives that could potentially reduce project impacts
identified in the Draft PEIR. The Draft PEIR Chapter 9.0, Alternatives
Analysis, is consistent with this goal.

Table 9-1 has been revised to reflect the magnitude of significance (LS
= less than significant, NS = no significant impacts, SU = significant
and unmitigated, or SM = significant but mitigable) rather than “Greater
than Project” for impacts in the alternatives analysis.

When compared to the other proposed alternatives described in Chapter
9.0, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has been revised
for the Final PEIR) is considered the environmentally superior
alternative because it would result in fewer impacts to
transportation/circulation, air quality (operation), GHGs, and noise
(operation) since this alternative would not result in the construction of
a bridge structure. Further, the other proposed alternatives, which would
result in the construction of either Regents Road Bridge or a Pedestrian
Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve less open space
and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on this
analysis, both Table 9-1 and Section 9.3 have been revised to clarify the
findings for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative has
been revised for the Final PEIR) as the environmentally superior
alternative. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications section of the
Final PEIR for revised text.

Comment noted.
Please see response to comment Citizens 2-24. The environmentally

superior alternative includes a comprehensive look at all factors
evaluated in the PEIR and not solely transportation.
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than Project” impacts, Table 9-1 and Chapter 9 conclude that as to fen other “Environmental Issue
Areas,” the *No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative” results in impacts “Greater than Project.” Those ten areas are as follows: land use;
visual effects and neighborhood character; energy; historical resources; biological resources;
geological conditions; paleontological resources; hydrology and water quality: public utilities; and
health and safety. (DPEIR. at page 9-7.) The DPEIR’s conclusions that impacts are “Greater than
Project” are deficient, in that (as discussed at length in Section II1.B.), the DPEIR’s analysis fails
to discuss whether, for those eleven “environmental issue areas” as to which the Project’s impacts
are designated in Table 9-1 as being “LS™ (less than significant) or “NS” (no significant impacts),'*
the various alternatives’ impacts which are “Greater than Project™ would be significant. 1f an
alternative’s impacts as to one or more of those eleven environmental issue areas is “greater” than
the Project but still not “significant” under CEQA. those “greater than Project” impacts are
irrelevant under CEQA and certainly would not support a determination that one or more of the
alternatives is “environmentally superior” under CEQA.

C. When Table 9-1 is Corrected to Conform to the Chapter 9 Analysis and the CEQA
Threshold of “Significant Impacts,” the Alternatives Analysis Supports a
Conclusion that the No Project Alternative is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative

As set forth in Section IIILA., Table 9-1 and the comparison of alternatives in Chapter 9
provide no support cognizable under CEQA for the conclusion that the No Project Alternative’s
impacts to the eleven following “environmental issue areas™ would be “Greater than Project™
Land Use; Air Quality (construction impacts); Energy; Noise; Historical Resources; Biological
Resources; Geological Conditions; Paleontological Resources; Hydrology and Water Quality;
Public Utilities; and Health and Safety.

Once Table 9-1 is corrected to remove the 11 “environmental issue areas”™ as to which the
Project is allegedly “superior” to the No Project Alternative (but as to which there is no showing
that the No Project Alternative’s impacts would be “significant™ under CEQA), Table 9-1 shows
that the Project is “superior” to the No Project Alternative only as to one environmental issue area
— Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character — while the No Project Alternative is “superior” to
the Project as to four environmental issue arecas — Transportation/Circulation; Air Quality;
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Public Services and Facilities. Moreover, the DPEIR concludes
that the Project’s impacts to Transportation/Circulation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Public Services and Facilities are significant and unmitigated. Accordingly, based on the
DPEIR, there is no support for its conclusion that the Project is superior to the No Project
Alternative in terms of environmental impacts.

" There is no explanation in the DPEIR as to what the distinction is between “less than significant” and “no

significant impact.” Use of those two phrases without explanation is confusing to a reader and calls for a revision to
the DPEIR and recirculation of a revised DPEIR.
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Please see responses to comments Citizens 2-24 and Citizens 2-37.

Please see responses to comments Citizens 2-24 and Citizens 2-37.

Please see responses to comments FRC-1-10, Citizens 2-24, and
Citizens 2-37.
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IV. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE TWO SETS OF
TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION MEASURES SHOULD BE EVALUATED AS
PART OF THE PROGRAM EIR

The DPEIR concludes that the Project would have significant unmitigated environmental Citizens-2-43 Please see response to comment Citizens 1-5.
effects as to five environmental issue areas: transportation/circulation; air quality: greenhouse
gas emissions; noise: and public services and facilities. The DPEIR concluded that there are no
feasible mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions and for public services and public
services and facilities. The sole mitigation measure identified to address noise impacts places the
burden on future residential development in the Genesee Avenue Corridor to implement noise
control measures. (See DPEIR, at page 10-11 to 10-12.) The remaining mitigation measures are
directed primarily at the Project’s significant transportation/circulation impacts, which as a
byproduct would also ameliorate the air quality impacts of the Project. (See id. at pages 10-10
and 10-11.)

The Project is an unusual one, as it involves removal of long-planned transportation
facilities from a community plan and the general plan. Unlike most projects evaluated under
CEQA., if the Project were approved. there would be no subsequent approvals necessary for its
implementation. Under the usual case. the mitigation measures are assured of implementation
because the project approved cannot move forward unless and until the mitigation measures are | o o o
fully funded and approved for implementation, if not already fully implemented. Here, although
the CEQA Guidelines require adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program be
adopted upon certification of an EIR to ensure that the mitigation measures are implemented,
there is no project implementation to “drive” implementation of the mitigation measures. If the
Project were adopted, the Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening projects
would each be removed from the UCP and the General Plan. Any follow up to implement any of
the 23 transportation/circulation mitigation measures encompassed by the two sets of
Transportation/Circulation Mitigation Measures, TRA-1 and TRA-2, would require inclusion in
the University City Public Facilities Financing Plan, with identified funding sources.

Nevertheless, as noted the CEQA Guidelines require the City to commit to implement the
identified mitigation measures. The DPEIR acknowledges that implementation of the 23
measures comprising TRA-1 and TRA-2 would themselves have potentially significant
environmental effects. For example, at pages 4.4-20 and 4.4-21, the discussion of potential
mitigation of the air quality impacts caused by the Project suggests that the operational changes
to the transportation system that comprise TRA-1 and TRA-2 could actually increase air quality
impacts. (“these improvements to the transportation network would also affect criteria air
pollutant emissions. Project-level analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation
measures will be completed at such time a[s] the improvements are implemented.” (DPEIR, at
page 4.4-21.)

Yet, despite this implicit acknowledgment that the implementation of TRA-1 and TRA-2 Citizens-2-44  Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5.

. = . . p . Citizens-2-44
will worsen air quality (although improving traffic operations to some extent), the DPEIR
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proposes to defer consideration of the air quality. greenhouse gas emission and other
environmental effects of those 23 measures, most of which involve roadway widening,
construction of new traffic lanes, and/or removal of on-street parking, until “such time the
improvements are implemented.” (DPEIR, at page 4.2-52; see also pages 10-4 to 10-6.) Citizens
believes that the environmental impacts of TRA-1 and TRA-2 should be evaluated as part and
parcel of the Project. rather than deferred and evaluated individually under CEQA if and when
they are programmed for implementation. This approach should be followed here, because the
mitigation measures may have significant adverse environmental impacts, worse than the
environmental impacts that are attributed (without support, as discussed in Section I11.B.2.) to the
No Project Alternative, or to the Project (including its significant unmitigated effects on five
environmental issue areas). In short, the cure (in the form of TRA-1 and TRA-2) could be as bad
or worse than the disease (i.e., the admitted significant and unmitigated impacts of the Project on
transportation/circulation, greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, noise and public services and
facilities). If subsequent environmental review of the 23 mitigation measures comprising TRA-
1 and TRA-2 were to bear this out, the City would have to prepare and approve an Amended PEIR | €ont-
to find alternative mitigation measures, or to consider undoing the currently proposed amendment
and restoring what is now the No Project Alternative. That would be an expensive and time-
consuming process. It makes far more sense to explore those environmental impacts of the
mitigation measures as part of the process of considering the Project, rather than to defer that
analysis. Indeed. if TRA-1 and TRA-2 were evaluated as to their environmental impacts, it might
change the evaluation of the project alternatives, such that the Project — or the “No Construction
of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue, depending on which part of the
DPEIR one reviews — may not be deemed the environmentally superior alternative (even using
the flawed methodology adopted by the DPEIR).

Citizens-2-44

Evaluating TRA-1 and TRA-2 now, rather than deferring that evaluation is supported by
the CEQA guidelines, which discusses the limitations of “tiering.” “*Tiering’ refers to using the
analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan
or policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects ...." (14 Cal.
Code Regs. §15152(b).) But, the CEQA guidelines admonish that “[t]iering does not excuse the
lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant environmental effects | Citizens-2-45
of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis to a later tier EIR or negative
declaration.” (Jd.) Deferral of detailed, site-specific information is allowed “as long as deferral
does not prevent adequate identification of significant effects of the planning approval at hand.”
({d. §15152(c)). The public, in reviewing the proposed Project and its DPEIR. and City Couneil,
when deciding whether to approve the Project, need to understand whether the environmental
impacts of the 23 transportation mitigation measures, individually or collectively, may be of such
consequence that there will be little likelihood of their being approved. Here, CEQA’s
informational disclosure objectives are not satisfied by deferring the analysis of the 23
transportation mitigation measures.'’

Citizens-2-45  Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5.

1 Seend.
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V. THE ANALYSIS OF THE PROJECT'S IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION/
CIRCULATION IS FLAWED AND INCOMPLETE IN MULTIPLE RESPECTS

Although the DPEIR concludes that the Project would have significant impacts on
transportation/circulation that would remain unmitigated even after 23 unfunded mitigation
measures with potentially significant environmental effects were implemented,'® the DPEIR’s
analysis of transportation/circulation impacts used outdated methodologies and admits that it does
not include all the impacts of the Project on transportation/circulation. These methodological
inadequacies must be corrected and missing data supplied, in order that CEQA’s fundamental
purposes of informed decision making and public participation are served.'”

First, the intersection level of service analysis was based on the Highway Capacity
Manual’s (“"HCM™) 2000 methodology. (See RK Engineering Letter, at page 2.) This is contrary
to the requirements of the City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study Manual, which specifies that
signalized intersection operational methodology should be based on the current version of the
HCM. (See City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study Manual, at page 17.) The current version
of the HCM dates from 2010. The use of the superseded. outdated HCM methodology may have
resulted in an underestimate of vehicle delay and, hence, an underestimate of significant impacts
of the Project on the study area intersections. (See RK Engineering Letter, at page 2.) The HCM
2010 version also includes a methodology for calculating pedestrian and bicycle level of service,
which was not employed in the transportation/circulation analysis of the Project. (See id. at pages
2-3.) Therefore, in keeping with adopted City requirements in its own Traffic Impact Study
Manual, the traffic analysis should be revised using the current version of the HCM, and the DPEIR
revised accordingly and recirculated for public review and comment.

Second, the analysis of the Project’s transportation/circulation impacts was based on an
outdated SANDAG traffic model. Specifically, the analysis of alternatives in the DPEIR’s traffic
study are based on the SANDAG Series 12 traffic model. The current growth forecast model for
the region is SANDAG Series 13, adopted in 2013. As the traffic study for the DPEIR was begun
well after the SANDAG Series 13 traffic model was available, there is no reason that a superseded.
outdated model was used here. Use of the superseded model, rather than the Series 13 model. may
have underestimated trip generation and other relevant parameters in the traffic analysis. (See id
at page 3.) As aconsequence, the DPEIR traffic analysis should be updated and the DPEIR revised
accordingly and recirculated for public review and comment.

Third, the DPEIR fails to explain the basis for the origin/destination method for assigning
traffic to the roadway network under the Project and under each of the alternatives to the Project.
How traffic is assigned under each alternative can significantly affect the outcome of the analysis.
(See id.) The DPEIR should be revised to include a clear explanation of the methodology used for

1® See, e.g., DPEIR at page 4.2-52 (“Even with implementation of the mitigation measures, significant traffic

impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions,
including long queues, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.™)
17 Seend,
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Reasons for utilizing HCM 2000 Methodologies rather than 2010
Methodologies are included in Chapter 3 (page 3-5) of the
Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. There are
currently no methods or significant thresholds established by the City of
San Diego for evaluating pedestrian and bicycle by level of service, nor
other metrics. With no set thresholds established, the lead agency has
the right to decide how impacts are analyzed in a CEQA document.
Nevertheless, pedestrian evaluations for this effort were qualitative,
focusing on access to transit. Additionally, bicycle evaluations for this
effort included a qualitative measure of a bicyclist's level of stress
(BLTS).

While Series 13 growth forecasts were adopted at the time this study
was initiated, the model was not available for use by local agencies.
Series 13 subarea modeling procedures had not been established nor
performed at that time. Series 13 changed processes from a four-step
model previously used in Series 12 to a new activity-based model and,
therefore, requires new procedures and inputs to be developed and
agreed upon at the subarea modeling level. These processes include land
use assumptions, model calibration techniques, and traffic analysis zone
(TAZ) modifications. The uncertainty of the Series 13 subarea model
results and the timing of the necessary modeling work was determined
to be insufficient for these efforts. Series 12 provided a level of
confidence in its results due to past experience using its subarea
modeling procedures and developing calibrated results.
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this step in the analytical process. and then the revised DPEIR should be recirculated for public
review and comment.

Fourth, the DPEIRs traffic study analyzed only two intersections along the Regents Road
and Genesee Avenue corridors south of SR 52 in the Clairemont community planning area.
Consistent with recommendations of the San Diego Regional Traffic Engineers’ Council
(“SANTEC™) that all local roadway segments, intersections, and mainline freeway locations be
analyzed where a project will add 50 or more peak hour trips be examined. The traffic study does
not indicate whether it complied with this standard. The DPEIR and its traffic study should be
revised to demonstrate that all significant impacts to potentially affected roadways, intersections
and freeway segments are included, and then the revised DPEIR should be recirculated for public
review and comment. (See id )

Fifth, the DPEIR draws illogical conclusions relative to the Project’s potential impacts on
energy use and conservation that are at odds with factual statements made with respect to the
Project causing vehicle miles traveled (“VMT") to increase significantly. Specifically, the
DPEIR concludes that the Project would significantly increase VMT as compared to the adopted
University Community Plan. (See DPEIR, at page 4.4-16, based on the
Transportation/Circulation analysis in Section 4.2 of the DPEIR.) Yet. a contradictory finding is
made in the DPEIR’s section on energy impacts, where it concludes that the Project “would not
result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other forms of energy above those of existing
conditions.” (See id. at page 4.6-7.) Given that the DPEIR freely admits that the Project would
increase VMT and vehicle emission levels, and the indisputable fact that the increase in VMT
translates to increased consumption of transportation fuel, the quoted statement is incorrect and
contradicted by other factual statements in the DPEIR. The DPEIR must be revised accordingly'®
to make the finding that the Project would increase fuel consumption and energy usage and that
such an impact would be significant. (See RK Engineering Letter, at page 3.)

Sixth, the DPEIR admits that its analysis fails to “include all vehicle travel and operations
in the areas as a result of the Project.” (See DPEIR, at pages 4.5-15 and 5-14.) This is an
astonishing admission. one that is completely at odds with CEQA’s purposes of informed decision
making.'"” The DPEIR must be revised so that its Transportation/Circulation analysis — and its
analysis of other environmental issue areas that derive at least in part from the transportation
analysis, such as air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy — do include all vehicle travel
and operations. A revised DPEIR must then be circulated for public review and comment.

'® Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines states: “Potentially significant energy implications of a project should be
considered in an EIR [to the extent relevant and applicable to the project].” See also Ukiah Citizens for Safety First
v. City of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal. App.4™ 256 (holding that deficiency in EIR (in the form of failure to calculate energy
impacts of additional vehicle trips) could not be cured by an Addendum, which was not subject to public comment).

" Seend,
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Future traffic conditions were determined based on future SANDAG
models. Method for determining future peak hour turning movements at
the study intersections is included in Chapter 7 (page 7-1) of the
Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C.

Study area intersection selection criteria are included in Chapter 2 (page
2-1) of the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C). The SANTEC
recommendations are for project-level analysis. For regional level, per
City of San Diego recommendations, study area intersections should be
within the community boundary with the option to extend one TAZ
farther from the boundary. The area south of SR-52 is within the
Clairemont Community. The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Update
is currently underway.

The commenter assesses that the Draft PEIR did not fully evaluate the
impacts related to energy use and consumption in relation to VMT. As
discussed in Section 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, of Section 4.4, Air
Quality, the Project would increase the total regional VMT compared to
the Adopted UCP. The commenter’s assertion that the conclusion that
the Project “would not result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
other forms of energy above those of existing conditions,” provided in
Section 4.6.5.2 of Section 4.6, Energy, is incorrect. The Project differs
from traditional projects in that it removes planned elements from the
UCP. As discussed in Section 4.4.4.1, Impact Analysis, the Project does
not include the construction of new residential or commercial buildings;
therefore, it would not directly increase population or regional
employment that would cause a net increase in regional VMT. However,
the transportation network changes as a result of the Project have not
been included in the regional emissions analysis of the RAQS. The
Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and, as determined
in this analysis (see Issue 2 in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation),
would increase the total regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP.
Estimated VMT for the Project is essentially based on the current
roadway network conditions demonstrated at a future year. As discussed
in 4.4.5.1, Impact Analysis, this methodology was utilized to better
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VI. THE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 1S DEFICIENT IN FAILING TO
DESCRIBE THE RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES,
AND IN INCLUDING A GRADE-SEPARATED INTERSECTION AT GENESEE
AVENUE AND GOVERNOR DRIVE IN THE “NO CONSTRUCTION OF
REGENTS ROAD AND WIDENING OF GENESEE AVENUE ALTERNATIVE”

A. The DPEIR Fails to Comply with CEQA’s Requirements to Describe the
Rationale for Selection of Alternatives and for Rejection of Alternatives
Considered During the Scoping Process

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR “briefly describe the rationale for selecting the
alternatives to be discussed.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.. § 15126.6(c); see also id. at § 15126.6(a) (“The
Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.™) Although the DPEIR states that
its “analysis of alternatives is preceded by a brief description of the rationale for selecting the
alternatives to be discussed™ [DPEIR, at page 9-1]. in fact no such description appears in Section
9.1 (which is entitled “Rationale for Alternative Selection™) or elsewhere in Chapter 9.

Rather than describe why the alternatives considered in Chapter 9 were selected, all that
Section 9.1 does is recite the CEQA requirements for selection of alternatives: “consideration was
given to each alternative’s ability to meet the basic objectives of the Project and to eliminate or
reduce potentially significant environmental impacts™ and make oblique reference to CEQA’s
requirement that alternatives selected for analysis in an EIR be feasible. (See DPEIR, §9.1.3.)
There is nowhere in Section 9.1, nor elsewhere in Chapter 9, CEQA’s required “brief discussion™
explaining why the four alternatives, in addition to the No Project Alternative, were selected, i.e.,
how they met an initial screening indicating that they satisfy basic project objectives, reduce the
environmental impacts of the Project, represent a reasonable range of alternatives, and are
potentially feasible. (See 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(b), (c) & (1).)

Similarly. the CEQA Guidelines also provide that an EIR should identify the alternatives
that the lead agency considered but rejected as infeasible during its scoping process and should
briefly explain the reasons for its determination. (See 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(c).) Here
again, the DPEIR states that “this PEIR also provides a discussion on alternatives that were
considered but rejected.” (DPEIR. at page 9-1.) However, as it did with respect to the CEQA
requirement to describe the reasons it selected the alternatives for analysis, the DPEIR recites that
it complied with this requirement but does not actually do so: there is absolutely no statement
anywhere in Chapter 9 (or elsewhere in the DPEIR, for that matter) that includes the required
identification of the alternatives that the City considered during the scoping process but rejected
as infeasible.
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account for increased roadway demands from cumulative planned
growth that would affect traffic operations. As such, the Draft PEIR was
correct in the determination that energy consumption associated with
excessive amounts of fuel would not result in an increased reliance on
fossil fuels above that which already exists under current roadway
network conditions.

Please see response to comment FRC-1-6.

Commenter states that the Draft PEIR failed to describe the rationale for
selecting alternatives to be discussed. As stated in Section 9.1, Rationale
for Alternative Selection, “in developing the alternatives to be addressed
in this chapter, consideration was given to each alternative’s ability to
meet the basic objectives of the Project and to eliminate or reduce
potentially significant environmental impacts.” Section 9.1.1
summarizes the significant impacts of the Project and states that the
alternatives were first evaluated to see if they could reduce or avoid any
or all significant impacts. Section 9.1.2 discusses the specific objectives
of the Project and states that the objectives assisted the City in
developing a reasonable range of alternatives. Sections 9.1.1 and 9.1.2,
which precede the analysis of alternatives, meet the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(c) by adequately describing the rationale for selecting
the alternatives to be discussed.

During the 30-day scoping process that began on December 2, 2015 and
ended on January 4, 2016, there were no additional alternatives
considered and rejected as infeasible. As such, page 1-6 of Chapter 1.0,
Introduction and page 9-1 of Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, has
removed any statement related to discussion of alternatives that were
considered, but rejected. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications
section of the Final PEIR for revised text.
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B. Prior Environmental Analysis of Genesee Avenue Widening to Include Grade
Separation at Governor Drive Showed that It Would Offer No Substantial Traffic
Congestion Reduction and that Grade Separation Would Have Significant
Unmitigated Impacts on Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, on Landform
Alteration and on Construction Traffic

The EIR for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study, which was
finalized on June 13, 2006, considered seven alternatives: a Genesee Avenue Widening
Alternative; a Regents Road Bridge Alternative; a Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive Grade
Separation Alternative: a Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge Alternative: a
Grade Separation and Regents Road Bridge Alternative; a Limited Roadway Changes Alternative;
and a No Project Alternative. (See Final EIR for Project No. 27445 (hereinafter, “2006 FEIR™) at
pages 2-3.)

The 2006 FEIR included a chapter identifying “Alternatives Considered But Rejected.”
(See 2006 FEIR, Chapter 9.0.) It discusses alternatives that were determined to be infeasible for
various reasons during the CEQA scoping process. (/d. at 9-1.) The first such alternative that was
rejected was labeled “Grade Separation/Genesee Avenue Widening.” As noted in the preceding
paragraph, the 2006 FEIR considered as a separate alternative a project consisting only of
constructing a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, and as another
separate alternative the widening of Genesee Avenue. The 2006 FEIR noted that the alternative
of “Grade Separation/Genesee Avenue Widening” was rejected for further consideration during
the scoping process “because it would offer no substantial traffic congestion reduction when
compared with the alternatives evaluated in Section 4.0. Genesee Widening by itself accomplishes
the same benefits as a combination with grade separation. Grade separation alone only provides
for a better level of service at the intersection of Governor and Genesee....” (2006 FEIR, at 9-1
(emphasis supplied).)

The 2006 FEIR found that both the Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative and the Grade
Separation Alternative would involve significant impacts to neighborhood character/aesthetics. by
requiring 5,800 feet and 1,800 feet respectively of retaining walls and crib walls that would be
constructed along both sides of the widened roadway. and by narrowing the median from 18 feet
to 8 feet. That would require removal of large, mature trees within the median and along sidewalks
that could not be replaced. The 2006 FEIR concluded that “the impact of the loss of landscaping
along Genesee Avenue on the neighborhood character is considered significant and unmitigable.”
(2006 FEIR, at page 3.) A graphic depiction based on the Draft EIR for Project No. 27445 dated
October 2004 is included as Attachment C.

The 2006 FEIR found that the Grade Separation Alternative would involve significant
impacts in the form of landform alteration, in that it would require roughly 60,000 cubic yards of
earthwork along a 2.400-foot-long segment of Genesee Avenue, and because it would include
approximately 1,350 feet of retaining walls, create vertical slopes greater than 10 feet in height,
and would impact natural slopes greater than 25 percent. (/d.) The 2006 FEIR concluded that
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there were no mitigation measures available to reduce significant landform alteration impacts of
these alternatives. (/d.) A graphic depiction of the truck traffic that would be generated by the
earthwork required by the Genesee Avenue Widening and the Grade Separation alternatives based
on the Draft EIR for Project No. 27445 dated October 2004 is included as Attachment D.

Several observations are warranted in light of the above-referenced findings of the 2006
FEIR. First, given that the 2006 FEIR concluded that “Genesee Widening by itself accomplishes
the same [traffic congestion reduction] benefits as a combination with grade separation[]” and that
the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive Grade Separation Alternative would have significant and
unmitigated impacts on neighborhood character/aesthetics, landform alteration, and construction
traffic generation and associated impacts (e.g.. congestion, air emissions), it is surprising that the
DPEIR included, as a feature of the “No Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening
Alternative, grade separation at the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection. Stated
differently, why would the City incorporate a feature into an alternative that had been relatively
recently evaluated and as to which the City had concluded, in a Final EIR, that the grade separation
feature had no traffic congestion reduction benefits and had numerous, significant, unmitigated
environmental impacts? It appears as if the City, in scoping the DPEIR, completely ignored the
extensive and expensive process and product (including the input of the Public Working Group)
involved in the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study. Had the DPEIR
complied with CEQA’s requirement to explain the City’s rationale in selecting the alternatives
evaluated, and in rejecting the alternatives determined to be infeasible during the scoping process.
perhaps this question would have been answered.

Second, is noteworthy that the DPEIR does not address the impacts of the “No Regents

Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative”™ on (a) neighborhood

character/aesthetics due to the extensive use of retaining walls and crib walls and the removal of

large, mature trees that would be required under that alternative. or (b) landform alteration due to
required earthwork, creation of extreme vertical slopes, and extensive changes to natural slopes,
or (¢) temporary traffic congestion and air quality impacts caused by the need to close a substantial
section of Genesee Avenue to traffic during construction of the grade separation feature.

Third, given these findings of the 2006 FEIR. it is astonishing that the “No Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative” was selected as the “environmentally superior
alternative™ (or alternately. as the “environmentally superior build alternative™ if one considers
that the DPEIR identified the Project as the “environmentally superior alternative” at pages 9-6
and 9-48 of the DPEIR (see Section IIILA. above)).

VII.  ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE DPEIR

Citizens offers the following additional specific comments:

Page 2-8: The discussion of emergency services includes reference to Fire Station 9, located at
7870 Ardath Lane, which while barely in the UCP area, admittedly does not serve either
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Please see responses to comments GJB-1-4 and Citizens-2-5.

Sections 9.2.3.2, 9.2.3.3, and 9.2.3.4 have been revised within the Final
PEIR to include the environmental topics noted by the commenter. It
should be noted that Section 9.2.3.3 of the Draft PEIR already included
discussion of retaining walls and crib walls related to visual effects and
neighborhood character.

Please see responses to comments GJB-1-4 and Citizens-2-37.

The commenter questions the inclusion of Fire Station 9 as part of the
analysis in Section 4.13, Public Services and Facilities. The discussion
incorporates the conclusions of the Transportation Impact Study
(Appendix C). According to Chapter 14, Emergency Response (page
14-1), the City of San Diego Fire Department provided input regarding
the existing response times specific to the Project area, which included
the following three fire stations: Station 35, Station 27, and Station 9.
The Draft PEIR included a discussion of all three fire stations in order to
maintain consistency with the analysis provided in the Transportation
Impact Study.
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the Genesee Avenue corridor or the Regents Road corridor. (See §2.1.3.7 (“Fire Station
35 and Fire Station 27 serve the Genesee Avenue Corridor.” and § 2.1.4.7 (*“The emergency
services for the Regents Road Corridor would be the same as those described for the
Genesee Avenue Corridor.”) The DPEIR admits that the average response time for Fire
Station 35 and Fire Station 27 was 8.82 and 8.05 minutes, respectively, both in excess of
the City’s target average of 7.5 minutes. Yet, the DPEIR concludes its discussion of fire
response times by noting that Fire Station 9 met the City’s target average response time for
years 2014 and 2015. That fact has no relevance whatsoever to the Project, yet seems to
be included gratuitously to create the impression that the existing level of service in the
Project area is not as bad as it really is. The statement regarding the response time for Fire
Station 9 is irrelevant to the discussion of the existing Environmental Setting and should
be removed.

Citizens-2-58
cont.

Page 2-16: The statement is made that removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would Citizens-2-59  Page 2-16 of the Final PEIR has been revised to remove the following
be consistent with the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan. “A more detailed analysis of o . . . . .
the project alternatives in the context of the CMCP is provided in Section 4.1 of this PEIR.” | . = o sentence: “A more detailed analysis of the project alternatives in the

But there is no reference whatsoever in Section 4.1 regarding the Clairemont Mesa context of the CMCP is provided in Section 4.1 of this PEIR.” Refer to
Community Plan. The DPEIR should be revised to discuss the relationship between the

Project and its alternatives in the context of the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan. the Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for
Page 4.1-18: This section contains the following statements: “Per Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP, revised text.
roads and utility lines are allowed within the City’s MHPA, as long as they adhere to the
stated planning policies and design guidelines.... The UCP Area is currently in compliance Citizens-2-60

with the guidelines stated in the MSCP for development within and adjacent to the MHPA Please see response to comment Citizens-2-31.

within the Genesee Avenue Corridor.” The same statements appear on page 4.1-19 Citizens-2:60
regarding the Regents Road Bridge. These statements presumably mean that the existing
UCP, with the Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening, is in compliance
with the MSCP. [f that is the case, the DPEIR should be revised to state that clearly and
unambiguously.
Page 4.1-21: Under Issue 4, “Would the Project physically divide an established community?”, Citizens-2-61 As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, “the
the discussion states that it would not do so. The discussion under this question should, | citizens-2-61
however, indicate that the Project would remove a facility in the adopted UCP and General determination of significance regarding any inconsistency with
Plan that unites two communities, University City and Clairemont. development regulations or plan pO“CiES is evaluated in terms of the
Page 4.2-37: This page consists of Table 4.2-11, “Future Year Roadway Segment Operation with potentia| for the incongistency to result in physica| Changes to the
Implementation of Mitigation.” The inclusion of this table with no discussion of it is very . . .
misleading. The only mention of the table follows a statement in section 4.2.4.2 as follows: environment that could result in the creation of Secondary
“I_Jctc‘rioratcd lmﬁ'ic COI!diTiOﬂS \Ivoul'd rcsult‘in signiﬁcalpl ip‘npact:'s at21 roadwa%- segments | Citizens-2-62 environmental impacts considered significant under CEQA.” CEQA
with implementation of the Project in the future year.” Following that table is the only L A . .
mention made of Table 4.2-11: “(Table 4.2-11 is provided for informational purposes.”). Guidelines  Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss

The content of Table 4.2-11, however, is far from self-explanatory. Why are only nine inconsistencies with applicable plans that the decision makers should

address. A project is considered consistent with the provisions of the
identified regional and local plan if it meets the general intent of the
plans, and would not preclude the attainment of the primary intent of the
land use plan or policy. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with
specific objectives or policies of a land use plan, but is largely
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road segments included in this table, when the DPEIR elsewhere (including in the first
sentence of section 4.2.4.2) admits that 21 roadway segments would experience
deteriorated conditions as a result of the Project? (It should be noted that elsewhere in the
DPEIR., the number of roadway segments significantly impacted by the Project is 18: four
that would result in LOS E or F which would not be unacceptable if the Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening remain in the UCP, and an additional 14 segments
that would be operating at LOS E or F even if Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue
Widening remain in the UCP, but as to which the conditions would become significantly
worse if Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening are removed from the UCP.
See page 4.2-32 and Table 4.2-10.) The column on the extreme right of Table 4.2-11 would
lead the reader to understand that atter mitigation, only three of the nine roadway segments
would operate at unacceptable levels (LOS E or F). But that is not the case, as Table 4.2-
13 indicates that even if the unfunded mitigation measures were implemented. 13 roadway
segments would experience significant impacts as a result of the Project.

Page 4.2-38 and 4.2-39: These pages display “Table 4.2-12: Future Year Intersection Operation
with Implementation of Mitigation”. This table identifies 31 intersections (including
freeway off-ramps) where LOS at the am and/or pm peak would be unacceptable (LOS E
or F) with the Project, and then in the far-right column purportedly identifies the future
vear LOS after mitigation. But, for 18 of those 31 intersections, there is no mitigation
proposed at all. Instead of displaying the LOS for those 18 intersections as being
unchanged, i.e., either LOS E or F, Table 4.2-12 puts a dash. Similarly, for those 18
intersections, dashes are inserted under the “Delay” column. This is misleading, as the
reader who wants to get to the “bottom line” will naturally gravitate to and focus on the
column purportedly showing LOS after mitigation (and perhaps Delay as well). Instead of
showing dashes for those 18 intersections for which there is no mitigation, the unacceptable
LOS should be displayed. A reader could easily conclude by looking at Table 4.2-12 that
there are only four intersections operating at LOS E or F after mitigation, when in fact, the
number of intersections operating at LOS E or F after available mitigation is 22. Similarly,
the reader could conclude that after mitigation, there is no delay at all at 18 intersections
after mitigation. Accordingly, the two columns in Table 4.2-12 under the heading “Future
Year After Mitigation™ should not include dashes at all, but rather should reflect the values
for Delay and LOS for “Future Year With Project” for the 18 intersections for which no
mitigation measures are proposed.

Page 4.2-45: Section 4.2.4.4 discusses “Significance After Mitigation”. This discussion is very
misleading. It states “Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce
impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
However, the proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not
currently included in any impact fee or Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and, thus,
cannot be guaranteed at this time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project
would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.” This statement clearly
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consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not preclude
the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, the project
would not be considered inconsistent with the plan. In addition,
inconsistency with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan does
not necessarily mean that the project would result in a significant impact
on the physical environment.”

As discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use, subsection 4.1.4, Impact
Analysis, the Project would not conflict with the environmental goals,
objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community Plan or other
applicable land use plans. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City
of San Diego General Plan and the UCP were compared against the
compatibility of the goals of the Project. Implementation of the Project
would maintain existing conditions. As discussed in Section 4.1.4.2,
Significance of Impacts, because the Project would result in a
community plan amendment, the Project would no longer be
inconsistent with the UCP and UCP Transportation Element. Further,
this portion of the Project would not conflict with any goals, objectives,
and recommendations of the City of San Diego General Plan, the North
City LCP, or any coastal regulations. Impacts would be less than
significant.

The following revisions will be made on the Final PEIR to provide
further clarification. Table 4.2-11 (page 4.2-37) of the Final PEIR will
be revised to add additional explanation regarding the Roadway
Segment Discussion on page 4.2-36. In addition, Table 4.2-12 (page
4.2-37) of the Final PEIR will be revised to show all impacted roadway
segments and "no improvement proposed” will be added on applicable
segments that do not have feasible mitigation measures. Refer to the
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised
text.

Please see response comment Citizens-2-62.

Please see response comment Citizens-1-5.
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implies that if TRA-1 and TRA-2 were funded. the significant traffic impacts associated
with the Project would be eliminated. But of course, that is not the case at all. For 18
intersections, there is no mitigation and the level of service due to the Project would be
unacceptable (LOS E or F). Similarly, after available mitigation, 13 roadway segments
would remain impacted as a result of the Project. as indicated by Table 4.2-13.

Page 4.4-16: In the discussion of whether the Project would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, the DPEIR admits that the Project “would
increase the total regional VMT compared to the adopted UCP. SANDAG is currently
developing an update to the RAQS and an ozone attainment plan for the 8-hour NAAQS.
Any changes to the transportation network and the General Plan as a result of the Project
would be incorporated in the updates to future air quality attainment plans. However, the
increase in VMT as a result of the Project has not been accounted for in the current RAQS.”
This statement, without more, represents a total abdication of the DPEIR’s obligation to
assess the air quality impacts of the Project: it is saying, SANDAG will deal with the
increase in VMT and any necessary additional control measures when it next updates the
RAQS.

Page 4.4-21: In the discussion of whether the Project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. it states “The primary mobile-source pollutant of
localized concern is CO.” This statement, and the remainder of the discussion of potential
impacts to sensitive receptors, fails to address potential impacts to sensitive receptors
(residences, schools, parks) to cancer-causing fine particulate emissions from cars and
trucks (including but not limited to diesel-fueled cars and trucks). This is a significant
omission in the DPEIR s discussion of the Project’s potential air quality impacts. It is
noteworthy that the City retained noise consultants to conduct ambient noise monitoring
(see DPEIR, at page 4.7-9), but could not be bothered to conduct monitoring of levels of
fine particulate levels at sensitive receptors along the Genesee Avenue corridor — e.g.,
Curie Elementary at 4080 Governor Drive, Standley Middle School at 6298 Radcliffe
Avenue, University City Senior High at 6949 Genesee Avenue, Rose Canyon Open Space
Park (eastern section near Genesee Avenue), Standley Recreation Center, Stanley Joint-
Use Park located adjacent to Standley Middle School — that would be heavily impacted by
increased traffic if the Project were implemented, and then conduct modeling of the
resulting increase in emission levels of fine particulate levels.

Page 4.5-15: The DPEIR admits that its analysis of the Project’s impact on greenhouse gas
emissions is incomplete, by its statement that “the analysis does not include all vehicle
travel and operations in the area as a result of the Project, and additional vehicle travel and
congestion, similar to the overall trend identified in this analysis, could further increase the
Project’s estimated change in GHG emissions. These changes would be analyzed during
the next update to the 2015 RTP/SCS for consistency with the long-term GHG reduction
goals in AB 32 and SB 375.” The DPEIR’s analysis should “include all vehicle travel and

4850-6124-8821.2

RESPONSE

Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016)

Citizens-2-64
cont.

Citizens-2-65
Citizens-2-65

Citizens-2-66
Citizens-2-66

Citizens-2-67
Citizens-2-67

RTC-143

Please see response to comment Citizens-2-20. Contrary to the
comment, the Draft PEIR does assess the air quality impacts of the
Project. Although SANDAG will update regional VMT with future
plans, the Draft PEIR also states that the Project would increase the total
regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP and "the increase in VMT
and change in the roadway network as a result of the Project would not
have been accounted for in the current RAQS." Therefore, the Project
could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-7 and Citizens-1-8.

Please see responses to comments FRC-1-6 and FRC-1-19.
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Citizens-2-68  Please see response comment Citizens-2-14 and 2-17.

Citizens-2-69  Please see response comment Citizens-1-5.

Citizens-2-70  Comment noted.
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The City of

SAN DIEG

e L e O DRAFT
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT
SCH No. 2015121011

SUBJECT: MENDMENT: CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ADOPTION of an ammdmgntto

ﬂte[:iryafSan Dlegn Gmmll'-‘]an Mobility Element, an dn to the Uniy C

Plan Transportation Element, and an amendment to the North University City I‘ubl.!c Facilities
Financing Plan.

The City of San Diego is proposing to amend the 1987 University Community Plan (UCP) and, in
particular, the UCP Transportation Element in order to reflect planned mobility improvements
that have been approved or pleted and to analyze the envir 1 impacts of
development without the construction of the Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road
Bridge. The 2008 City of San Diego General Plan Mobility Element would be amended to be
consi with the ded University C ity Flan, and an dment to the North
University City Public Facllities Financing Plan, last updated in 2012, would also be required,

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

The UCP can be found on the Planning Department's website at:

https:// i /planning/ ity /profil P

University Community Plan Amendment

PROJECT LOCATION: The University Community Planning Area encompasses approximately
8,500 acres and is bound by Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and the east-facing slopes of Sorrento
Valley on the north; the tracks of the Atchinson, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad, MCAS Miramar,
and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the east; State Route 52 (SR-52) on the south; and Interstate 5 (I-
5), Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Farms Road, and the Pacific Ocean on the
west. Neighboring communities include Torrey Pines, Mira Mesa, Clairemont, and La Jolla. The

planning area contains two state-controlled properties - UCSD and Torrey Pines State Reserve -
which lie outside the land use jurisdiction of the City.

PROJECT DESCRIFTION: Specifically, this PEIR analyzes the potential impacts related to
removing the Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge projects from the University
Community Plan (UCP) Transportation Element, as well as five (5) project alternatives, The
project would amend the City of San Diego General Plan Mobility Element, amend the UCP
Transportation Element, and amend to the North University City Public Facilities Financing Plan
with a new Impact Fee Study (IFS) for the plan area. These actions together form the project
analyzed in this PEIR. Discretionary actions by other agencies will include the California Coastal
Commission.”

Applicant: City of San Diego Planning Department
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:
Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has prepared the
following Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in accordance with the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA). The analysis conducted identified that the project could result in significant and,
unmitigated impacts to the following issue area(s): Transportation/Circulation (Load and Capacity,
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Congestion, Existing or Planned S; Traffic Circulation, Alternative Modes), Air Quality (Air Quality Plan,
Criteria Pollutants), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Increased Emissions, Applicable Plan or Policy), and Noise

(Traffic).
The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the significant
environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and impl 1, identify possible ways to

minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the draft PEIR and were
invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copiles of the Draft PEIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the offices of the Planning Department,
or purchased for the cost of reproduction.

Federal Aviation Administration (1)
Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)
Army Corps of Engineers (26)

State of California

Caltrans District 11 (31)

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)

Cal Recycle (35)

California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)

Natural Resources Agency (43)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
State Clearinghouse (46A)

California Coastal Commission (47)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Transportation Commission (51)
California Department of Transportation (514)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
California State Parks, San Diego Coast District (40A)
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Southern Service Center (40B)

San Diego County

Air Pollution Control Board (65)

Planning and Land Use (68)

Department of Environmental Health (76)
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City of San Diego

Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Lightner, District 1
Councilmember Zapf, District 2
Councilmember Gloria, District 3
Councilmember Cole, District 4
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8
Council President Pro Tem Emerald, District 9

City of San Diego
Dffice of the City Attorney

Shannon Thomas

Jeff Murphy, Director

Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director

Nancy Bragado, Deputy Director

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director

Brian Schoenfisch, Program Manag,

Melissa Garcia, Project Manager - Long Range Planning
Dan Monroe, Senior Planner = Long Range Planning
Myra Herrmann, Senfor Planner

Susan Morrison, Associate Planner

Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner

Kristy Forburger, Senior Planner - MSCP

Samir Hajjiri, Mobility Planning

George Ghossain, Mobility Planning

Jeff Harkness, Park Planning

Scott Mercer, Facilities Financing

Frank January, Facilities Financing

Lisa Wood, Senior Planner
Helene Deisher, Project Manager
Keli Balo

James Nagelvoort, Director

Herman Parker, Director
Andrew Field

Chief Brian Fennessy
Chief Rick Wurts

Folice Department
Chief Shelley Zimmerman
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Kris McFadden, Director
Andrew Kleis

Ruth Kolb

Linda Marabian

Mark Stephens

Cybele Thompson, Director
Cody Hooven, Director

Park and Recreation Board (83)
Community Forest Advisory Board (90)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Wetland Advisory Board (914)

Librari
Central Library, Government Documents (81 & B1A)
University Community Branch Library (81]])

North University Branch Library (81]]])

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego Unified Port District (109)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

School Districts
San Diego Unified School District (125)

mitt:

y Pla B sor Con tees
niversity City Community Planning Group (480)

SENCIES, ok L. 15 ¥

San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157)
Building Industry Association (158)

UCSD Physical & Community Planning (482)
Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (1654)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)
California Native Plant Society (170)

San Diego Coastkeeper (173)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge
Endangered Habitats League (182 & 1824)
League of Women Voters (192)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego History Center (211) o
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San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

San Diego Highway Development Association

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)

Campo Band of Misslon Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B8)

iaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)

Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul Indian Village (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (2251)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225])
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)
Pauma Band of Mission Indlans (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (2255)

The Guardian, UCSD (481)

MCAS Miramar Air Statlon (484)

Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council (485)

University City Community Association (486)

Friends of Rose Creek (487)

Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP (490)

Chamber of Commerce (492)

Alice Buck

Alice Tana

Alison Barton

Amy Freiburger

Andrea & Carl Ito

Andrew Wiese

Angela Nesta

Ann & Jerry Wavelich

Anu Delouri

Ariane Jansma

Ash Nasseri

Austin Speed

Avril Butbul

Barbara Bry

Barbara Fitzsimmons

Barbara Gellman

Barbara & Edward Reiger

Barry Bernstein

Barry & Rachel Savin

Betsy & Mike Pelling

Bill Collellaio !
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Billy Paul
Bob Vilven
Bronwyn Groves
Bruce Rainey
Caran Cronin
Carol Stultz
Carole Pietras
Carolyn Holiday
Carolyn Quinney
Caryl Lees Witte
Chanelle Hawken
Charles Herzfeld
Chris 0'Connell
Chris Wahl
Dan Wolfson
Danielle Lindsay
Darrell Reich
David Malmuth
Debbie Anderson
Deborah Knight
Diana Meisenholder
Diane Ahern
Diane Speed
Dolores Duarte
Donna Andonian
Earl & Rosemary Vikander
Eileen & Tony McCoy
Elinor & Robert Jacobs
Eric Cohen
Erik Ruehr
Fay Arvin
Fay Shultz
Glenda and Glenn Stangel
Glenn Martin
Gregory ). Barnes, Esq.
Harold Levene
Harry Mathis
Helen & Barry Lebowitz
Howard Hackworth
Isabelle Kay
James DeShazo
Jan & Jim Hawkins
Jane Gibson
Janet Bishop
Janay Kruger
Jason Moorhead
Jeanne Hoey
Jerry Fitzsimmons
Joan T. Oxsale
Joe Colborn
Joe LaCava
John Bassler
John Lewis
Judith Domingos-Porter
Julie Meier Wright
Juan Lias

. Karen Lin
Karin Zirk

ATTACHMENT TO COMMENT
LETTER CITIZENS-2

RTC-151

RESPONSE
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.



RESPONSE
Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc. (August 1, 2016)

LETTER

ATTACHMENT TO COMMENT
LETTER CITIZENS-2

Kathryn & Louls Rodolico

Keith Jenne

Kevin Wising

Kimberly Ho -

Kristin Camper

Kristopher Kopensky

Krysl, Peter

LaRu DeKock

Laurel L. Impett

Linda & Richard Quinonez

Linda Scott

Lisa Sutton

Liz & Scott Jones

Lorraine Stein

Magda Remillard

Marcia & Robert Munn

Margaret & Walker Fillius

Margaret Jensen

Marlene & Tom Petrie

Marlette Kobrak

Mary Ann Guerra

Mary Beth Zopatti

Mary Croft

Mary Kersting

Mary McGuirk

Matt Wuest

Meagan Beale

Megan Bryden

Melvin Michaluk THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
Mona Kuczenski
Morgan Wazlaw
Nan Madden
Nancy Frederich
Nancy Groves
Nancy & Bill Powell
Nancy & Gerald Sturm
Nigel Crawford
Paul Goldsten
Paula & Gary Krahn
Peter Hekman
Petr Krysl

Phyllis Speer

Pia Mantovani-Sud
Rebecca Robinson Wood
Richard Pietras
Robert Starkey
Roger Cavnaugh
Ron Kuczenski
Russ Craig

Ryan Perry

Sally Artco

Sam Strong

Sean Karafin
Shelley Plumb
Susan Freler
Susan Traganza
Thomas Hekman
Valerie Ramey
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Virginia Prutow
William Griswold
William H. Beck
William Mitchell
Yvonne Brown

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the draft
environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are incorporated herein.

() Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental document were
received during the public input period. The letters and responses are incorporated herein.

Alge D

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director
Flanning Department

lune17.2016
Date of Draft Report

Date of Final Report

Analyst: Susan Morrison, AICP
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Citizens-2-71  Comment noted.

Citizens-2-72  Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.
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Citizens-2-73  Please see response to comment Citizens-2-46.
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Citizens-2-74  Please see response to comment Citizens-2-47.

Citizens-2-75  Please see response to comment Citizens-2-48.

Citizens-2-76  Please see response to comment Citizens-2-49.

Citizens-2-77  Please see response to comment Citizens-2-50.

Citizens-2-78  Please see responses to comments Citizens-2-46, Citizens-2-49, and
Citizens-2-50.
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Citizens-2-79  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Citizens-2-80  Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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From: Deborah Knight <dknight3@san.rr.com>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:49 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, Project No. 480286/5CH No. 2015121011 -
Email 1

Attachments: FRC CPA DEIR Comments .pdf; 1-FEIR - Project EIR.pdf; 2-FEIR Fig 4.3-7.pdf; 3-FEIR Fig.

4.3-5A.pdf; 4-REGENTS Cut and Fill UCNSTCS. pdf

Susan,

Enclosed are DEIR comments from Friends of Rose Canyon, along with 4 attachments - 3 more attachments to
follow.

Please confirm receipt.

Thank you.
Deborah Knight
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FRC-2-1

FRC-2-2

FRC-2-3
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Friends of Rose Canyon (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.

The commenter states that the original Regents Road Bridge design as
described in Section ES.1.2 and Section 3.2.2, which consisted of
constructing “two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose
Canyon to connect the south and north ends of Regents Road” is
erroneous. The commenter mentions that this concern was brought to the
City’s attention in a letter from D. Knight to S. Morrison dated January 4,
2016. The commenter claims that to connect the 1,472-foot span between
the north and south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon, the
construction of a new 600-foot road within Rose Canyon Open Space Park
would be required. This comment is acknowledged.
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Friends of Rose Canyon - UCP Amendment DEIR Comments

The Regents Road Bridge Project is widely misunderstood as consisting of a bridge that
“connects the two existing road ends.” This inaccuracy is reflected throughout the Draft
EIR. In reality, the Regents Road bridge project requires construction of 700" of new cut
and fill roadway from Lahitte Court north through Rose Canyon before the bridge portion
of the project begins. The bridge portion of the project is about 870" long. Thus the new cut
and fill roadway would be over 40% of the distance between the two existing road ends.

b. For example, in ES-.1.2, the DEIR states: “The planned Regents the Regents Road Bridge
design consisted of two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures to be constructed
across Rose Canyon, connecting the south and north ends of Regents Road that currently
terminate near Lahitte Court on the south and Caminito Cassis on the north. The bridge
was originally designed to be 870 feet long." This description gives an accurate length for
the bridge, but leaves out the 700’ of new cut and fill roadway. This error is repeated
throughout the DEIR and needs to be corrected throughout the document.

c. | raised this issue in my Scoping Comments and submitted documents to make the cut
and fill roadway portion clear. Yet the DEIR still misrepresents the Regents Road Bridge
project as a bridge connecting the two existing road ends.

The following pages from the 2006 University City North South Transportation Corridor
Study provide documentation of the cut and fill roadway:

- Attachment 1

2006 University City North South Transportation Corridor Study EIR

This EIR was a Project Level EIR. As stated in the FEIR on p. 1-2, 1.1.1: “This document has
been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines: each of
the alternatives is studied at this same focused level of detail.”

The UCNSTCS EIR did contain some inaccurate descriptions of the Regents Road bridge
project (See FEIR p. 3-38: The Regents Road Bridge Alternative “would include the bridge
across Rose Canyon to connect the existing ends of Regents Road.”) However, the following
pages from the FEIR include descriptions and aerials of the cut and fill road:

- Attachment 2

UCNSTCS FEIR Figure 4.3-5A: The area outlined in red represents the permanent impacts
from the cut and fill roadway segment of the project. It ends on the north end where the
bridge abutment would be. The red circles beyond that represent the bridge supports.

- Attachment 3
UCNSTCS FEIR Figure 4.3-7: Again, the area outlined in red represents the permanent
impacts from the cut and fill roadway.

- Attachment 4

Aerial of Cut and Fill Roadway and bridge (submitted with my Scoping Comments)
This aerial shows in different color gray the cut and fill roadway and the bridge span. It also
differentiates the cut from the fill with different shades of green. This aerial was created by

FRC-2-3
cont.

FRC-2-4

FRC-2-4

RTC-179
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Section 3.2.2, Removal of Regents Road Bridge, in Chapter 3.0, Project
Description, provides details of all features of the Regents Road Bridge
construction, including the four-lane road that would have been built by
filling of a tributary canyon and cutting through a ridge. The preliminary
design for the Regents Road Bridge as originally described in the
University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR
(SCH#2004031011) prepared by the City of San Diego in 2006 was a
product of extensive evaluation by the City to serve as a basis for
assessing the environmental consequences as well as feasibility. The
description of Regents Road Bridge provided in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft
PEIR is consistent with the description provided in the University City
North/South Transportation Corridor Study EIR.

Please see response to comment FRC-2-3.
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Friends of Rose Canyon - UCP Amendment DEIR Comments

Project Design Consultants, who prepared the UCNSTCS EIR. They used it at a community
presentation and emailed to me afterwards at my request. As can be seen in the document
description, it was created by PDC engineer Tony Dos Santos on 12/10/04.

- Attachment 5

Pages 3-14 and 3-15 from the UCNSTCS FEIR first describe the bridge structures as
connecting the two existing road ends, but then go on to contradict that description when
by disclosing that actually bridge portion would be 870" long and the new cut and fill
roadway would be 700" long.

- Attachment 6
UCNSTCS FEIR, p. 3-16 - Again, describes the cut and fill roadway (“As noted above, a new,
four-lane road would be constructed ... ")

- Attachment 7

UCNSTCS FEIR, p. 3-19, provides detail of the amount and extent of cut and fill required for
the new roadway: “Construction of the bridge and the connecting roadway would involved
grading of approximately 88,000 cubic yards, comprised of 46,000 cubic yards of cut, and
42,000 cubic yards of fill. The majority of the grading would occur on the small ridge in
order to construct the connecting roadway and bridge ends. . .. etc.”

The FEIR and all appendices should contain throughout an accurate description of the
Regents Road bridge project that includes the cut and fill roadway. All references to the
inaccurate description of it as bridging the two existing road ends should be deleted.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Deborah Knight
Executive Director

Attachments

App. 1 - Project EIR

App. 2 - FEIR Fig. 4.3-7

App. 3 - FEIR Fig. 4.3-5A

App. 4 - Regents Cut and Fill UCNSTCS
App. 5 - FEIR p. 3-14, 3-15

App. 6 - FEIR p. 3-16

App. 7 - FEIR p. 3-19

FRC-2-4

cont.
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From: Deborah Knight <dknight3@san.rr.com>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:53 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, Project No. 480286/SCH No. 2015121011 -
Email d

Attachments: S-FEIR p. 3-14, 3-15.pdf: 6-FEIR p. 3-16.pdf; 7-FEIR p. 3-19.pdf

Susan,

, o . \ FRC-3-1 Commenter provides revisions to the University City North/South
Here is the 2nd email with the remaining 3 attachment to our comments. Not all pages are fully shown, as only|rre.3.1 ) )
relevant portions are included. Transportation Corridor Study EIR (SCH#2004031011) prepared by the
Deborah Knight City of San Diego in 2006. This comment does not address the adequacy
Friends of Rose Canyon of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ER-1-1

RTC-189

RESPONSE
Reiger, Ed (June 26, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Reiger, Ed (June 26, 2016)

larger and more complex 24 hour shift fire stations, where the majority of response calls that
truck companies respond to are for

the medical staff not the fire fighting apparatus. Money saved in this transition of service
delivery could be used for additional ER-1-1

cont.

Rescue squads and Ambulances. This would also address all the fear mongering from the
bridge proponents over safety and response times.

Thank you,
Ed Reiger,
3031 Renault Street
San Diego CA 92122

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Hugh McCutchen Jr. (July 4, 2016)

HM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LT-1-1 Please see response to comment Citizens-2-24.

LT-1-2 Please see response to comment FRC-1-10.
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LT-1-3

RTC-194

RESPONSE
Larry Tucker (July 12, 2016)

The commenter questions what would occur if the Project is implemented.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2
would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area that are
associated with the Project. However, the proposed mitigation measure
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently included in any
impact fee or CIP and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time. If
implemented, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would reduce
impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be referred
to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of the
Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element.
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LS-1-1

LS-1-2

LS-1-3

LS-1-4

LS-1-5

LS-1-6

RTC-195

RESPONSE
Lisa Sutton (July 13, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. As discussed in Section 9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of
the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be greater
than those identified for the Project because less land would be preserved
in open space. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon would result in
greater impacts related to Tier I, 11, I1IA, and IlIB habitats and greater
impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools and wetlands
compared to the Project.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

The changes in air pollutants were estimated for the Project using standard
and accepted models. The CEQA Guidelines do not require monitoring of
actual air quality conditions for the EIR. In addition, it is not possible to
monitor impacts of changes to planned projects at the time of the analysis.
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Middle School. Doyle Elementary is still a block away from Regents Road traffic.

In review, the purpose of this letter is to implore you to keep the Regents Road Bridge in the
community plan and begin construction of the bridge as soon as possible. It is needed to mitigate
projected and significantly increased traffic that is already at unacceptable levels.

Sincerely,

Lisa Sutton

LS-1-7
cont. LS-1-7

LS-1-8

LS-1-8

RTC-196

RESPONSE
Lisa Sutton (July 13, 2016)

As discussed in Section 9.2.1.7 on page 9-16 of the Draft PEIR, impacts
under the No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise
levels that exceed City standards. As shown in Table 4.7-2, Future Year
With Project in comparison to Future Year With Adopted UCP, ADT and
peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor would
substantially decrease by more than half. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the
distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Regents
Road Corridor decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project
compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to current or
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the
Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). However,
impacts under the No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people
to noise levels that exceed City standards. As such, the No Project
Alternative would require mitigation measures to be determined at the
project level.

Comment acknowledged.
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FA-1-1

RTC-197

RESPONSE
Feroza Ardeshir (July 17, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BF-1-1

RTC-198

RESPONSE
Barbara Franklin (July 17, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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TR-1-1

RTC-199

RESPONSE
Tom Remillard (July 17, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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HB-1-1

RTC-200

RESPONSE
Hallie Burch (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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MD-1-1

RTC-201

RESPONSE
Michael Duffey (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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WE-1-1

RTC-202

RESPONSE
Walker Fillius (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JIH-1-1

RTC-203

RESPONSE
Jan and Jim Hawkins (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ACI-1-1

RTC-204

RESPONSE
Andrea and Carl Ito (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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RQ-1-1

RTC-205

RESPONSE
Richard Quinonez (July 18, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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TBV-1-1

RTC-206

RESPONSE
Tama Becker-Varano (July 19, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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TG-1-1

TG-1-2

TG-1-3

TG-1-4

RTC-207

RESPONSE
Tracy Gratteau (July 19, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

As discussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, impacts to emergency
services under the No Project Alternative would be slightly improved
when compared to the Project in the future year. However, as with the
Project, the No Project Alternative would result in operational
deterioration as shown in Table 9-2 when compared to the City’s target
average response times. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts
associated with emergency service response times under the Project and
the No Project Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the
program level.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Tracy Gratteau (July 19, 2016)
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PK-1-1

RTC-209

RESPONSE
Petr Krysl (July 19, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LSM-1-1

LSM-1-2

LSM-1-3

LSM-1-4

LSM-1-5

RTC-210

RESPONSE
Lisa Smith (July 19, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. As discussed in Section 9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of
the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be greater
than those identified for the Project because less land would be preserved
in open space. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon would result in
greater impacts related to Tier I, I, I1IA, and IlIB habitats and greater
impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools and wetlands
compared to the Project.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of
the administrative record.
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SP-1-1

RTC-211

RESPONSE
Shelley Plumb (July 20, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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SG-1-1

RTC-212

RESPONSE
Sandra S. Goldsmith (July 21, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Sandra S. Goldsmith (July 21, 2016)
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KL-1-1

RTC-214

RESPONSE
Karen Liu (July 22, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Sam Strong (July 22, 2016)
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Samuel O, Strong
Helga Martin Strong
3008 Curie St.
San Diego, CA 92122
(B58) 452-8167

July 22, 2016

Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200 MS 413
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Susan:
Please accept the following comment on the University Community Plan Amendment:

After pursuing the University Community Plan Amendment [ found it to be very lengthy and complex. It
probably cost the city over $500,000 to have it prepared. 1 consider this a horrible waste of tax payer
dollars. There is no need for the amendment. The Plan should NOT be amended. The Regents Road
Bridge was included in the original plan, it was approved by the City Council and should be built.

It is needed and there is no logical reason not to proceed with plans and construction. Build it now.

Sam Strong

SS-1-1

§8-1-1

RTC-216

RESPONSE
Sam Strong (July 22, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LB-1-1

RTC-217

RESPONSE
Laurel Barile (July 23, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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MF-1-1

RTC-218

RESPONSE
Mackenzie Forgey (July 23, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RL-1-1

RTC-219

RESPONSE
Richard M. Larsen (July 23, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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KM-1-1

RTC-220

RESPONSE
Kim Morch (July 23, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BJB-1-1

RTC-221

RESPONSE
Bill and Joan Breher (July 24, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Bill and Joan Breher (July 24, 2016)

San Diego, CA 92122

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

RTC-222



LETTER RESPONSE
Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016)

RF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016)
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LETTER RESPONSE
Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016)
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LETTER RESPONSE
Randy Fillat (July 24, 2016)
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WG-1-1

RTC-227

RESPONSE
William G. Griswold (July 24, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

JH-1-1

RTC-228

RESPONSE
Jan Hawkins (July 24, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Christopher Nielsen and Dr. Paula M.D. Fitzgerald (July 24, 2016)

NF-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

RTC-229



LETTER RESPONSE
Sam Strong (July 24, 2016)
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Samuel O. Strong
Helga Martin Strong
3008 Curie St.
San Diego, CA 92122
(858) 452-8167

July 22, 2016

Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200 MS 413
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Susan:

Please accept the following comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR)
which addresses the project recommended by the University Community Plan Amendment:

PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT No. 480286 / SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

After pursuing the Draft PEIR 1 found it to be very lengthy and complex. It probably cost the city over SS-2-1
$500.000 to have it prepared. [ consider this to be a horrible waste of tax payer dollars. There is no need

for this Draft PEIR or the amendment, for that matter. The Plan should NOT be amended. Y

The Regents Road Bridge was included in the original plan, it was approved by the City Council and

should be built. The bridge is needed and there is no logical reason not to proceed with plans and

construction.

Build it now.

Sincerely,

Sam Strong

RTC-231

RESPONSE
Sam Strong (July 24, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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DA-1-1

RTC-232

RESPONSE
Diane Ahern (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP.
Commenter also reiterates the Project’s significant and unmitigated
environmental impacts and that the No Project Alternative would result in
fewer impacts than the Project, similar to what is discussed in Table 9-1.
Please see response to comment Citizens-2-24 as Table 9-1 has been
revised in the Final PEIR.



LETTER RESPONSE
Dan Gertler (July 25, 2016)

DG-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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CJE-1-1

RTC-234

RESPONSE
Cynthia Jenson-Elliott (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Lotecka (July 25, 2016)

ELL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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EP-1-1

RTC-236

RESPONSE
Elisa Parker (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of
the administrative record.
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KR-1-1

RTC-237

RESPONSE
Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016)

Commenter is asking why the University Community Plan Amendment
PEIR was given a shorter public comment period of 45 days compared
to the Uptown Community Plan Update EIR’s 60-day public comment
period. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires
that the public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and
no longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a
project is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State
Agencies, the public review period should be no less than 45 days
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State
Clearinghouse. As the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse
for review, a 45-day review period was required. The Draft PEIR was
available for public review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016,
a 45-day timeframe consistent with the public review period
requirements under CEQA. As such, the requisite public review period
was fulfilled pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines.

In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document,
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected
officially recognized community planning group or interested party if
there is no officially recognized community planning group for an
additional review period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional
time for review shall not extend the time for action beyond that required
under law.” The University Community Planning Group, as “the
affected officially recognized community planning group” did not
request an additional review period beyond the 45 day comment period
occurring between June 17, 2016 and August 1, 2016.



LETTER RESPONSE
Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016)

KR-2-1 The CAP Consistency Checklist is applicable to new land use
development projects. As such, the Project is not considered new land use
development; therefore, completion of the CAP checklist is not required.

RTC-238



LETTER RESPONSE
Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016)

KR-3-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016)

KR-4-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT Mo. 480286 / SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department,

1010 2™ Ave, East Tower, Suite 1200, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Morrison:
This letter is in response the Draft PEIR issued on June 17, 2016.

It is clear to me, and anyone who reads this document, that the environmental benefit of BUILDING
the Regents Road Bridge is overwhelming. The project is defined as NOT building the bridge. The
project should not be allowed to move forward.

- The project, as described in the CEQA document, will worsen air quality.
The project, not building the bridge, will cause unacceptable levels of service for emergency
response that is not mitigatable.
The project, not building the bridge, will increase noise levels on the Genesee corridor.
The project, not building the bridge, will create unacceptable levels of service for traffic on
Genesee, 805, 52, and 5.

The city recently passed the Climate Action Plan. This CAP calls for the city to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. (See pg 17 of the CAP). The Draft makes it clear that if you eliminate the bridge
GREATER greenhouse gas emissions will occur due to cars idling in traffic. If the city is to comply
with the CAP, it is required that they look at the PEIR and reduce emissions when possible. That
would mean NOT approving the project.

Additionally, building the bridge will provide a route that is better for pedestrians and bicycles
wishing to cross Rose Canyon. This is sorely needed since the Genesee route across Rose Canyon
dips all the way into the canyon — which makes it unfriendly to bicycles and pedestrians who don’t
want to have significant elevation changes. Having bike and pedestrian friendly routes will help the
city meet its goals outlined in the Climate Action Plan for alternative transportation.

One of the mitigations mentioned is to convert the 4 lane section of Genesee to 6 lanes, without
widening Genesee. The only way this mitigation could occur is if bike lanes and sidewalks were
removed or narrowed. This is in direct conflict with the stated goals of the CAP to improve
alternative transportation. This mitigation makes the problem worse, rather than better, for the
community at large.

The University Community Plan amendment should be denied outright. It is bad for the
environment, bad for the community, bad for the city as a whole. Please don't let a vocal few harm
the community for NIMBY reasons. The data is clear — the amendment should not be allowed and
the bridge should be built. )

Katie Rodolico 4/ { =5 ) [ ’/i/ i

5906 Dirac Street, San Diego, 92122, L/f\ﬂm’ J 009 1 o
Resident of University City since 1966. /

KR-5-1

KR-5-2

KR-5-3

KR-5-4

KR-5-5

KR-5-1

KR-5-2

KR-5-3

KR-5-4

KR-5-5

RTC-241

RESPONSE
Katie Rodolico (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

As discussed in response to comment KR-2-1, the Project is not
considered a land use development project. In addition, as discussed in
Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the Project was conservatively assumed to
not be consistent with the City of San Diego CAP. That finding does not
affect the approval of the Project.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5.
Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents

Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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July 25, 2016
PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT NO. 480286 / SCH No.2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)
Susan Maorrison, Environmental Planner:
My Comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact report (PEIR) document:

This document indicates some of the problems of connectivity between South and North University City.
As 46-year residents of South UC, residing near Genesee Avenue, my husband and | are disappointed that
existing significant traffic problems in this community are not adequately addressed. This “rushed to finish”
report appears to have one goal: Solve the dilemma by removing the one piece of infrastructure that was
always planned to make the community work: The Regents Road Bridge!

In 2006, following an exhaustive 2-year EIR which studied 6 possible alternatives for tackling the traffic
issue, the City Council voted 6-2 to build the Regents Road Bridge. The Bridge would have provided us with
four additional traffic lanes, two northbound and two southbound, one designated bike lane, and 1 designated
pedestrian lane in each direction. Traffic flow would be shared by Genesee Avenue and Regents Road. Law
suits and political weakness have prevented this common sense solution from being realized. (FBA funds will
finance the construction of the Regents Road Bridge).

This report begins by pointing out the obvious. South University City suffers from lack of connectivity and
traffic congestion which increases yearly.

PEIR Report: No adequate public transportation, existing or planned, for South U.C.
My comment:

1. South UC residents have minimal bus service to businesses, mega medical facilities (Scripps Memorial,
UCSD Medical Center, Scripps Green and many satellite medical offices springing up throughout the
northern sector), University Town Center, and UCSD, which continues to expand.

2. These above-mentioned institutions attract thousands of employees, clients, shoppers, and patients
every day, commuting by automobile.

3. Only scant intra-community bus service exists on Governor Drive, even with the planned increase of
apartment buildings at the east end of Governor.

4. The proposed trolley will not link with South UC.

The Regents Road Bridge will improve access for South UC residents to the proposed trolley in North
UC, by bus, bicycle, walking, as well as by automobile,

PEIR REPORT: Lack of protected bike lanes and resulting accidents.

MM-1-1
MM-1-1

MM-1-2
MM-1-2

MM-1-3
MM-1-3

RTC-242

RESPONSE
Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Updates have been made to Draft PEIR Section 2.1.2 (page 2-4), Section
2.1.3.5 (page 2-7), Section 2.1.4.5 (page 2-12), and Section 4.2.1.2 (page
4.2-10) to add additional text discussing the existing public transit in the
South University Area. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications
section of the Final PEIR for revised text.

Comment acknowledged. Section 4.2.8 of the Draft PEIR discusses
alternative transportation. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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My comment: The only existing bike route between North and South UC is Genesee Avenue which is
already extremely impacted with traffic generated by conditions mentioned in my first comment. Also the
steep hills in both directions make that route a challenge for even young and “fit” bikers.

The Regents Road Bridge will provide designated bike lanes and encourage many adults as well as school

children to safely use them. Elimination of the bridge will terminate any possibility of meaningful bicycle
transportation in this community.

PEIR REPORT: Walkability is difficult and often dangerous.

My Comment: Walking is a challenge especially for school children attempting to reach or depart 4 public
schools located practically on or near the hazardous intersection of Governor Drive and Genesee Ave.: UC
High, Standley Middle School, Curie Elementary, and Spreckels Elementary.

Because of concern that South UC parents have for the perilous Governor/Genesee intersection, many
drive their kids to school, thus increasing traffic at morning and afternoon rush hour.

Next year, due to overcrowding at Doyle Elementary School in North UC, overflow students also will be
attending schools in South UC. The Regents Road Bridge would provide a safe, alternate route to Genesee Ave

PEIR REPORT: Does not adequately address the safety issues in South University City.

My Comment: The one fire station that serves our community is located in North UC. During peak traffic
hours, these vehicles cannot reach emergency destinations in South UC, medical or fire, without crossing the
median on Genesee Avenue and traveling against the north-bound traffic. When Genesee is shut down
because of accidents, etc., residents are left without emergency service except from stations in other
communities. Patients must be transported to more distant hospitals.

Our District 1 Council Rep. attempted to address this situation by renting a house on the west end of
Governor Drive for a medical emergency truck and team. This may work for people who live on the west end,
but it’s not very effective when a crisis occurs east of Genesee Avenue at rush hour.

SUMMARY:

The most stunning conclusion extracted from this PEIR Report is that there's one adequate solution to the
traffic morass in University City: Connecting Regents Road with a lofty bridge spanning Rose Canyon. The
irony is that the best solution (The Bridge) is the one The City of San Diego wants to eliminate.

Respectfully submitted,
Marcia Munn

6255 Radcliffe Drive, San Diego, CA 92122  (858-453-4563)

MM-1-3
cont,

MM-1-4
MM-1-4

MM-1-5
MM-1-5
MM-1-6

MM-1-6

RTC-243

RESPONSE
Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PPEIR, but is part of the administrative record and will be
considered by the City during the decision-making process.

The Draft PPEIR includes analysis of public services and facilities. As
discussed on page 4.13-19 of the Draft PEIR, the Project would result in
an increase in projected traffic in the future year. The impact on police and
fire and emergency service response times would be significant.
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 would result in improvements to
intersection and road segment operations, and traffic conditions would
deteriorate significantly with removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Further, the proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2) are not currently
included in any impact fee or CIP and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this
time. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers associated with
the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Marcia Munn (July 25, 2016)
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July 26, 2016

Ms. Susan Morrision

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Ave

East Tower, Suite 1200

M.S. 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Reference: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR) 1.O. 21003841
Comment No. 1 Regents Road Bridge :

How is it possible to eliminate a critical transportation element between two
communities, (which has been planned for years with approach roads already
started on each end) from the community plan without a concurrent process
covering both planning areas affected? I realize the bridge link falls solely in
the University City planning area but your removal of the bridge surely negates
previous studies that were relied upon for approved housing elements in the
Clairemont Mesa planning area based on the bridge being construction in the
future.

Comment No. 2 Financial Payment Previously Collected:

Please identify all residential units in both University City/Clairemont planning
areas built since 1970 that may have been required to make a per unit payment
specifically for the Regents Road Bridge. How will the City of San Diego re-
reimburse the housing unit land owners that made payments for the bridge if it is
removed from the plan and will interest be included in the reimbursement?

Comment No. 3 Traffic Studies vs Planning Area Studies
It seems to me that if one planning area could possibly eliminate such a major

transportation link from their plan; a serious precedence is being entertained
in this PEIR . The residents of the Clairement Mesa deserve an equal process.

Submitted By: Virgil Elliott [ A
5228 Biltmore Street g
San Diego, CA 92117 o

VE-1-1

VE-1-2

VE-1-3

VE-1-1

VE-1-2

VE-1-3

RTC-245

RESPONSE
Virgil Elliott (July 26, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Lotecka (July 26, 2016)

ELL-2-1 Comment noted.
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SB-1-1

RTC-247

RESPONSE
Susan Breisch (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RBTF-1-1

RTC-248

RESPONSE
Robert Byrnes and Theresa Fassel (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JD-1-1

RTC-249

RESPONSE
James DeShazo (July 27, 2016)

As discussed in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis, on page 9-1 of the
Draft PEIR, CEQA requires that a discussion of alternatives to the project
be provided. Specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines
states that an EIR shall, “[d]escribe a range of reasonable alternatives to
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Section 15126.6(f) further states,
“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of
reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary
to permit a reasoned choice.” This is defined in the same section of the
CEQA Guidelines as not meaning every conceivable alternative to the
project, but only a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid significant
impacts, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives “to the
project or its location” that will substantially lessen or avoid the significant
effects of the project, even if the alternatives might impede the attainment
of the project objectives or be more expensive (Section 15126.6(b)).

Therefore, the alternatives identified in the Draft PEIR analysis considered
(1) significant impacts from the Project that could be reduced or avoided
by an alternatives, (2) project objectives, and (3) feasibility of the
alternatives available. The alternatives presented in the Draft PEIR are in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

JD-1-2

JD-1-3

JD-1-4

RTC-250

RESPONSE
James DeShazo (July 27, 2016)

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative is how the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative in the Final EIR.

As revised in Section 9.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP and would minimize impacts to
biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure
over Rose Canyon and would not involve improvements outside of the
existing Genesee Avenue right-of-way. This would consist of restriping the
existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway within the existing right-
of-way and potentially involve modification of the existing median. Lastly,
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide transportation improvements
that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts related to roadways,
intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due to greater capacity
when compared to the Project. Based on the discussion provided above,
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior
alternative among the other proposed alternatives. Please refer to the
Clarifications and Modifications section for text revisions.

Please see response to comment JD-1-2.

Comment noted.



LETTER RESPONSE
James DeShazo (July 27, 2016)

JD-2-1 See response to comment JD-1-1 above.
JD-2-2 See response to comment JD-1-2 above.
JD-2-3 See response to comment JD-1-3 above.
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LG-1-1

RTC-252

RESPONSE
Lynda Gilgun (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.



LETTER

CH-1-1

RTC-253

RESPONSE
Chiwei Hung (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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AJ-1-1

RTC-254

RESPONSE
Ariane Jansma (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Loctecka (July 27, 2016)

ELL-3-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Loctecka (July 27, 2016)

ELL-4-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LR-1-1

LR-1-2

LR-1-3

LR-1-4

LR-1-5

RTC-257

RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposed the removal of both the
Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but
is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Issue 3: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would result in a substantial
impact upon existing or planned transportation systems and the impact would be significant.
Issue 4: The Project (Mot Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would result in a substantial
impact to present circulation movements, including effects on existing public access areas and the
impact would be significant.

Issue 5: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation modes identified in the Bicycle
Master Plan and the impact would be significant.

Air Quality

Issue 1: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

Issue 2: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would cause a violation of air
quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Issue 1: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would increase greenhouse gas
emissions compared to the Adopted UCP.

Issue 2: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, including the 2015 RTP/SCS,
Climate Action Strategy, and City of San Diego CAP.

Noise

Issue 1: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would expose people to current or
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the
General Plan as the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee
Avenue Corridor increases.

Public Services and Facilities

Issue 1: The Project (Not Building the Regents Road Bridge etc.) would result in an increase in
projected traffic in the future year, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system. The impact on police service response times and fire and emergency
service response times would be significant.

The conclusion of the Executive Summary is clear, building the Regents Road Bridge will
benefit the community. Removing the Regents Road Bridge would have significant negative
impacts on: public safety, other planned infrastructure, transportation, emergency response
times, conflagration egress, air quality and noise. Section 9.3 The Environmentally
Correct Option is a qualitative fact free opinion that flies in the face of the Executive
Summary on Table ES-1

Community Dynamic and why the City should not support this project:

Houses flanking Regents Road were purchased at a discount because of the looming bridge. These
property owners have been lobbying for years to remove the bridge to increase their property values.
Properties with large frontages can be divided, yielding these owners half a million dollars or more.

LR-1-5
cont.

LR-1-6
LR-1-6

RTC-258

RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

LR-1-7 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

LR-1-8 Comment acknowledged. Commenter discusses the addition of a new fire
station in the UCP area, which is not related to the Project. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the
administrative record.
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LR-1-9

LR-1-10

LR-1-11

LR-1-12

RTC-260

RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

The commenter assesses that Figure 4.2-6 does not match the traffic
patterns on the Genesee Corridor. Figure 4.2-6 displays the Existing
Roadway Segments Level of Service (LOS). Each roadway segment in the
study area was evaluated by comparing the average daily traffic (ADT)
volume (based on ADT counts conducted in May 2015) with the
roadway's theoretical capacity based on its classification. This is a
volume-to-capacity comparison and is a planning tool used to determine
the general traffic demand on a segment. For more information on
roadway segment LOS, refer to page 3-7 of the Transportation Impact
Study (Appendix C).

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

LR-1-13 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE
Louis A. Rodolico (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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HR-1-1

RTC-269

RESPONSE
Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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* Preventing the deterioration of our neighborhood aesthetics and the environment of our
nearest natural resource, Rose Canyon.

* Maintaining the habitat of Rose Canyon for wildlife, wetlands, and the water quality in
Rose Creek, which flows into Mission Bay.

+ Improving transit and transportation based on the traffic engineering studies in the Project
Findings.

We want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road
projects, especially the unnecessary. costly, and environmentally damaging Regents Road
Bridge.

Sincerely,

Heather K Rogers
4250 Porte De Palmas #58
San Diego, CA 92122

HR-1-1

cont.

RTC-270

RESPONSE
Heather K. Rogers (July 27, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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PVH-1-1

RTC-271

RESPONSE
Phoenix Von Hendy (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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4245-95 Porte de Merano
San Diego, California 92122
27 July 2016

Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Avenue, MS 413

East Tower, Ste. 1200

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: University Community Plan Amendment# 480286/SCH No. 2015121011

As a resident of Las Palmas Condominium Association (“Association™) I strongly support the
amendment to the Transportation Element of the University Community Plan which deletes the
construction of the Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue.

I believe now, as I did in 2006 when the Regents Road Bridge was last considered, that the
construction and completion of the Bridge will negatively impact the health, safety, comfort
and/or general welfare of the nearby communities, and, in particular, our residents here in Las
Palmas, as our community directly borders Regents Road south from Arriba almost to Rose
Canyon.

Further, 1 believe that the construction and completion of the Regents Road Bridge will likely
cause noise, air pollution, traffic circulation and other negative impacts within the Association’s
218-unit community, and, even further negatively affect those units facing, and closest, to
Regents Road, as well as the units and recreational area on the Porte de Merano cul de sac.

Back in 2006 it was uncertain as to the extent the City of San Diego could mitigate issues under
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™); these matters remain unresolved ten years
later in 2016.

In addition, I believe that the removal of the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue
widening maximizes the long-term health, safety, and quality of life in North and South
University City and creates the greatest community benefit by:

e Minimizing the re-routing of highway traffic through r tial neighborhoods
including the Las Palmas community, Doyle Elementary School (over 900 enrolled
students), and Doyle Recreation Park.

* Providing for a safer neighborhood for walking and biking everywhere.

* Maintaining a level of acceptable noise in residential interiors and exteriors.

RGW-1-1

RGW-1-1

RTC-272

RESPONSE
R.G. Wilkins (July 27, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
R.G. Wilkins (July 27, 2016)

* Allowing for current residential parking on Regents Road and safer ingress/egress to the |
Las Palmas community along Regents Road and Porte de Merano.

e Preventing the deterioration of our neighborhood aesthetics and the environment of our

nearest natural resource, Rose Canyon. |

s Maintaining the habitat of Rose Canyon for wildlife, wetlands, and the water quality in [ Rg\n-1-1 '

t !

Rose Creek, which flows into Mission Bay. cont.
» Improving transit and transportation based on the traffic engineering studies in the Project

Findings.

We want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road
projects, especially the unnecessary, costly, and environmentally damaging Regents Road

Bridge.
Sincerely,
7C.Co R, | Weriios
R. G. Wilkins

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Valerie Crane and Robert Cox (July 28, 2016)

CC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Suppose the next fire requires an evacuation of the entire 92122 population (roughly 50,000
residents, plus countless employees, visitors, UTC shoppers, and others) late afternoon on a
Friday. Parents will be rushing from their work locations throughout the county to gather up
their children from home or daycare. Businesses will send their employees home; shops,
restaurants, libraries, will close... and ALL THESE PEOPLE will be trying to navigate their way
into or out of University City, all on a single North-South road. No one will be walking to a bus
stop to get on public transportation. Meanwhile, how many fire trucks and other emergency
vehicles will be able to access our community and provide protection, rescues, and support?

A painful reminder of the difficulty of reaching parts of our area surely took place with the
crash of the Miramar jet on Huggins Street on December 8, 2008. Our son lives 6 houses from
the crash site, and like many others in his neighborhood, was working from home that day.
Traffic was not heavy that day, nothing like it is much of the time now, and still it took the fire
department more than 15 minutes to reach the doomed houses. | know this as | was one of
the first of many to call 911 and reached our son’s house well before the first emergency unit.

| found the Draft PEIR to be quite convoluted and contradictory at times so | am not clear
about the proposal to add lanes to Genesee Avenue. In addition to strongly supporting the
Regent's Road Bridge, we are opposed to changing the structure of Genesee to permit more
traffic. It seems that adding lanes (without actually widening the road) would require that
existing lanes be made more narrow, and that bike lanes and sidewalks be significantly
changed or potentially eliminated. With all the students at UC High and those biking to UCSD
for classes or work, such a plan would surely increase already-existing SAFETY ISSUES.

| know this response has been long, but in closing, we ask everyone involved in recommending
or deciding the matter of the Regent's Road Bridge and the addition of lanes on Genesee
Avenue to get in your car and drive down Genesee from the entrance of the 5 to the 52 on a
Friday afternoon at 4 pm and then turn around and retrace your drive. Please be thinking of all
the people that depend on you to keep them safe when the next emergency happens...a fire,
earthquake, or some other natural or man-made disaster. No one can know what the
emergency will be. We only know that there will be one... and will this community be ready?
BUILD THE BRIDGE!

Valerie Crane
Robert Cox

6094 Zenako Ct. 92122

CC-11
cont.

CC-1-2

CC-1-2

RTC-275

RESPONSE
Valerie Crane and Robert Cox (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters oppose the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the UCP. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of
the administrative record.
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JD-3-1

RTC-276

RESPONSE
James DeShazo (July 28, 2016)

The removal of Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would not
eliminate any plans to expand the bicycle facilities along the roadway. The
Class Il Bike Lane would remain in place along Genesee Avenue. The
removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the
plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the
bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the north and south
sides of Rose Canyon. As discussed in Section 4.5 of the Draft PEIR, the
Project was conservatively assumed to not be consistent with the City of
San Diego CAP.
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CFD-1-1

RTC-277

RESPONSE
C. Faye Duggan (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ME-1-1

RTC-278

RESPONSE
Marty Eberhardt (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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PH-1-1

RTC-279

RESPONSE
Phil Hastings (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Dorothy V. Jahn (July 28, 2016)

DJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LETTER RESPONSE
John W. and Anna Lewis (July 28, 2016)

JAL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

JAL-1-2 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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encourage more traffic with people going to and from North UC businesses (existing and

many more to come), medical and educational facilities. Much of this traffic is due to people JAL-1-2

avoiding the metered ramps to I-805 at La Jolla Village drive and Nobel Dr.  They use cont.

Genesee Ave. to gain access to the entrance ramps for 52 east and westbound.

JAL-1-3

The Genesee “grade separation” (tunnel) alternative is ludicrous, the cost, traffic disruption
. . L . . JAL-1-3

and visual impact would all be much worse than building a simple bridge at Regents Rd.

UC High School does not need to be on a “freeway™. The posted speed limit is 25 mph during

school hours, kids today dart across Genesee to and from the MTS bus stops before and after | JAL-1-4

school, the existing 4 lanes is dangerous, 6 lanes (and with no median) would be much worse.

Coincidently, widening Genesee would entail removing the existing trees and median north of JAL-1-4
Governor Drive. That median is required by a mitigation agreement entered into by local JAL-1-5

residents and Angalucci Development when the apartments were first built on the north and
south side of Genesee north of Governor Drive.

_ _ JAL-1-5
In summary, please review the CEQA carefully; there are many inaccurate. misleading and

incorrect assumptions, i.e. Transportation, Health and Safety, Environmental etc. JAL-1-6

The Regents Rd Bridge is needed and desired by a great majority of both north and south UC
residents.

Sincerely,

John and Anna Lewis

JAL-1-6

RTC-282

RESPONSE
John W. and Anna Lewis (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. The impacts mentioned by the commenter are
discussed in the Draft PEIR in Chapter 9.0, Alternatives Analysis. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of
the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Commenter is referring to Condition 27 of the Planned Residential
Development Permit (PRD No. 84-0314) for the University Terrace
development, which per Exhibit “A” required Angelucci Development,
Inc. to install landscaping as part of the design in the median of Genesee
Avenue, just north of Governor Drive and adjacent to the project, as a
condition of their permit. Subdivision Board Resolution No. 3968 initially
required the developer to extend the existing median to prevent left turns
to northbound Genesee Avenue. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenters oppose the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. Commenter also states that many
assumptions in the Draft PEIR are inaccurate, misleading, and incorrect,
but does not go into depth on what those are. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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GM-1-1

GM-1-2

GM-1-3

GM-1-4

RTC-283

RESPONSE
Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Updates have been made to Draft PEIR Section 2.1.2 (page 2-4), Section
2.1.3.5 (page 2-7), Section 2.1.4.5 (page 2-12), and Section 4.2.1.2 (page
4.2-10) to add additional text discussing the existing public transit in the
South University Area. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications
section of the Final PEIR for revised text.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016)

GM-1-5 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

GM-1-6 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ATTACHMENT TO Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016)
COMMENT LETTER GM-1

Good Afternoon:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared for
the University Community Plan Amendment. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) you received and
scoping meeting are just the beginning of the public input process for this environmental review
document. There will be other opportunities for you to become involved throughout the project.

The scoping meeting to be held on December 16, 2015 is designed to get as much public input as
possible on areas that need to be addressed in the EIR. This meeting will focus on environmental
impacts the public would like thoroughly analyzed in the project’s environmental document, rather
than discuss the merits of the project, debate the various alternatives, or answer questions. We will
simply be noting and recording comments on potential environmental impacts to the community as
a result of the project.

While the NOP states a 30-day deadline for the receipt of comments, we will continue to accept any
comments from the public throughout the EIR process. In addition, there will be additional
opportunities to provide comment on the project, such as during public review of the draft
environmental document and any public hearings. We will keep your name on our contact list so
that we may contact you and continue to provide you with notices.

Thank you for your interest in this project. THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

Susan |. Morrison, AICP

Associate Planner

City of San Diego, Planning Department - Environmental
1010 2" Avenue, MS 614C

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 533-6492

SIMorrison@sandiego.gov
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ATTACHMENT TO Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016)
COMMENT LETTER GM-1

July 28, 2016
PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT NO. 480286 / SCH No.2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)
Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner:
My Comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact report (PEIR) document:

This document indicates some of the problems of connectivity between South and North University City.
As a native of University City my family and | are extremely disappointed that existing significant traffic
problems in this community are not adequately addressed. This “rushed to finish” report appears to have one
goal: To remove one piece of vital infrastructure that was always planned to make the community work: The
Regents Road Bridge!

In 2006, following an exhaustive 2-year EIR which studied 6 possible alternatives for tackling the traffic

issue, the City Council voted 6-2 to build the Regents Road Bridge. The Bridge would have provided us with

four additional traffic lanes, two northbound and two southbound, one designated bike lane, and 1 designated

pedestrian lane in each direction. Traffic flow would be shared by Genesee Avenue and Regents Road. Law

suits and political weakness have prevented this common sense solution from being realized. (FBA funds will

finance the construction of the Regents Road Bridge). THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
This report begins by pointing out the obvious. South University City suffers from lack of connectivity and

traffic congestion which increases yearly.

PEIR Report: No adequate public transportation, existing or planned, for South U.C.
My comment:

1. South UC residents have minimal bus service to businesses, mega medical facilities (Scripps Memorial,
UCSD Medical Center, Scripps Green and many satellite medical offices springing up throughout the
northern sector), University Towne Centre, and UCSD, which continues to expand.

2. These above-mentioned institutions attract thousands of employees, clients, shoppers, and patients
every day, commuting by automobile.

3. Only scant intra-community bus service exists on Governor Drive, even with the planned increase of
apartment buildings at the east end of Governor.

4. The proposed trolley will not link with South UC.

The Regents Road Bridge will improve access for South UC residents to the proposed trolley in North
UC, by bus, bicycle, walking, as well as by automobile.

PEIR REPORT: Lack of protected bike lanes and resulting accidents.

RTC-286



LETTER RESPONSE
Glenn Martin (July 28, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LGM-1-1

RTC-288

RESPONSE
Lisa G. Medeiros (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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“It’s not who you are or where you’ve been,
it’s where you’re going that counts.”

RP-1-1

RP-1-1

RTC-289

RESPONSE
Ramona Partow (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RS-1-1

RS-1-2

RS-1-3

RS-1-4

RTC-290

RESPONSE
Robert Schlaug (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses opposition to the removal
of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.

Comment acknowledged. Analysis did not reveal the need to barricade
Millikin Street. If cut through traffic is a problem in the future, residents of
the neighborhood can put a request through traffic operations to have a
Traffic Calming Study completed. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Please see response to comment RS-1-2.

Please see response to comment RS-1-2.
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CS-1-1

RTC-291

RESPONSE
Cheryl Stigall (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ET-1-1

RTC-292

RESPONSE
Emily Troemel (July 28, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Barry Bernstein (July 29, 2016)

BB-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

RTC-293



LETTER RESPONSE
Bill Colburn (July 29, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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PLEASE BUILD THE BRIDGE...

The Regents Road bridge has been part of the master planning process for decades. It has been funded
by development dollars through the years, and more recently, approved by a prior city council. To now
allow a small, but vocal minority to reverse this process because the bridge project may not align with
their personal interests is a travesty, not to mention a breach of contract to the many, many residents
who have contributed to this project indirectly through development fees. In addition, recent
development north of Rose Canyon was predicated and permitted based on plans that the bridge would
be completed.

To anyone who has to travel Genesse Avenue on a weekday afternoon, it's very obvious that this artery
is overloaded. To anyone who bought a home in the UC area, it should be equally obvious that, since
Regents Road ends rather abruptly north of Governor Drive, and continues again north of Rose Canyon,
a bridge connecting these two roads is probably in the works.

The notion that completion of the bridge will “ruin” Rose Canyon is getting pretty tired, not to mention
being complete nonsense. | don't recall Mission Trails Park being “ruined” when Highway 52 was
extended to the east, and directly adjacent to the park. Rose Canyon already hosts train tracks, high
tension power lines, and most likely, a large sewer main. It is far from pristine wilderness today, and any
signs of bridge construction will be erased by nature over the course of 3-4 years. Any hiking options
that are available today will continue to exist once the bridge is complete.

| implore the city to stay on course with the original plan, and build the bridge. It is desperately needed
by residents of University City, and the surrounding communities. Traffic congestion, pollution, and
emergency response times will all benefit from the completion of Regents Road.

Bill Colburn

Clairemont resident since 1987

RESPONSE
Bill Colburn (July 29, 2016)

BC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

BC-1-1

RTC-295
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PD-1-1

RTC-296

RESPONSE
Peter Dragin (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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AMG-1-1

RTC-297

RESPONSE
Anne-Marie Groves (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LMH-1-1

RTC-298

RESPONSE
Lane and Marilyn Hauck (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ACI-2-1

RTC-299

RESPONSE
Andrea and Carl Ito (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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KLA-1-1

RTC-300

RESPONSE
Katherine Lazzaro (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Lotecka (July 29, 2016)

ELL-5-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

RTC-301



LETTER RESPONSE
E.L. Lotecka (July 29, 2016)

ELL-6-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

RTC-302



LETTER RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)
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Harry L Mathis
San Diego City Councilmember, District 1, 1993-2000
5640 Sandburg Avenue
San Diego, CA 92122-4132
858-457-2508, Cell 858-945-1233

July 29, 2016

Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200
MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: DEIR for University Community Plan Amendment, Project #480286/SCH #2015121011
Via E-mail (PlanningCEQA(@sandiego.gov)
Dear Ms. Morrison:

As a concerned 46-year resident and homeowner in a neighborhood above Regents Road in Southwest
University City, | am submitting the following comments on the Draft PEIR for the above named
proposed amendment to the University Community Plan (UCP). Please acknowledge receipt by
return e-mail. [ will parallel this e-mail with a signed letter via U.S. Mail or by hand on Monday,
August 1. Thank you.

Comments on University City Community Plan Amendment Draft PEIR:

Page 4.2.1 Traffic Study Area: Traffic does not respect political boundaries. Therefore, the traffic
impacts of the study area should be selected to make sure that all significant traffic impacts of the
project are analyzed, even if they are outside of the UCP area.

Figure 4.2.1 Traffic Study Area: The segment of I-5 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR 52 is not
shown in the study area. This roadway runs parallel to Regents Road and it is the first through north-
south roadway connection immediately west of Regents Road. It is not possible to have a complete
understanding of the traffic impacts of the deletion of Regents Road without analyzing traffic conditions
on this segment of [-5.

Table 4.2.7 Existing Freeway LOS: The segments analyzed in this table are inconsistent with the
segments shown in Figure 4.2.1. The entire length of 1-5 from Genesee Avenue to SR 52 needs to be
analyzed in order to have a complete understanding of the traffic impacts of the project.

Section 4.2.2 Regulatory Framework: SB 743 is missing from the list of relevant regulations. It
seems that this legislation would be relevant to the analysis of traffic impacts for the project since it will
change the way that transportation studies are done under CEQA. A Vehicles Miles Travelled (VMT)
analysis should be included. A discussion of VMT increases. which may be caused by the re-routing of
traffic caused by the acknowledged out-of-direction travel that would occur with the potential removal
of the Regents Road Bridge, must be provided.

HMA-1-1
HMA-1-1

HMA-1-2
HMA-1-2
HMA-1-3
HMA-1-4

HMA-1-3
HMA-1-5

HMA-1-4

RTC-304

RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

The commenter discusses his concerns with the traffic study area. A study
area intersection selection criterion is included in Chapter 2 (page 2-1) of
the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C). The SANTEC
recommendations are for project-level analysis. For regional level, per
City of San Diego recommendations, study area intersections should be
within the community boundary with the option to extend one traffic
analysis zone (TAZ) farther from the boundary. The area south of SR-52 is
within the Clairemont Mesa Community. The Clairemont Mesa
Community Plan Update is currently underway.

As requested by the commenter, Figure 4.2-1, Traffic Study Area
Roadway and Freeway Segments, of the Final PEIR has been revised to
highlight I-5 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR-52 and highlight SR-
52 between I-5 and 1-805.

The commenter contends that the segments analyzed in this table are
inconsistent with the segments shown in Figure 4.2.1. Please see Table
4.2-7, Existing Freeway Segments with Unacceptable LOS, of the Final
PEIR.
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Table 4.2.9 Future Roadway Segment Analysis: The roadway segment analysis for Genesee Avenue
ends at Lehrer Drive, just south of SR 52. However, it would be logical to conclude that the project
would create significant traffic impacts on Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive that have not been
documented in the project’s Draft EIR. Based on the results of Table 4.2.9, the V/C ratio for the
segment of Genesee Avenue between the SR 52 EB Ramp and Lehrer Drive without the project is 0.928.
With the project, the V/C ratio on this same roadway segment is 0.96. Therefore, the project adds 0.032
to the V/C ratio for this roadway segment. Based on the thresholds shown in Table 4.2.8, the allowable
increase in V/C ratio due to a project is 0.02. Since Lehrer Drive carries a relatively small amount of
traffic, the conditions along Genesee Avenue north and south of Lehrer Drive would be similar.
Therefore, it would be logical to conclude that significant traffic impacts would occur on the segment of
Genesee Avenue between Lehrer Drive and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. This roadway segment should
be analyzed and the resulting significant impact should be documented for public review in a re-
circulated version of the Draft EIR.

Table 4.2.10 Future Intersection Analysis: The intersection analysis for Genesee Avenue ends at
Lehrer Drive, just south of SR 52. However, it would be logical to conclude that the project would
create significant traffic impacts on Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive that have not been
documented in the project’s Draft EIR, particularly at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. Based on the results of Table 4.2.10, the average delay in the AM peak
hour at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Lehrer Drive without the project is 166.2 seconds. With
the project, the average delay at this same intersection is 184.1 seconds. Therefore, the project adds 17.9
seconds of delay to this intersection in the AM peak hour. Based on the thresholds shown in Table
4.2.8, the allowable increase in intersection delay due to a project is 1.0 second. Since Lehrer Drive
carries a relatively small amount of traffic, the conditions along Genesee Avenue north and south of
Lehrer Drive would be similar. Therefore, it would be logical to conclude that significant traffic impacts
would oceur at intersections along Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive, including the intersection of
Genesee Avenue and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. This intersection should be analyzed and the
resulting significant impact should be documented for public review in a re-circulated version of the
Draft EIR. It should be noted that a similar situation occurs in the PM peak hour where the average
delay without the project is 60.9 seconds, the average delay with the project is 66.4 seconds, the increase
in delay with the project is 5.5 seconds, and the allowable increase in delay is 2.0 seconds.

Page 4.2-54 Bicycele Facilities: Regents Road would have provided an important connection for
bicyelists between the north portion and the south portion of the UCP area. Deletion of this connection
should be considered to be a significant impact, especially in a city such as San Diego that is working
very hard to promote bicycle travel.

The traffic study appendices do not seem to have included either the existing city of San Diego timing
sheets or the synchro HCM reports so that the existing condition analysis could be verified similar to
other conditions. This information is critical to a public understanding of full potential impacts and
verification of results and should be provided. A check of other recent EIR's produced by the City of
San Diego show this information included in an appendix to the EIR traffic study (e.g. Uptown CP
update).

The analysis does not provide any comparison to the existing community plan. This comparison should
be evaluated to fairly determine the impact of removing certain community plan elements and mitigation
for impacts caused by the removal of planned road network improvements should be disclosed. Instead,
the EIR only compares the road network alternatives to the existing baseline and discloses impacts that
result largely from increased traffic from cumulative projects unrelated to the proposed project.

HMA-1-5
HMA-1-6

HMA-1-6

HMA-1-7
HMA-1-7

HMA-1-8
HMA-1-8

HMA-1-9
HMA-1-9

HMA-1-10
HMA-1-10

RTC-305

RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

The commenter requests incorporation of SB 743 in the list of relevant
regulations as discussed in Section 4.2.2, Regulatory Framework, in
Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation. At the time of the preparation of
the Draft PEIR, SB 743 had not been implemented and, therefore, was not
included as a relevant regulation. Please refer to the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research for further updates on SB 743.

Please see response to comment HMA-1-2.

Please see response to comment HMA-1-2.

Comment noted.

As requested by the commenter, Appendix E of the Transportation Impact
Study has been updated to add existing Synchro worksheets and other
existing references.

The commenter expresses concern that the traffic analysis does not include
any comparison to the existing community plan. As discussed in Section
4.2.4.1, the Future Year with Adopted UCP assumes that the Adopted
UCP and all the transportation improvements associated with the current
plan would continue to be implemented (including planned Genesee
Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge). In addition, Future Year
Conditions, as described on page 2-7 of the Transportation Impact Study
(Appendix C), includes future community build-out conditions based on
land use and network assumptions within the University Community Plan
area and superimposed on the SANDAG 2035 regional model.
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The EIR traffic study states that cumulative other projects were included in the traffic model.
However, no list of other projects seems to have been included precluding any verification or definitive
listing of other projects. Additionally, traffic model plots have not been provided as is customary for
traffic studies in the region (e.g. Serra Mesa community plan amendment EIR). Without both of these
sources of information, no verification of the list of other projects or information about traffic conditions
on streets surrounding the study area could be conducted. It is industry standard to provide this
information in the environmental document. Not providing this information prohibits an adequate
understanding of traffic conditions and effects or impacts, which may be caused by the project.

Several other projects appear to be missing from the analysis. For example, three turn lanes are
currently being constructed at the intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and Towne Centre Drive. These
projects do not appear in either the existing or future lane configuration graphics in the EIR traffic study.
This intersection analysis should be revised. It is likely that these changed lane configurations will
change the level of service and therefore the impact conclusions in the EIR. The list of other projects as
well as the lane configuration should be checked at all locations.

Reviewing future synchro sheets shows peak hour factors both above and below the allowable range
listed in the City of San Diego, Traffic Impact Study Manual. These peak hour factors should be revised

to be within the allowable range.

Reviewing the future synchro sheets shows maximum splits shorter than the available green time. These
results should be double checked and adjusted.

Thank you for your attention to the above comments.

Sincerely,

Harry Mathis

HMA-1-11

HMA-1-12

HMA-1-13

HMA-1-14

HMA-1-11

HMA-1-12

HMA-1-13

HMA-1-14

RTC-306

RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

Existing lane configurations at intersections were verified as the report
was being prepared and future configurations were determined based on
information included in the Facilities Finance Plan for the community.
Additional changes that occur from private development requirements are
not able to be identified until the developments apply for approvals and
project-level traffic evaluations are performed. In response to the specific
intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and Towne Centre Drive, the three
turn lanes being added as a project-level requirement were evaluated for
each of the four future year alternatives included in the Transportation
Impact Study (Appendix C) and it was concluded that those additional
lanes would not change the conclusions of the EIR. Each alternative would
continue to operate at LOS E or F during both AM and PM peak hours and
each alternative would continue to have a significant, unmitigated impact
at that location.

Please see response to comment HMA-1-11.

The commenter asserts that the future Synchro worksheets included in the
Transportation Impact Study (Appendix C) should be revised to be within
the allowable range. For the future analysis, peak hour factors (PHFs) that
were documented less than 0.80 in existing conditions were adjusted to be
equal to 0.80. PHFs documented greater than 0.95 in existing conditions
were maintained in future analyses as it was assumed that if traffic is
spread that equally already, it would not change in the future. For
movements with no volumes, the PHFs may show less than 0.80 but do
not affect the analysis.

The commenter asserts that the future Synchro worksheets should be
adjusted to reflect available green time versus showing maximum splits.
The signal timing used in the Synchro outputs accurately reflects the
signal timings. In the timing graphics included in the Synchro worksheets,
areas that show green time not fully extended to their potential reflect the
green time allocated to that movement, but it would be extended and
remain green if the complementing phase is green.
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Harry L Mathis
San Diego City Councilmember, District 1, 1993-2000
5640 Sandburg Avenue
San Diego, CA 92122-4132
858-457-2508, Cell 858-945-1233

July 29, 2016

Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200
MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: DEIR for University Community Plan Amendment, Project #480286/SCH #2015121011
Via E-mail (PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov)
Dear Ms. Morrison:

As a concerned 46-year resident and homeowner in a neighborhood above Regents Road in Southwest
University City. | am submitting the following comments on the Draft PEIR for the above named
proposed amendment to the University Community Plan (UCP). Please acknowledge receipt by
return e-mail. 1 will parallel this e-mail with a signed letter via U.S. Mail or by hand on Monday,
August 1. Thank you.

Comments on University City Community Plan Amendment Draft PEIR:

Page 4.2.1 Traffic Study Area: Traffic does not respect political boundaries. Therefore, the traffic
impacts of the study area should be selected to make sure that all significant traffic impacts of the
project are analyzed, even if they are outside of the UCP area.

Figure 4.2.1 Traffic Study Area: The segment of [-5 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR 52 is not
shown in the study area. This roadway runs parallel to Regents Road and it is the first through north-
south roadway connection immediately west of Regents Road. It is not possible to have a complete
understanding of the traffic impacts of the deletion of Regents Road without analyzing traffic conditions
on this segment of -5,

Table 4.2.7 Existing Freeway LOS: The segments analyzed in this table are inconsistent with the
segments shown in Figure 4.2.1. The entire length of I-5 from Genesee Avenue to SR 52 needs to be
analyzed in order to have a complete understanding of the traffic impacts of the project.

Section 4.2.2 Regulatory Framework: SB 743 is missing from the list of relevant regulations. It
seems that this legislation would be relevant to the analysis of traffic impacts for the project since it will
change the way that transportation studies are done under CEQA. A Vehicles Miles Travelled (VMT)
analysis should be included. A discussion of VMT increases. which may be caused by the re-routing of
traffic caused by the acknowledged out-of-direction travel that would occur with the potential removal
of the Regents Road Bridge, must be provided.

HMA-1-15

HM-1-15

RTC-307

RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

Please see responses to comments HMA-1-1 through HMA-1-14.
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Table 4.2.9 Future Roadway Segment Analysis: The roadway segment analysis for Genesee Avenue
ends at Lehrer Drive, just south of SR 52. However, it would be logical to conclude that the project
would create significant traffic impacts on Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive that have not been
documented in the project’s Draft EIR. Based on the results of Table 4.2.9, the V/C ratio for the
segment of Genesee Avenue between the SR 52 EB Ramp and Lehrer Drive without the project is 0.928.
With the project, the V/C ratio on this same roadway segment is 0.96. Therefore, the project adds 0.032
to the V/C ratio for this roadway segment. Based on the thresholds shown in Table 4.2.8, the allowable
increase in V/C ratio due to a project is 0.02. Since Lehrer Drive carries a relatively small amount of
traffic. the conditions along Genesee Avenue north and south of Lehrer Drive would be similar.
Therefore, it would be logical to conclude that significant traffic impacts would ocecur on the segment of
Genesee Avenue between Lehrer Drive and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. This roadway segment should
be analyzed and the resulting significant impact should be documented for public review in a re-
circulated version of the Draft EIR.

Table 4.2.10 Future Intersection Analysis: The intersection analysis for Genesee Avenue ends at
Lehrer Drive, just south of SR 52. However, it would be logical to conclude that the project would
create significant traffic impacts on Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive that have not been
documented in the project’s Draft EIR, particularly at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and
Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. Based on the results of Table 4.2.10, the average delay in the AM peak
hour at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and Lehrer Drive without the project is 166.2 seconds. With
the project, the average delay at this same intersection is 184.1 seconds. Therefore, the project adds 17.9
seconds of delay to this intersection in the AM peak hour. Based on the thresholds shown in Table
4.2.8, the allowable increase in intersection delay due to a project is 1.0 second. Since Lehrer Drive
carries a relatively small amount of traffic, the conditions along Genesee Avenue north and south of
Lehrer Drive would be similar. Therefore, it would be logical to conclude that significant traffic impacts
would occur at intersections along Genesee Avenue south of Lehrer Drive, including the intersection of
Genesee Avenue and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard. This intersection should be analyzed and the
resulting significant impact should be documented for public review in a re-circulated version of the
Draft EIR. It should be noted that a similar situation occurs in the PM peak hour where the average
delay without the project is 60.9 seconds, the average delay with the project is 66.4 seconds, the increase
in delay with the project is 5.5 seconds, and the allowable increase in delay is 2.0 seconds.

Page 4.2-54 Bicycle Facilities: Regents Road would have provided an important connection for
bicyclists between the north portion and the south portion of the UCP area. Deletion of this connection
should be considered to be a significant impact, especially in a city such as San Diego that is working
very hard to promote bicyele travel.

The traffic study appendices do not seem to have included either the existing city of San Diego timing
sheets or the synchro HCM reports so that the existing condition analysis could be verified similar to
other conditions. This information is critical to a public understanding of full potential impacts and
verification of results and should be provided. A check of other recent EIR's produced by the City of
San Diego show this information included in an appendix to the EIR traffic study (e.g. Uptown CP
update).

The analysis does not provide any comparison to the existing community plan. This comparison should
be evaluated to fairly determine the impact of removing certain community plan elements and mitigation
for impacts caused by the removal of planned road network improvements should be disclosed. Instead,
the EIR only compares the road network alternatives to the existing baseline and discloses impacts that
result largely from increased traffic from cumulative projects unrelated to the proposed project.

HM-1-15
cont.

RTC-308

RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.



LETTER RESPONSE
Harry Mathis (July 29, 2016)

The EIR traffic study states that cumulative other projects were included in the traffic model.
However, no list of other projects seems to have been included precluding any verification or definitive
listing of other projects. Additionally. traffic model plots have not been provided as is customary for
traffic studies in the region (e.g. Serra Mesa community plan amendment EIR). Without both of these
sources of information, no verification of the list of other projects or information about traffic conditions
on streets surrounding the study area could be conducted. It is industry standard to provide this
information in the environmental document. Not providing this information prohibits an adequate
understanding of traffic conditions and effects or impacts, which may be caused by the project.

Several other projects appear to be missing from the analysis. For example, three turn lanes are HM-1-15
currently being constructed at the intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and Towne Centre Drive. These |cont.
projects do not appear in either the existing or future lane configuration graphics in the EIR traffic study.
This intersection analysis should be revised. It is likely that these changed lane configurations will
change the level of service and therefore the impact conclusions in the EIR. The list of other projects as
well as the lane configuration should be checked at all locations.

Reviewing future synchro sheets shows peak hour factors both above and below the allowable range
listed in the City of San Diego, Traffic Impact Study Manual. These peak hour factors should be revised

to be within the allowable range.

Reviewing the future synchro sheets shows maximum splits shorter than the available green time. These
results should be double checked and adjusted.

Thank you for your attention to the above comments.

Sincerely,

Harey Mathis THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
arry Mathis

RTC-309



LETTER RESPONSE
Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

CN-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the
Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but
is part of the administrative record.

CN-1-2 Comment acknowledged. Additional existing condition details related to
east South University are included in the Final PEIR. Refer to the
Clarifications and Modifications section of the Final PEIR for revised text.

RTC-310
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Transportation Congestion and Public Safety issues

For the South University area, the Regents Road Bridge construction and Genesee Avenue
expansion, which this project would eliminate, are particularly important. In South
University, rush hour traffic blocks Genesee Avenue going north in the morning and south in
the afternoon, and there are no reasonable alternatives. In the afternoon rush hour, southbound
I-5 and 1-805 are deadlocked, and the 52 is congested going east (and lately, going west as
well, backed up from [-5). In the mornings. the 52 westbound backs up from [-5 to almost the
805, so [-5 is not an to alternative, nor is [-805, which also backs up northbound.

This is a problem not only for general traffic, but also for access to emergency rooms, which
are on the other side of Rose Canyon from University South. The Regents Road bridge would
provide a direct access to medical emergency facilities at UCSD and Scripps from South
University, both for individuals and emergency services.

The PEIR shows that the proposed project make this worse, and the proposed mitigation
measures — which are neither approved for funded -- would not correct it: Implementation of
the Project would remove the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the construction of the
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. With implementation of the Project, future traffic
conditions would worsen on certain roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and
Sfreeway segments by future year. While some significant transportation impacts would occur
regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational deterioration would be
worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge
from the UCP. Even with implementation of the Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2
provided in Section 4.2.4.3, significant traffic impacts would result and present increased
difficulty in accessing areas due fo poor traffic conditions including long queue lengths,
crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays. Further,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP,
and, thus, cannot be guaranteed at this time.

The PEIR makes it clear that this is a public safety issue for police, fire, and emergency
services, and that the proposed project (not building the Regents Road bridge or improving
Genesee Avenue) would make it worse, with or without the possible mitigation measures
discussed in the report.

Police:

As described in Section 4.13.1.1, the Northern Division of the SDPD provides police services
Jfor Beat 113 along the Genesee Avenue Corridor. The Northern Division headguarters is
located off of Easigate Mall, to the southeast of the intersection of Genesee Avenue and
Eastgate Mall. Genesee Avenue serves as a main access to Easigate Mall and multiple entry
points to the police facility are located directly off of Genesee Avenue. Genesee Avenue serves
as a main north south access route for police dispatch. Genesee Avenue serves as a main
north-south access route for fire and emergency services dispatch.

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, there would be significant traffic
impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future year with implementation of the
Project. Future Year is the scenario used for transportation modeling purposes. While some
transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some
operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Project proposes transportation

CN-1-3

CN-1-3

CN-1-4

CN-1-4

RTC-311

RESPONSE
Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

Comment noted.

Commenter reiterates text from the Draft PEIR related to police and
fire/lemergency services. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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CN-1-5

CN-1-6

RTC-312

RESPONSE
Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Details related to the AT&SF railroad tracks are
included in Section 4.7, Noise, and Section 4.8, Historical Resources, of
the Draft PEIR. Commenter requests details be added to the Final PEIR
regarding the day and night use of the tracks and recent construction in
Rose Canyon. However, the requested details have not been added as they
would not contribute to the environmental analysis.

Comment acknowledged. Section 2.1.3.5, Existing Transit, on page 2-8 of
the Final PEIR has been revised to clarify the existing transit conditions
for the South University area. The existing transit conditions are further
discussed in the Existing Conditions Report prepared by the City of San
Diego on December 2015. Refer to the Clarifications and Modifications
section of the Final PEIR for revised text.



LETTER RESPONSE
Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT No. 480286 / SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

CN-1-7 Comments noted.
I live in the University Community area in University City (called South University in the draft PEIR), south of Rose
Canyon. This is to register my strong opposition to the proposed University Community Plan Amendment Project,
Project No. 480286, Sch. 2015121011, University Community Area, Council District 1 (Lightner). |also ask some of
misleading statements in the draft PEIR — on existing public transit, the housing in the University South area, and Rose
Canyon'’s historic and current uses — be edited for accuracy. (Text in italics is extracted verbatim from the draft PEIR.)

The proposed University Community Plan Amendment Project would remove the Regents Road bridge and Genesee
Avenue expansion from the University Community Plan. The Regents Road bridge and Genesee Avenue expansion have
been part of the approved plan for 30 years (approved July 1987, republished in 2014), and should have been built years
ago. The approved plan would improve the traffic deadlock on Genesee during rush hours (and the deadlock on the I-5
and I-805), improve public safety (particularly police access) to the South University area (the area south of Rose
Canyon), improve access from South University to Scripps and UCSD emergency medical facilities, enhance public access
to the Rose Canyon area, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the long run. The Genesee Avenue expansion would
also improve pedestrian safety at the Genesee-Governor intersection, which, right now, is very hazardous to cross
during the day (because of turning vehicles) and terrifying at night. All of this is recognized in the draft PEIR.

Finally, the Regents Road bridge current project would greatly increase access — both pedestrian and bicycle — between
South University and North University. It would provide pedestrians from South University with safe, easy access to
Rose Canyon Open Space Park and to the shopping and city park on Regents road north of Rose Canyon. And it would
provide one more vehicular escape route in case of another fire-related evacuation of the South University area.

South University area description

The PEIR description of South University on p. 2-13 is generally good. However, it implies that the region is single family CN-1-7
residential, which was historically true, but the new residential construction has been apartments or condos, The
description should mention the (Town View) apartments complex and golf course on the east end of Governor Drive and
the apartment complexes off Genesee, in addition to the commercial developments already mentioned in the PEIR.

Transportation Congestion and Public Safety issues

For the South University area, the Regents Road Bridge construction and Genesee Avenue expansion, which this project
would eliminate, are particularly important. In South University, rush hour traffic blocks Genesee Avenue going north in
the morning and south in the afternoon, and there are no reasonable alternatives. In the afternoon rush hour,
southbound I-5 and 1-805 are deadlocked, and the 52 is congested going east (and lately, going west as well, backed up
from I-5). In the mornings, the 52 westbound backs up from |-5 to almost the 805, so I-5 is not an to alternative, nor is |-
805, which also backs up northbound.

This is a problem not only for general traffic, but also for access to emergency rooms, which are on the other side of
Rose Canyon from University South. The Regents Road bridge would provide a direct access to medical emergency
facilities at UCSD and Scripps from South University, both for individuals and emergency services.

The PEIR shows that the proposed project make this worse, and the proposed mitigation measures — which are neither
approved for funded -- would not correct it: Implementation of the Project would the pl d widening of
Genesee Avenue and the construction of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. With implementation of the Project,
future traffic conditions would worsen on certain roadway seg ;, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway
segments by future year. While some significant transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the
Project, some operational deterioration would be worsened by | of the pl d G Avenue Widening and
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Even with implementation of the Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided in
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Section 4.2.4.3, significant traffic impacts would result and present increased difficulty in accessing areas due to poor
traffic conditions including long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related
delays. Further, Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 are not currently included in any impact fee or CIP, and, thus,
cannot be guaranteed at this time.

The PEIR makes it clear that this is a public safety issue for police, fire, and emergency services, and that the proposed
project (not building the Regents Road bridge or improving Genesee Avenue) would make it worse, with or without the
possible mitigation measures discussed in the report.

Police:

As described in Section 4.13.1.1, the Northern Division of the SDPD provides police services for Beat 115 along the
Genesee Avenue Corridor. The Northern Division headquarters is located off of Eastgate Mall, to the southeast of the
intersection of Avenue and Mall. Avenue serves as a main access to Eastgate Mall and
multiple entry points to the police facility are located directly off of ( J| . Gi 4 serves as a main
north south access route for police dispatch. Genesee Avenue serves as a main north-south access route for fire and

emergency services dispatch.

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, there would be significant traffic impacts to roadway segments
and intersections in the future year with implementation of the Project. Future Year is the scenario used for
transportation modeling purposes. While some transportation impacts would occur regardless of implementation of the
Project, some operational deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and
Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Project proposes transportation improvements as Mitigation Measures TRA-1
and TRA-2, described in Section 4.2.4.3. These would moke alterations to the existing roadway network in an effort to
improve areas of poor operation. Even with implementation of these transportation mitigation measures, significant
traffic impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in police accessing areas within the community
due to poor traffic conditions, including long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other
traffic-related delays.

Fire and emergency services:
Genesee Avenue serves as a main north-south access route for fire and emergency services dispatch. ...

There would be significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future year with implementation|
of the Project. As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, —Future Year with Adopted UCP, a total of 21
roadway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (Table 4.2-9) and 29 intersections (Table 4.2-10) operating at
an unacceptable LOS. Twenty-eight of these 29 intersections exceed significance thresholds. ...

Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, significant impacts on fire and emergency services
would still result and would present increased difficulty in accessing areas within the community due to poor traffic
conditions, including long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related delays.

Rose Canyon

Rose Canyon is Rose Canyon Open Space Park. Access to Rose Canyon Park from South University is currently very
limited — either a trail entrance on Genesee, with no parking, or a small parking lot on Regents Road at south end of
Rose Canyon, with a trail that is narrow and extremely steep. Further, it is not safe to cross the canyon, because active
railroad tracks rundown the middle of the canyon. The PEIR notes the elimination of the planned Regents Road Bridge
would continue to exclude the ability of travelers to access the opposite side of Rose Canyon via Regents Road, thus
reducing access provided to and from the community.

Rose Canyon Open Space Park is a resource, but it is hardly an untouched area. The draft PEIR states: by the mid-1800s
Rose Canyon was settled by ranchers and dairymen. In 1852, Louis Rose, one of San Diego’s original pioneers, acquired

CN-1-7

RTC-315

RESPONSE
Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)
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Carolyn Nash (July 29, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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EPE-1-1

RTC-317

RESPONSE
Elizabeth Pelling (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Diane Speed (July 29, 2016)

DS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Nancy M. Sturm (July 29, 2016)

NMS-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment will be considered by
the City during the decision-making process.
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TANA & ASSOCIATES

Public Relations, Marketing and Communications

July 29, 2016

Mr. Dan Monroe, Senior Planner

City of San Diego, Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1200 East Tower, MS 413
San Diego, California 92101

Dear Mr. Monroce:

Subj: Regents Road Bridge and Draft Program Environment Impact
Report (PEIR)

This is one response to the City of San Diego’s Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the University Community
Plan (UCP) Amendment.

I do not concur with the actions by the University Community
Planning Group (UCPG) on July 15 with its vote of approval of
the Draft PEIR, which refers to the removal of the Regents Road
Bridge and the Genesee Widening projects from the community
plan.

The Regents Road Bridge and the Genesee Widening projects are
important to University City community.

I have been a business owner commuting to my offices in
University City since 1985 and have served as a business member
on the board of UCPG for twenty-five years including six years
as its chairman.

My comments are submitted from the standpoint of the businesses
and the entire UC community, consisting of not only residents,
but for all others who are inveolved: Commuting owners,
employers, and employees at the various firms, companies, and
corporations; faculty, staff, and students at UCSD; doctors,
nurses, patients, and staff at the medical centers and
facilities; shoppers at the now expanding University Towne
Center and other shopping centers; seniors residing in the Costa
Verde and Garden Community expansion; children living in North
UC being reassigned to schocls in South UC; and most
importantly, drivers of emergency fire, police, and ambulance
vehicles.

Without the Regents Road Bridge, there is only one north-south
access to University City, which is confined to Genesee Avenue.

4370 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite 400 — San Diego, California 92122
Telephone: 858-395-8262 — E-mail: tanamkipr@aol.com

AMT-1-1

AMT-1-1

RTC-320

RESPONSE
Alice M. Tana (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the
Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but
is part of the administrative record.
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Alice M. Tana (July 29, 2016)

Current traffic problems on Genesee Avenue without the Regents |
Road Bridge are now impacting not only for those living in UC, !
but affects those all in the city as well as county-wide. On
Genesee Avenue commuter traffic is jammed northbound in the
mornings and southbound in the evenings between La Jolla Village
Drive and Clairemont Mesa Drive.

Regents Road currently exists, already built as a divided, four
lane street with approaches to Rose Canyon: Southbound from
Arriba Street and La Jolla Village Drive, and northbound from
Governor Drive and State Route 52. Both approaches end at the
edge of Rose Canyon, unconnected.

The bridge would provide a second north-south access to
University City, bounded by State Route 52 and Interstates 5 and
805. The bridge is part of the original UC Plan which had taken
into consideration, the growth and traffic problems currently
experienced in University City.

The bridge will provide ample clearance above the floor of Rose AMT-1-1
Canyon, where concerns are many for free access of wildlife and cont.
for bike paths in natural settings, but allows for transit
corridor of existing railroad tracks. The bridge also provides
a better footprint for more open canyon space when compared with

the existing build up at the overpass for Genesee Avenue over THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

the same tracks in the canyon.

One major environmental impact that is indicated in the report
is the statement regarding 9 out of 20 signalized intersections
on Genesee Avenue which operate at unacceptable levels during
peak hours. Not only is it a traffic and safety issue, it is an
environmental issue due to idling vehicle emissions - especially
in the vicinity of several schools. The traffic problems on
Genesee make up a pattern that the report indicates are
worsening. This whole issue was asked and answered in 2006 when
threw City Council voted to proceed with building the bridge.

During my tenure with the UCPG, there was support and approval
at the City of the Regents Road Bridge project and is currently
fully funded through the Financial Benefits Assessment (FBA).

Respectfully submitted,

E————

/gﬁ@%- }C""’A"“-'
Blice M. Tana
President and Owner
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SW-1-1

RTC-322

RESPONSE
Stephanie Webber (July 29, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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VB-1-1

RTC-323

RESPONSE
Victoria Barham (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Mike Colburn (July 30, 2016)

From: Michael Colburn <mcolburl@san.rr.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 7:55 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Project Plan Amendment PROJECT No. 480286/SCH No.
2015121011

Re: Support for Regents Road Bridge

MC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
This part of our transportation infrastructure has been needed for decades. Not building this bridge will continue to R R . N
divert significant traffic of all types on to Road Bridge project from the UCP. Commenter mentions the higher
fh!::ﬁ:i‘i:j\;ea::g: Euaillzeady heavily congested on a daily basis. There seems to be an attitude growing in the state GHGs emissions that would occur if Regents Road Brldge is not
that traffic will magically disappear. This might have some validity in a city where commuters have real options that Constructed Wthh iS discussed in Chapter 9 O Alternatives Analysis Of
don’t consume hours of their time, MC-1-1 ! ] o !
compared to driving. Such is not the case here, and it won't be the case for a long time. Forcing commuters to drive their the Draft PEIR. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
vehicles longer distances guarantees higher GHG and other emissions. Even after the mid-coast trolley project is done, . .. .
the places accessible within a reasonable distance to the line, will be limited. I'm sure we have all been “paying forward” PEI R! but is part of the administrative record.
for this bridge in our taxes over the decades; now is the time to cash in on that “investment”.
Mike Colburn
Mission Bay
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AC-1-1

RTC-325

RESPONSE
Aibhilin Cronin (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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JF-1-1

RTC-326

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JF-2-1

RTC-327

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JF-3-1

RTC-328

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. The Draft PEIR discusses consistency with the goals
of the 2015 RTP/SCS, Climate Action Strategy, and City of San Diego
CAP in Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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JF-4-1

RTC-329

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JF-5-1

RTC-330

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JF-6-1

RTC-331

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative.

As noted in Section 9.2.2.9, the analysis provided in the No Project
Alternative is applicable to the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. As discussed in Section
9.2.1.9 on page 9-17 of the Draft PEIR, impacts under the No Project
Alternative would be greater than those identified for the Project because
less land would be preserved in open space. Construction of Regents Road
Bridge would result in greater impacts related to Tier I, II, I1IA, and 111B
habitats and greater impacts to aquatic resources including vernal pools
and wetlands compared to the Project.
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JF-7-1

RTC-332

RESPONSE
Jerry Fitzsimmons (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Michael Leavenworth (July 30, 2016)

From: Michael Leavenworth <mkleavenworth@me.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 5:30 PM
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: University community plan amendment 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

o ) ) ) ML-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
My name is Michael Leavenworth and my wife Kathy and I live at 7942 Playmor Terrace. We are long time ) ) ) )
residents who have seen the development of what was once a wild environment, both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
We support the elimination of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of Genesee Avenue from the|pg.1-9 from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
University Community Plan. PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

The Regents Road bridge project would be especially damaging to Rose Canyon where we regularly hike and
where I bring my class of 3rd graders each year to observe animals and plants in their natural state.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Christine Mailloux <cmailloux@san.rr.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 10:46 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

I am writing in support of the proposed Community Plan Amendment that would delete both the widening of Genesee
Avenue between Nobel and Route 52 and the Regents Road bridge project. These are outdated projects that do not serve the
needs of San Diego residents. As a resident of University City for over 14 years, living east of Genesee Avenue, | agree with
the recommendation of the Project EIR that finds NOT building the bridge or widening Genesee Avenue to be the
“environmentally superior alternative” [ The damage that would be done to our precious urban canyon and open space from
both of these projects far outweighs the minimal benefits that these projects might have brought to the community when last
analyzed many years ago. Paving over San Diego is an outdated and harmful way to solve any perceived transportation and
traffic shortcomings. And, as the EIR notes, outdated traffic studies do not “reflect the most recent development and traffic
patterns.” (Section 3.1.1.) Indeed, updated studies should incorporate planned improvements as the statistics show that
traffic demand has not grown as anticipated over the years and projections for future traffic growth do not justify the extreme
measures called for in the current community plan.

If the project objectives are to minimize impacts to biclogical resources at Rose Canyon (Section 3.1.2), then the “no project”
alternative is a “no brainer.” Sometimes less is more for these urban open spaces that already have many demands placed on
their resources and they should be protected from further harm. Other project objectives such as Identifying transportation
improvements and looking at emergency access and multi-modal transportation is already happening on an ongoing basis by
the City, County and SANDAG. This is a work in process, but a bridge designed decades ago cannot be the right solution to
today’'s modern transportation thinking. Even as a resident of the East side of University City | am worried about what the
bridge will do the culture, feel and community of the area. Moreover, both of my children attend local schools that would be
directed impacted by the widening of Genesee- making it even more dangerous than it is today to walk to and from school. |
will also note that the EIR appears to find that the availability of emergency services would only be slightly impacted by
removal of these projects from the Community Plan (Section 9.2.1.13). | believe the resources saved from NOT building the
bridge or the widening should be earmarked for improvement of emergency services in the area.

Thank you for the time, attention and effort to address this issue that is important for all of San Diego. | support the finding
that removing the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee widening efforts from the C: ity Plan is the Envirc ally
Superior alternative,

Christine Mailloux
5868 Dirac Street, 92122
(858) 558-7966

CM-1-1

CM-1-1

RTC-334

RESPONSE
Christine Mailoux (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BR-1-1

RTC-335

RESPONSE
Bob Riffenburgh (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Don Steele (July 30, 2016)

From: Don Steele <dsteele@isocalifornia.com:=

Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 2:43 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011
Sirs:

1 strongly support protecting Rose Canyon and the Regents Road bridge project would be es; jally damagin:
mtheggen ﬁgturafparkof%m c,-,nwfn, 0 9e pro) pecaly damaging DST-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of

My family enjoys this open space every single day — as do thousands of people that drive past and through its the Regents Road B”dge prOjECt from the UCP. This comment does not

existing roadways. Any more roads, bridges or other encroachments would greatly degrade this beautiful DST-1-1 address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR. but is part of the administrative
scenery that is part of what makes San Diego unique. !
record.

A bridge would also detract and interfere with recreational, educational and the mental serenity afforded by
the enjoyment of Rose Canyon. It would also further harm wildlife habitats and the protections to
downstream bays and wetlands.

Don Steele
3436 Millikin Ave.
San Diego, CA 92122
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NS-1-1

RTC-337

RESPONSE
Nancy Steele (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Christine Wan (July 30, 2016)

From: Kitty Wan <kittyw49@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 30, 2016 10:37 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment” number 480286

Build the bridge. I personally have been waiting 37 years for it. Now the population o CW-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents

UC has increased to the point that the additional access is necessary for all of us, north, . . .
south, east, and west. And as for the spurious argument of "saving Rose Canyon", Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the

apparently the wildlife never got the memo that bridges and roads are detrimental to W-1-1 adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
them. Here on the east end we have foxes, coyotes, and an occasional

cougar. Obviously the wildlife hasn't suffered---except the rabbit population.

Christine Wan
Dirac St.
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Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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PAW-1-1

RTC-340

RESPONSE
Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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* Preventing the deterioration of our neighborhood aesthetics and the environment of our
nearest natural resource, Rose Canyon.

* Maintaining the habitat of Rose Canyon for wildlife, wetlands, and the water quality in
Rose Creek, which flows into Mission Bay.

+ Improving transit and transportation based on the traffic engineering studies in the Project
Findings.

| want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road projects,
especially the unnecessary, costly, and environmentally damaging Regents Road Bridge.

Sincerely,

Patricia A. Wilson

PAW-1-1

cont.

RTC-341

RESPONSE
Patricia A. Wilson (July 30, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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DAM-1-1

RTC-342

RESPONSE
Dan Amelang (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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7165 Calabria Court, Unit D
San Diego, CA 92122
July 31,2016

Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Avenue

East Tower, Suite 1200, MS 614C

San Diego, CA 92101

PROJECT NAME: University Community Plan Amendment
PROJECT No. 480286 / SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

Ms. Morrison,

I am writing to you with my written comments regarding the Draft Program EIR (“DPEIR™)
issued on June 17, 2016. [ wrote to you previously on December 12, 2015 concerning my
objections to the timing of the NOP and the Scoping Meeting. In that letter I requested that the
NOP, the comment period thereunder, and the DPEIR Scoping Meeting be postponed as
originally dated, and moved out of the Holiday season to sometime in January or February. 2016
50 that a more reasonable time frame may be available for all of the communities and
organizations affected by the process to fully participate. That was not done in an attempt to “fast
track™ this whole process for political purposes.

I also wrote to you on January 1, 2016 concerning the scope and alternatives of the proposed
PEIR, with four (4) specific comments for items and information to be included in the upcoming
DPEIR. These comments were not incorporated into the DPEIR because of the irresponsible time
constraints put on the city staff and consultants to drive this DPEIR through for action in the fall
before the District 1 Councilwoman leaves office. The rushed nature of this process has caused
an extreme number of mistakes and inadequacies to appear in the DPEIR.

1 submit the following comments concerning the PEIR issued on June 17, 2016, the first two of
which comments are a portion of those originally prepared and submitted by Evelyn Heidelberg,
Esq., Counsel to Citizens for the Regents Road Bridge, Inc., which I adopt and support:

1. THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE TWO SETS OF TRANSPORTATION
MITIGATION MEASURES SHOULD HAVE BEEN EVALUATED AS PART OF
THE PROGRAM EIR

The DPEIR concludes that the Project would have significant unmitigated environmental
effects as to five environmental issue areas: transportation/circulation; air quality;

GJB-1-1
GJB-1-1

GJB-1-2
GJB-1-2

GJB-1-3
GJB-1-3

RTC-344

RESPONSE
Gregory J. Barnes (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment noted.

The commenter recommends evaluating the environmental impact of
TRA-1 and TRA-2 in the PEIR. The Mitigation Framework is explained at
the beginning of Section 4.2.4.3. As it states in the section, project-level
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed mitigation would be
completed at such a time the improvements are implemented. Projects,
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review.
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greenhouse gas emissions; noise; and public services and facilities. The DPEIR concluded
that there are no feasible mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions and for public
services and public services and facilities. The sole mitigation measure identified to address
noise impacts places the burden on future residential development in the Genesee Avenue
Corridor to implement noise control measures. (See DPEIR, at page 10-11 to 10-12.) The
remaining mitigation measures are directed primarily at the Project’s significant
transportation/circulation impacts, which as a byproduct would also ameliorate the air quality
impacts of the Project. (See id. at pages 10-10 and 10-11.)

The Project is an unusual one, as it involves removal of long-planned transportation facilities
from a community plan and the general plan. Unlike most projects evaluated under CEQA.,
if the Project were approved, there would be no subsequent approvals necessary for its
implementation. Under the usual case, the mitigation measures are assured of
implementation because the project approved cannot move forward unless and until the
mitigation measures are fully funded and approved for implementation, if not already fully
implemented. Here, although the CEQA Guidelines require adoption of a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program be adopted upon certification of an EIR to ensure that the
mitigation measures are implemented, there is no project implementation to “drive”
implementation of the mitigation measures. 1f the Project were adopted, the Regents Road
Bridge and the Genesee Avenue Widening projects would each be removed from the UCP
and the General Plan. Any follow up to implement any of the 23 transportation/circulation
mitigation measures encompassed by the two sets of Transportation/Circulation Mitigation
Measures, TRA-1 and TRA-2, would require inclusion in the University City Public
Facilities Financing Plan, with identified funding sources.

Nevertheless, as noted the CEQA Guidelines require the City to commit to implement the
identified mitigation measures. The DPEIR acknowledges that implementation of the 23
measures comprising TRA-1 and TRA-2 would themselves have potentially significant
environmental effects. For example, at pages 4.4-20 and 4.4-21, the discussion of potential
mitigation of the air quality impacts caused by the Project suggests that the operational
changes to the transportation system that comprise TRA-1 and TRA-2 could actually increase
air quality impacts. (“these improvements to the transportation network would also affect
criteria air pollutant emissions. Project-level analysis of the potential impacts of the
proposed mitigation measures will be completed at such time a[s] the improvements are
implemented.” (DPEIR, at page 4.4-21.)

Yet, despite this implicit acknowledgment that the implementation of TRA-1 and TRA-2 will
waorsen air quality (although improving traffic operations to some extent), the DPEIR
proposes to defer consideration of the air quality, greenhouse gas emission and other
environmental effects of those 23 measures, most of which involve roadway widening,
construction of new traffic lanes, and/or removal of on-street parking, until “such time the
improvements are implemented.” (DPEIR, at page 4.2-52; see also pages 10-4 10 10-6.) 1
believe that the environmental impacts of TRA-1 and TRA-2 should be evaluated as part and
parcel of the Project, rather than deferred and evaluated individually under CEQA if and
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when they are programmed for implementation, because the mitigation measures may have
significant adverse environmental impacts, worse than the environmental impacts that are
attributed (without support, as discussed in Section I11.B.2.) to the No Project Alternative, or
to the Project (including its significant unmitigated effects on five environmental issue
areas). In short, the cure (in the form of TRA-1 and TRA-2) could be as bad as or worse than
the disease (i.c., the admitted significant and unmitigated impacts of the Project on
transportation/circulation, greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, noise and public services
and facilities. 1f subsequent environmental review of the 23 mitigation measures comprising
TRA-1 and TRA-2 were to bear this out, the City would have to prepare and approve an
Amended PEIR to find alternative mitigation measures, or to consider undoing the currently
proposed amendment and restoring what is now the No Project Alternative. That would be
an expensive and time-consuming process. It makes far more sense to explore those
environmental impacts of the mitigation measures as part of the process of considering the
Project, rather than to defer that analysis. Indeed, if TRA-1 and TRA-2 were evaluated as to
their environmental impacts, it might change the evaluation of the project alternatives, such
that the Project - or the “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee
Avenue, depending on which part of the DPEIR one reviews — may not be deemed the
environmentally superior alternative (even using the flawed methodology adopted by the
DPEIR).

Evaluating TRA-1 and TRA-2 now, rather than deferring that evaluation, is supported by the
CEQA guidelines, which discusses the limitations of “tiering.” “Tiering” refers to using the
analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general
plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects ....”
(14 Cal. Code Regs. §15152(b).) But, the CEQA guidelines admonish that “[t]iering does
not excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant
environmental effects of the project and does not justify deferring such analysis to a later tier
EIR or negative declaration.” (Id.) Deferral of detailed, site-specific information is allowed
“as long as deferral does not prevent adequate identification of significant effects of the
planning approval at hand.” (Id. §15152(c)). The public, in reviewing the proposed Project
and its DPEIR, and City Council, when deciding whether to approve the Project, need to
understand whether the environmental impacts of the 23 transportation mitigation measures,
individually or collectively, may be of such consequence that there will be little likelihood of
their being approved. Here, CEQA’s informational disclosure objectives are not satisfied by
deferring the analysis of the 23 transportation mitigation measures.

2. Prior Environmental Analysis of Genesee Avenue Widening to Include Grade Separation
at Governor Drive Showed that It Would Offer No Substantial Traffic Congestion
Reduction and that Grade Separation Would Have Significant Unmitigated Impacts on
Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics, on Landform Alteration and on Construction Traffic

The EIR for the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study, which was

finalized on June 13, 2006, considered seven alternatives: a Genesee Avenue Widening
Alternative: a Regents Road Bridge Alternative; a Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive Grade

3)
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The grade-separated intersection at Governor Drive and Genesee Avenue
was included in this Draft PEIR as mitigation to intersection deficiencies
at this location and acknowledgement that it would also benefit the arterial
flow along Genesee Avenue between SR 52 and Nobel Drive. At the
intersection with Governor Drive, additional through lanes cannot be
added without changing curbs, so the grade separation provides increased
input within the existing intersection footprint. It is included in the
following proposed alternatives: the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative has been revised for the Final PEIR); the Pedestrian Bike
Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative; and the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. Pedestrian Bike Bridge
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative.
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Separation Alternative; a Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge Alternative; a
Grade Separation and Regents Road Bridge Alternative; a Limited Roadway Changes
Alternative: and a No Project Alternative. (See Final EIR for Project No., 27445 (hereinafier,
*2006 FEIR™) at pages 2-3.)

The 2006 FEIR included a chapter identifying “Alternatives Considered But Rejected.” (See
2006 FEIR, Chapter 9.0.) It discusses alternatives that were determined to be infeasible for
various reasons during the CEQA scoping process. (Id. at 9-1.) The first such alternative
that was rejected was labeled “Grade Separation/Genesee Avenue Widening.” As noted in
the preceding paragraph, the 2006 FEIR considered as a separate alternative a project
consisting only of constructing a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and
Governor Drive, and as another separate alternative the widening of Genesee Avenue. The
2006 FEIR noted that the alternative of “Grade Separation/Genesee Avenue Widening” was
rejected for further consideration during the scoping process “because it would offer no
substantial traffic congestion reduction when compared with the alternatives evaluated in
Section 4.0. Genesee Widening by itself accomplishes the same benefits as a combination
with grade separation. Grade separation alone only provides for a better level of service at
the intersection of Governor and Genesee....” (2006 FEIR, at 9-1 (emphasis supplied).)

The 2006 FEIR found that both the Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative and the Grade
Separation Alternative would involve significant impacts to neighborhood
character/aesthetics. by requiring 5,800 feet and 1,800 feet respectively of retaining walls and
crib walls that would be constructed along both sides of the widened roadway, and by
narrowing the median from 18 feet to 8 feet. That would require removal of large, mature
trees within the median and along sidewalks that could not be replaced. The 2006 FEIR
concluded that “the impact of the loss of landscaping along Genesee Avenue on the
neighborhood character is considered significant and unmitigable.” (2006 FEIR, at page 3.)

The 2006 FEIR found that the Grade Separation Alternative would involve significant
impacts in the form of landform alteration, in that it would require roughly 60,000 cubic
yards of earthwork along a 2.400-foot-long segment of Genesee Avenue, and because it
would include approximately 1,350 feet of retaining walls, create vertical slopes greater than
10 feet in height, and would impact natural slopes greater than 25 percent. (Id.) The 2006
FEIR concluded that there were no mitigation measures available to reduce significant
landform alteration impacts of these alteratives. (Id.)

Several observations are warranted in light of the above-referenced findings of the 2006
FEIR. First, given that the 2006 FEIR concluded that “Genesee Widening by itself
accomplishes the same [traffic congestion reduction] benefits as a combination with grade
separation[]” and that the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive Grade Separation Alternative
would have significant and unmitigated impacts on neighborhood character/aesthetics,
landform alteration, and construction traffic generation and associated impacts (e.g.,
congestion, air emissions), it is surprising that the DPEIR included, as a feature of the “No
Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative, grade separation at the
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Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection. Stated differently, why would the City
incorporate a feature into an alternative that had been relatively recently evaluated and as to
which the City had concluded, in a Final EIR, that the grade separation feature had no traffic
congestion reduction benefits and had numerous, significant, unmitigated environmental
impacts? It appears as if the City, in scoping the DPEIR, completely ignored the extensive
and expensive process and product (including the input of the Public Working Group)
involved in the University City North/South Transportation Corridor Study. Had the DPEIR
complied with CEQA’s requirement to explain the City’s rationale in selecting the
alternatives evaluated, and in rejecting the alternatives determined to be infeasible during the
scoping process, perhaps this question would have been answered.

Second, is noteworthy that the DPEIR does not address the impacts of the “No Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative™ on (a) neighborhood character/aesthetics
due to the extensive use of retaining walls and crib walls and the removal of large, mature
trees that would be required under that alternative, or (b) landform alteration due to required
earthwork, creation of extreme vertical slopes, and extensive changes to natural slopes, or (c)
temporary traffic congestion and air quality impacts caused by the need to close a substantial
section of Genesee Avenue to traffic during construction of the grade separation feature,

Third, given these findings of the 2006 FEIR, it is astonishing that the “No Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening Alternative” was selected as the “environmentally
superior alternative” (or alternately, as the “environmentally superior build alternative” if one
considers that the DPEIR identified the Project as the “environmentally superior alternative™
at pages 9-6 and 9-48 of the DPEIR).

3. The DPEIR Fails to Adequately Discuss the Current Environmental Conditions Which
Exist in Rose Canyon Over Which the Regents Road Bridge would Span

The proposed Regents Road Bridge would span Rose Canyon (“Canyon™) with minimal
direct contact with the floor of the Canyon. The planned bridge, which will be approximately
79 feet wide in an approximately 3 mile long canyon (15,840 feet) is, and has been, intended
to SPAN the narrow section of the canyon where the 4-lane Regents Road sections come to
abrupt ends on both the south and north sides of the canyon.” The width of the footprint of
the bridge constitutes less than 0.5 % (0.00498) of the total length of the Canyon. None of the
current environmental features of the Canyon would be eliminated by the construction of the
bridge. save for the rearrangement of the location of some of the fill located in the Canyon
near the North terminus of South Regents Road at the Canyon.

However, despite continual statements that the Canyon is a “pristine” environmental
location, the opposite is true. For instance, all trains between Oceanside and San Diego go
through Rose Canyon - 52 or more trains a day (and many more when the double tracking is
completed). The North County Transit District (NCTD) Coaster trains between Oceanside
and San Diego go through Rose Canyon. The floor of the Canyon, in the same area where the
bridge would span the Canyon, was recently dug up extensively by the railroad to put in a
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switching track from one of the double tracks to the other. This extensive construction work
on the floor of the Canyon was, in all likelihood, as great, or greater. than the construction
footprint for the Regents Road Bridge as it would be built.

One of the City of San Diego's main large sewer lines also goes through the length of Rose
Canyon (see all of the manholes in the Canyon), as well as power lines go through the
Canyon. There is no parking for use of the Canyon. The Rose Creek waterway is but a trickle
most of the year and is strewn with trash and assorted market baskets. Other than the one
main walking path, the majority of the Canyon is of limits to leaving the trail.

GJB-1-7
cont.

A proper description of the current environmental condition of the Canyon must be part of
any environmental discussion surrounding the Regents Road Bridge option.

Respectfully submitted,

e
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KB-1-1

RTC-350

RESPONSE
Karen Basbaum (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BZ-1-1

RTC-351

RESPONSE
Jacob Birnbaum and Janina Zukotynski (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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IC-1-1

RTC-352

RESPONSE
Iris Clauss (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JBE-1-1

RTC-353

RESPONSE
Jeanne Beach Eigner (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.
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continued efforts to create and preserve a San Diego we are so proud to call America's Finest | JBE-1-1
City! cont,

Jeanne Beach Eigner
4052 Caminito Meliado
San Diego, CA 92122
619.743.1500
jbeigner@hotmail.com
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JLE-1-1

RTC-355

RESPONSE
John Lee Evans (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Barbara Fitzsimmons (July 31, 2016)

BFI-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JF-8-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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GNF-1-1

RTC-360

RESPONSE
Gary and Nancy Frederich (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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HG-1-1

RTC-361

RESPONSE
Harry Griswold (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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HH-1-1

RTC-362

RESPONSE
Heidi Hansen (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LH-1-1

RTC-363

RESPONSE
Lisa Heikoff (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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CHE-1-1

RTC-364

RESPONSE
Charley Herzfeld (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Elinor M. Jacobs (July 31, 2016)

EMJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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KJ-1-1

RTC-366

RESPONSE
Keith Jenne (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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EKK-1-1

RTC-368

RESPONSE
Erik and Kristin Kistler (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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HFK-1-1

RTC-369

RESPONSE
Henry F. Krous (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Adam Lakritz (July 31, 2016)

AL-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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edge of the canyon and erected a very ugly blue structure and more lighting. With solid traffic
for 3-4 hours daily (except the weekend) I can't imagine the pollution of idling engines on the
Genesee bridge is helping the canyon either.

A second bridge (Regent's Road) is needed. is in the plan for a reason, is funded and should be
built. Widening of Genesee should be considered after the Regents Road bridge is built and
traffic analysis completed.

Last, pedestrian access in our neighborhood needs to be improved drastically, particularly in
areas where residential use and commercial use intersect. I have seen too many near misses at
some of our busier intersections. The stoplight at the UTC South entrance has certainly
helped. As we widen streets in anticipation of increased access we need to safely remove
pedestrians from harm's way. | agree with the plan that more pedestrian overpasses are
needed. However, the UTC expansion was allowed to remove a pedestrian overpass with no
equivalent alternative in place. UTC is probably the worst place for pedestrian access in the
neighborhood and a disgrace. All pedestrian entrances (with the exception of the Towne
Center path up the hill) wind up in a parking lot which is no safer than the street. Sidewalks
come and go inconsistently.

Again thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on our neighborhood.

AL-1-1
cont.
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Adam Lakritz (July 31, 2016)
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KLZ-1-1

RTC-372

RESPONSE
Keith Lazerson (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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DM-1-1

RTC-373

RESPONSE
Dinesh Martien (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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FP-1-1

RTC-374

RESPONSE
Fabrice Pierre (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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JS-1-1

RTC-375

RESPONSE
Joseph Steinbach (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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DAT-1-1

RTC-376

RESPONSE
Devon A. Thompson (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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LZ-1-1

RTC-378

RESPONSE
Luke Zabrocki (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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MK-1-1

RTC-379

RESPONSE
Mariette Kobrak (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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MP-1-1

RTC-380

RESPONSE
Marlene Petrie (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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MRK-1-1

RTC-381

RESPONSE
MaryAnn and Rob Klima (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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PB-1-1

RTC-382

RESPONSE
Patricia Brounstein (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Robert A. Jacobs (July 31, 2016)

RAJ-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RC-1-1

RTC-384

RESPONSE
Russell Craig (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RCA-1-1

RTC-385

RESPONSE
Roger Cavnaugh (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RD-1-1

RTC-386

RESPONSE
Roxieann Danner (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Roxieann Danner (July 31, 2016)
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SH-1-1

RTC-388

RESPONSE
Susan Hathaway (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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SRS-1-1

RTC-389

RESPONSE
Sid and Rita Schipper (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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ST-1-1

RTC-390

RESPONSE
Susan Traganza (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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VGR-1-1

RTC-391

RESPONSE
Valerie and Garey Ramey (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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VL-1-1

VL-1-2

VL-1-3

VL-1-4

RTC-392

RESPONSE
Vicki Lindblade (July 31, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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AB-1-1

RTC-393

RESPONSE
Avi Butbul (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BM-1-1

RTC-394

RESPONSE
Becky McKeand (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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BS-1-1

RTC-395

RESPONSE
Ben Stevenson (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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CNC-1-1

RTC-396

RESPONSE
Ciaran N. Cronin (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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From: Carole Pietras <rcpietras@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 3:26 PM
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, Project No. 480286,5chedule No. 2015121011
Attachments: Pietras Letter to Susan Morrison re the draft PEIR. 7312016.pdf
Importance: High

July 31,2016
Via email to: PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov

Ms. Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200
MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Draft PEIR for University Community Plan Amendment, Project No. 480286
SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

Dear Ms. Morrison.

The proposed amendment to the Transportation Element of the University Community Plan (UCP) is too important
to be rushed to conclusion before the election in November. It is not fair to those who live and work in the UCP
area to have the council make a decision to remove the Regents Road bridge from the community plan without
providing reasonable time for public input. 1t's not uncommon for comment periods to last 45 or 60 days for other|op_q_4
projects. My criticism is not directed to City stafT; they are doing what they are instructed to do. My criticism is
directed toward the process and the political expediency behind it.  The public deserves better and everyone

affected by the traffic on Genesee deserves better.

* Many people objected to the timing of the NOP, Scoping Meeting on Dec. 16™ and the Comment
Period ending on J v 1. Verbal and written requests to extend the comment period bevond
the busy holiday season were ignored. The Planning Group (UCPG) didn’t meet in December. The City CP-1-2
Council was in recess most of the month; however, the public was given a limited time to respond during a
major holiday period, and the comments were limited because of that. Why were public requests to
extend the comment period denied?

¢ The Comment period for the DPEIR is limited to 30 days and is taking place during the summer
vacation time. Once again, the public’s request for additional time was ignored.

CP-1-3

*  When the traffic study was released, there were many questions. Written and verbal comments
expressed concerns about the time periods when the traffic was “counted™ and the methodology used.  One|
of the peak travel times in the afternoon  from 3:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. was not included. School
dismissal times, change of shifts at the hospitals and medical clinics in North UC start the afternoon rush

1

CP-1-4

CP-1-1

RTC-397

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort was made
during the preparation of the Draft PEIR. The legal requirements of the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15082, NOP and Determination of Scope of
PEIR, were met. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15082, an NOP was
prepared and circulated on December 2, 2015, which began a 30-day
comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100
comment letters were received on the NOP during this time and were
considered in preparation of the PEIR. A scoping meeting was held on
December 16, 2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation Center
Meeting Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California
92122, to inform the public about the Project and receive comments.
Appendix A of the Draft PEIR includes all the comment letters received
during the NOP review period. In addition, the public was advised during
the scoping meeting and in responses to email/phone inquiries about an
extension that the NOP and scoping meeting were just the beginning of the
public input process for the environmental review document, and that
there would be other opportunities to become involved throughout the
Project. In addition, the public was advised that, while the NOP states a
30-day deadline for the receipt of comments, public comments would be
accepted throughout the EIR process, and that there would be additional
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CP-1-2

RTC-398

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

opportunities to provide comment on the Project, such as during public
review of the draft environmental document and any public hearings. The
public was also encouraged to provide their contact information so they
could receive future notices. All applicable requirements established by
the CEQA Guidelines related to the preparation, notice, and public review
and comment to the NOP prepared for the Project have been adequately
followed and complied with.

Commenter incorrectly asserts that the public review period for the Draft
PEIR was limited to 30 days. Public review for the Project consisted of a
45-day comment period occurring from June 17, 2016 to August 1, 2016.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, CEQA requires that the
public review period for a Draft EIR be no less than 30 days and no longer
than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a project is
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State Agencies, the
public review period should be no less than 45 days unless a shorter
period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse. As
the Draft PEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse for review, a 45-day
review period was required. The Draft PEIR was available for public
review from June 17, 2016 through August 1, 2016, a 45-day time frame
consistent with the public review period requirements under CEQA. As
such, the requisite public review period was fulfilled pursuant to the
CEQA Guidelines.

In accordance with San Diego Municipal Code §128.0307, Requests for
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document,
“The Planning Director may approve a request from the affected officially
recognized community planning group or interested party if there is no
officially recognized community planning group for an additional review
period not to exceed 14 calendar days. The additional time for review shall
not extend the time for action beyond that required under law.” The
University Community Planning Group, as “the affected officially
recognized community planning group” did not request an additional
review period beyond the 45-day comment period.



LETTER

hours. School dismissal times at Curie Elementary on Governor just east of the Governor/ Genesee
intersection and UC High located on Genesee are close to 2:00p.m. and should be included as well. The
Genesee/Governor intersection was identified by the traffic experts as the most congested! The
intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee is equally congested but has more lanes. Was the trafTic
study limited by the money available?

The language in the PEIR is very confusing. The “project” is removing two projects — Regents Road
Bridge and Genesee Widening--from the community plan, while “no project” is keeping both projects in
the plan. This convoluted definition makes it much more difficult to read and understand the document.

o We now have “widening” without widening Genesee — just narrow the lanes to fit six where
there are now four and add more traffic to G ! G Widening is NOT defined that
way in the community plan or FBA.

o G widening also is ly described as including a grade separation at Governor and
Genesee. When/how did this become part of Genesee widening? Genesee Widening is NOT defined)
that way in the community plan or FBA. That alternative was presented and also rejected in 2006
after an exhaustive study

Why is Grade Separation suddenly appearing again as an alternative or mitigation? (TRA 2.3) The
Grade Separation alternative was rejected in 2006 for a number of good reasons:

o Safety issues-- How could Genesee be shut down for construction without an alternate north-
south route?
--The community is already at risk now with only one north/south road. and no parallel streets to
Governor Dr. that run the length of the community (east/west).

--Minor and major incidents have closed Northbound and/ or Southbound lanes on Genesee.

ICP-1-5

CP-1-6

CP-1-7

. CP-1-8
Genesee was closed for hours when a tree fell across traffic lanes. It was closed again the next
day when a tree fell across the opposite lanes. A major accident closed all lanes in both
directions for several hours. Cars had NOWHERE to go.
--It is well known that emergency vehicles often travel in opposite traffic lanes to get to south
University City. The new mini-station in south UC is welcomed and helps in some situations, but
the modified pick-up truck cannot transport injured or those in crisis to hospitals.
--Approximately 4,000 students attend the 4 schools in south UC near that intersection.
Access to Standley Middle School from Genesee is at Radcliffe Lane.
o Effect on residential units on Genesee-- the 277 condominium units on the west side of Genesee
(between the Mobil gas station on the corner of Genesee and Governor Dr., and the WB ramp to
52 from SB Genesee) would be greatly impacted.
CP-1-9
--Ingress and egress for the Regeney Villas 132 unit senior (62+) condominium complex is from
Genesee Ave.  They would also lose the parking lane on Genesee.
o Land issues: As noted in the PEIR, there are gas stations on all four corners of the intersection of
Genesee and Governor Dr.  Possible need to acquire private land. High retaining walls would  [CP-1-10
completely change the character of the community. Trees would be lost.
o Construction noise and dirt: Many more truckloads of dirt would have to be removed, generating
. . - P ' =|CP-1-11
more dust and construction noise than building the Regents road bridge.

CP-1-3

CP-1-4

CP-1-5

CP-1-6

CP-1-7

CP-1-8

CP-1-9

CP-1-10

CP-1-11

RTC-399

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

Please see response to comment CP-1-1.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-4.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-4.

Comment noted.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-10 and GJB-1-4.

Please see responses to comments Citizens-1-10 and GJB-1-4.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



THE REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE WAS SELECTED IN 2006 AS THE BEST
ALTERNATIVE.
facilities should be the major factor in selecting the building of the Regents Road Bridge as the Superior Alternative.

LETTER

Widening Genesee would have the same adverse effect as the Grade Separation. (TRA-1.6) It's already
very risky to cross 4 lanes of traffic. Crossing six lanes would be wors: pecially for st going
to/from Standley Middle School and senior citizens who have to cross Genesee to go at the shopping
center.

-- When the additional left turn lane from WB Governor to SB Genesee was added. the lanes on Governor
east of Genesee were narrowed; and the bike lane on Governor was removed from the Middle School
to the eastern most driveway at the Vons shopping center. The large fire engine has a difficult time
turning left on Governor from SB Genesee because of the new configuration of the intersection.

How were the mitigations determined? Some of the mitigations arc worse than the problem.
TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and I-805 Northbound Ramps (Intersection 79): Install roundabout
control at this roadway intersection.

This may look good on paper, but the reality makes this ludicrous!

Imagine competing with vehicles entering and exiting the freeway, vehicles going to /from the Business
Park on the south side of Governor, the church, residences than can only enter and exit their
community on Lakewood dr. at Governor, the office complex on the North side, McElroy Field where
many tournaments are held, the playground, the park and ride, the office complex and the Town Park
Villas/La Jolla del Rey senior apartment complex in the process of doubling in size to over 1100 units!

Transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and public services and

IT IS STILL THE BEST ANSWER TO OUR TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS.

-- It is the only alternative that provides an additional north/south route offering two vehicle lanes in
each direction, a dedicated bicycle lane and a sidewalk for pedestrians and safe crossing over the
railroad tracks.

-- It saves vehicle miles, time and emissions.

-- Students from North UC could easily cross the canyon via the bridge to Spreckels Elementary and
Standley Middle School.

-- It also provides community balance. Why are residents living along the Genesee corridor beings forced
to accept additional traffic and traffic lanes? Please look at an aerial view of the community that includes
both Regents Rd, and Genesee Avenue from SR 52 to Rose Canyon. You will see there are no curb cuts on
Regents Rd. vs. a number of condominiums and apartments fronting Genesee both north and south of
Governor Dr.

--A pedestrian/bike/emergency lane bridge does not provide relief from congestion for the Genesee
corridor. It only protects one area of the community from having to deal with traffic. It does NOT provide
community balance.

The Regents Road Bridge is a vital link in the city's infrastructure and provides a shorter route to
UCSD, Torrey Pines Mesa, hospitals, medical centers and businesses and a needed emergency
evacuation route. Construction would be much less intrusive than widening Genesee with or without
a grade separation. It will also provide an alternate north south route in the event of the need to
evacuate the community.

CP-1-12

CP-1-12

CP-1-13

CP-1-13

CP-1-14

CP-1-14

CP-1-15

CP-1-15

Respectfully submitted,

Carole Pietras

6917 Lipmann St
San Diego CA 92122
858 452-8378

RTC-400

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Please see response to comment Citizens-1-5.

Comment acknowledged. This comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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July 31,2016

Via email to: PlanningCEQA(@sandiego.gov

Ms. Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, East Tower, Suite 1200 via email to
MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Draft PEIR for University Community Plan Amendment, Project No. 480286
SCH No. 2015121011
COMMUNITY AREA: University
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (Lightner)

Dear Ms. Morrison,

The proposed amendment to the Transportation Element of the University Community Plan (UCP) is too
important to be rushed to conclusion before the election in November. If is not fair to those who live and
work in the UCP area to have the council make a decision to remove the Regents Road bridge from the
community plan without providing reasonable time for public input. 1t's not uncommon for comment

periods to last 45 or 60 days for other projects.

they are instructed to do. My criticism is directed toward the process and the political expediency behind it.
The public deserves better and evervone affected by the traffic on Genesee deserves better.

Many people objected to the timing of the NOP, Scoping Meeting on Dec. 16™ and the Comment
Period ending on January 1%, Verbal and written requests to extend the comment period bevond
the busy holiday season were ignored. The Planning Group (UCPG) didn’t meet in December. The
City Council was in recess most of the month; however, the public was given a limited time to
respond during a major holiday period, and the comments were limited because of that. Why were
public requests to extend the comment period denied?

The Comment period for the DPEIR is limited to 30 days and is taking place during the summer
vacation time. Once again. the public’s request for additional time was ignored.

When the traffic study was released, there were many questions. Written and verbal comments
expressed concerns about the time periods when the traffic was “counted” and the methodology used.
One of the peak travel times in the afternoon  from 3:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. was not included.
School dismissal times, change of shifis at the hospitals and medical clinics in North UC start the
afternoon rush hours. School dismissal times at Curie Elementary on Governor just east of the
Governor/ Genesee intersection and UC High located on Genesee are close to 2:00p.m. and should be

included as well. The Genesee/Governor intersection was identified by the traffic experts as the
most congested! The intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and G is equally cc d but has
more lanes. Was the traffic study limited by the money available?

The language in the PEIR is very confusing. The “project” is removing two projects — Regents
Road Bridge and Genesee Widening--from the community plan, while “no project” is keeping both
projects in the plan. This convoluted definition makes it much more difficult to read and understand
the document.

My criticism is not directed to City staft: they are doing what

CP-1-16

CP-1-16
cont.

RTC-401

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

Please see responses to comments CP-1-1 through CP-1-15.



LETTER RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

o We now have “widening™ without widening Genesee — just narrow the lanes to fit six
where there are now four and add more traffic to G ' G Widening is NOT
defined that way in the community plan or FBA.

o Genesee widening also is suddenly described as including a grade separation at Governor
and Genesee. When/how did this become part of Genesee widening? Genesee Widening is
NOT defined that way in the community plan or FBA._That alternative was presented and also
rejected in 2006 after an exhaustive study

*  Why is Grade Separation suddenly appearing again as an alternative or mitigation? (TRA 2.3)
The Grade Separation alternative was rejected in 2006 for a number of good reasons:

o Safety issues-- How could Genesee be shut down for construction without an alternate
north- south route?

--The community is already at risk now with only one north/south road. and no parallel streets
to Governor Dr. that run the length of the community (east/west).

--Minor and major incidents have closed Northbound and/ or Southbound lanes on Genesee.
Genesee was closed for hours when a tree fell across traffic lanes. It was closed again the
next day when a tree fell across the opposite lanes. A major accident closed all lanes in
both directions for several hours. Cars had NOWHERE to go.

--It is well known that emergency vehicles often travel in opposite traffic lanes to get to south

University City. The new mini-station in south UC is welcomed and helps in some situations, CP-1-16
but the modified pick-up truck eannot transport injured or those in crisis to hospitals. cont
THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
--Approximately 4,000 students attend the 4 schools in south UC near that intersection.
Access to Standley Middle School from Genesee is at Radcliffe Lane.

o Effect on residential units on Genesee-- the 277 condominium units on the west side of
Genesee (between the Mobil gas station on the corner of Genesee and Governor Dr., and the
WB ramp to 52 from SB Genesee) would be greatly impacted.

--Ingress and egress for the Regency Villas 132 unit senior (62+) condominium complex is
from Genesee Ave. They would also lose the parking lane on Genesee.

o Land issues: As noted in the PEIR, there are gas stations on all four corners of the intersection
of Genesee and Governor Dr.  Possible need to acquire private land. High retaining walls
would completely change the character of the community. Trees would be lost.

o Construction noise and dirt: Many more truckloads of dirt would have to be removed,
generating more dust and construction noise than building the Regents road bridge.

*  Widening Genesee would have the same adverse effect as the Grade Separation. (TRA-1.6) It's
already very risky to cross 4 lanes of traffic. Crossing six lanes would be worse—especially for
students going to/from Standley Middle School and senior citizens who have to cross Genesee to
go at the shopping center.

-- When the additional left turn lane from WB Governor to SB Genesee was added. the lanes on
Governor east of Genesee were narrowed: and the bike lane on Governor was removed from the
Middle School to the eastern most driveway at the Vons shopping center. The large fire engine has
a difficult time turning left on Governor from SB Genesee because of the new configuration of the
intersection.

RTC-402
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How were the mitigations determined? Some of the mitigations are worse than the problem.
TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and 1-805 Northbound Ramps (Intersection 79): Install roundabout
control at this roadway intersection.

This may look good on paper, but the reality makes this Judicrous!

Imagine competing with vehicles entering and exiting the freeway, vehicles going to /from the
Business Park on the south side of Governor, the church, residences than can only enter and exit
their community on Lakewood dr. at Governor, the office complex on the North side, McElroy
Field where many tournaments are held, the playground, the park and ride, the office complex
and the Town Park Villas/La Jolla del Rey senior apartment complex in the process of doubling
in size to over 1100 units!

THE REGENTS ROAD BRIDGE WAS SELECTED IN 2006 AS THE BEST ALTERNATIVE.
Transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and public services and facilities should be

the major factor in selecting the building of the Regents Road Bridge as the Superior Alternative.

IT IS STILL THE BEST ANSWER TO OUR TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
PROBLEMS,

-- It is the only alternative that provides an additional north/south route offering two vehicle
lanes in each direction, a dedicated bicycle lane and a sidewalk for pedestrians and safe crossing
over the railroad tracks.

-- It saves vehicle miles, time and emissions.

-- Students from North UC could easily cross the canyon via the bridge to Spreckels Elementary
and Standley Middle School.

-- It also provides community balance. Why are residents living along the Genesee corridor beings
forced to accept additional traffic and traffic lanes? Please look at an aerial view of the community
that includes both Regents Rd, and Genesee Avenue from SR 52 to Rose Canyon. You will see there
are no curb cuts on Regents Rd. vs. a number of condominiums and apartments fronting Genesee
both north and south of Governor Dr.

--A pedestrian/bike/emergency lane bridge does not provide relief from congestion for the Genesee
corridor. [t only protects one area of the community from having to deal with traffic. It does NOT
provide community balance.

The Regents Road Bridge is a vital link in the city’s infrastructure and provides a shorter route
to UCSD, Torrey Pines Mesa, hospitals, medical centers and businesses and a needed emergency
evacuation route. Construction would be much less intrusive than widening Genesee with or
without a grade separation. It will also provide an alternate north south route in the event of the
need to evacuate the community.

Respectfully submitted,

Carole Pietras

6917 Lipmann St
San Diego CA 92122
858 452-8378

CP-1-16
cont.

RTC-403

RESPONSE
Carole Pietras (August 1, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.



LETTER RESPONSE
Donna Andonian (August 1, 2016)

From: djandonian@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:38 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

_ _ _ _ DAN-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
| strongly support the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of Genesee

Avenue from the University Community Plan for the following reasons: both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
+ The Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee would draw traffic off of I-5 and 1-15 PEIR. but is part of the administrative record.

by people trying to avoid freeway traffic, particularly now that traffic detection applications can
be downloaded for free onto anyone's cell phone, causing more congestion than is currently
being experienced. This technology was not available at the time that the Regents Road
Bridge was originally added to the University Community Plan.

DAN-1-1
« | would prefer to see transportation funds going to public transportation rather than
encouraging more single passenger cars on the road.

+» Rose Canyon needs to be protected for recreational use and the wildlife living in the canyon. |
hike in the canyon as a way to relax and enjoy nature, and from a young age took my
grandchildren hiking there to teach them about nature and encourage them to get outside
rather than sitting in the house playing video games.

Thank you for your attention to this matter!
Donna Andonian

3967 Camino Lindo
San Diego, CA 92122

RTC-404



LETTER RESPONSE
Elliot Cavnaugh (August 1, 2016)

From: Elliot Cavnaugh <ecavnaugh@gmail.com=
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:48 PM
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

) _ _ o EC-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
I'am strongly in favor of removing the Regents Road Bridge and widening of Genesee Avenue from the . ) . .
Community Plan. Growing up in University City, Rose Canyon served as unique place to gain firsthand both the Regents Road Brldge and Genesee Avenue Wldenlng projects
experience of the natural world right in my backyard. Spending time in Rose Canyon not only gave me many -
happy memories, but also developed a sense of appreciation, curiosity, and wonder for the environment that has EC-1-1 from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
stayed with me through my life. These changes to the community plan are vital for preserving Rose Canyon, PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

and ensuring that future generations in University City will have the same opportunities.

Elliot Cavnaugh
7835 Camino Noguera, San Diego, CA 92122

RTC-405
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Greg and Jan Shaughnessy (August 1, 2016)

From: greg shaughnessy <gregshag@msn.com=>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 3:38 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Cc: Deborah Knight; rosecanyon@san.rr.com

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment No. 480286/5CH Ne. 20151211011

I'am a resident of University City and wish to express my strong support for the elimination of both the Rose Canyon GJS-1-1 Comment aCknOWIedged . Commenters express Support for the removal of
bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue from the city plan. The lovely Rose Canyon is a open space treasure for our . . . .
residents and should not be tampered with. As for the widening of Genesee, the improvements presently under bOth the Regents Road Brldge and Genesee Avenue Wldenmg prOJects

construction on I-5 at Genesee and the extension of the San Diego trolley to the UTC and UCSD area, will greatly reduce GJS-1-1

the need for additional lanes on that North/South corridor. The removal of these two projects from the city plan will als from the UCP Thls Comment does nOt address the adequacy Of the Draﬁ
assist greatly in maintaining the quality of life that our residents enjoy. PE' R but iS part of the administrative record_

Thank you for your consideration in this important matter.

Greg and Jan Shaughnessy
3263 Lahitte Ct.

San Diego, Ca. 92122
858-455-1020

RTC-406
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Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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IK-1-1

RTC-408

RESPONSE
Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Isabelle Kay (August 1, 2016)

at the mouth of Rose Creek in Mission Bay., and will require improved water quality from
the upstream sources. 1K-1-1
cont.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Isabelle Kay

3163-A Evening Way

La Jolla, CA 92037

UCPG residential member, area 2

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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JB-1-1

RTC-410

RESPONSE
Joe Bride (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

JHB-1-1

RTC-411

RESPONSE
Joseph H. Brooks (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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Joseph H. Brooks (August 1, 2016)

| have resided in University City for more than 25 years.
If the oppositions biggest argument is that access to a
fire station, you can build several fire stations for the $50
million that the Community Plans 1960 bridge would
cost. JHB-1-1
cont.
Thank you for considering my input and support of
removing the Regents Bridge/Widening of Genesee road
from the University City Community Plan.

Joseph H. Brooks
4286 Caminito Terviso
San Diego, CA 92122
858-450-9771

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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From: John Bott <johnb75@san.rr.com=

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:36 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Cc: rosecanyon@san.rr.com; johnb75@san.rr.com

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

I have been a resident of South University since 1975. My family has always enjoyed the recreational
opportunities available in Rose including biking, hiking and enjoying the open space. In the past few years my
son and | have enjoyed bird watching in the canyon together in the

Canyon. 1 strongly support the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of Genesee
Avenue from the University Community Plan. I want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete
these two out-of-date road projects, especially the unnecessary, costly and environmentally damaging Regents
Road bridge project. Putting the bridge through would devastate one of the prime environmentally sensitive
areas in the City of San Diego and would interfere with recreational, educational, and visual enjoyment of Rose
Canyon. the bridge project would harm habitat for wildlife, wetlands and the movement of wildlife through
Rose Canyon. The Regents Road bridge project and widening Genesee would draw traffic from the surrounding
freeways leading to serious traffic congestion and noise. s|

Sincerely,

John P. Bott
5942 Carnegie St.
San Diego, CA 92122

JPB-1-1

JPB-1-1

RTC-413

RESPONSE
John P. Bott (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.
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RESPONSE
Karen C. Arden (August 1, 2016)

From: Karen Arden <arden karen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:59 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University City Community Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

I'am a University City resident who is concerned about removing the Regents Road Bridge from the community]
plan. I lived in University City during the 203 fires and Genesee heading north was the only way out of the
neighborhood if we had to evacuate. All other possible exit avenues were closed. The community was supposed
to have another northern exit.

I am also concerned about people crossing the train tracks to get from one side of the west end of University
City to the other. With double tracks, there will be more trains and the real possibility of people being killed as
they cross the tracks. A bridge with bike and pedestrian lanes will make the neighborhood much safer.

With the possibility of Vision 2020 creating a center of University City along Governor Drive between Genesee]
and Regents Road, it would seem to make sense to build the Regents Road Bridge to enable better access to the
proposed pool and walking track.

The bridge may not need to be built right now but I am concerned about entirely removing it as a possibility for
the community. We may need it in the future.

Best wishes,
Karen C. Arden

KCA-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of the Regents
Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

KCA-1-1

RTC-414



LETTER

KH-1-1

RTC-415

RESPONSE
Karen Hughes (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.



LETTER

From: Kristen Jensen-Pergakes <kjensenpergakes@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 5:15 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

Dear San Diego City,

I strongly support the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of Genesee Avenue from the University Community
Plan, Protecting Rose Canyon is important for my family and many other in the University City community. My family and | walk the
canyons on a regular basis and my young daughter really enjoys the native plants and animals in our arca. | greatly appreciate this and all of
the other protected green space in central San Diego because | grew up in Orange County where | witnessed the trails | grew up exploring
with my family disappear in favor of housing developments. Please protect this natural treasure in our community.

1 understand that the Draft EIR indicates that both these road projects would primarily draw traffic off the freeways and through our local
neighborhoods. | have been commuting on these freeways and Genesee Ave for almost 15 years, and 1 understand how hllay it is at afiernoon
rush hour (morning rush hour time is not congested). However, | would not trade the "potential™ for less traffic on my evening drive home for
more commuter traffic in my neighborhood. There are many people out walking and children riding bikes at that time that their safety would
be compromised.

I thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road projects, especially the unnecessary, costly and
environmentally damaging Regents Road bridge project. | hope you will act on what the voters of University City voiced to the UCPG and
remove these road projects from the city plan,

Kind Regards,
Kristen Jensen-Pergakes

2954 Renault PI.
San Diego, CA 92122

KJP-1-1

KJP-1-1

RTC-416

RESPONSE
Kristen Jensen-Pergakes (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

From: Karen Straus <kstrausl@gmail.com=>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:37 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

Planning Committee,

1 strongly support the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of Genesee Avenue from
the University Community Plan. I want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-
date road projects, especially the unnecessary, costly and environmentally damaging Regents Road bridge
project.

1 strongly support protecting Rose Canyon.
The Regents Road bridge project would be especially damaging to Rose Canyon.

I live on Rose Canyon and frequently hike the canyon, from the 805 bridge to the 5/52 merge. | access the
canyon from my home, without using a car to get there.

It is especially gratifying to me that I don’t have to get in a car, use fuel and clog the freeways to go find nature
somewhere else.

1 hike the canyon to enjoy wildlife and native plants. it is one of the few places in San Diego where I can lose
myself in the peace and quiet and sights and scents of nature.

I especially enjoy the canyon for its rich bird life. Three of the "Big Five™ California birds can regularly be seen
in the canyon: California Towhee, California Gnatcatcher and California Thrasher, along with another sought-
after Western species, the Wrentit. The California Gnatcatcher is listed as endangered as a result of habitat loss
for human use.

Perhaps the most important aspect of the canyon for me is the regeneration of life with the spring nesting
season. This past spring | had the joy of witnessing the courtship behavior of a pair of White-tailed Kites,
another Western species highly sought by birders. I watched the Rose Canyon pair build a nest, hunt for
gophers, and hatch and successfully fledge three youngsters. | have been thrilled to see other raptors in the
canyon: Red-tailed Hawks, Cooper’s Hawks. Kestrels and Red-shouldered Hawks. I've seen coyotes, foxes and
owls, and never tire of watching the rabbits, gophers, lizards, insects, butterflies and yes, the occasional snake.

We don’t need more houses, more people, bigger roads and bridges: we need more nature. We need to protect
the quality of life for humans in University City and for wildlife in Rose Canyon. Please don’t promote or
encourage more human development and further loss of habitat for wildlife. Habitat preservation is not just for
wildlife: it is for people to enjoy as well. University City is so lucky to have Rose Canyon. Please leave what
little remains as it is. Life that is all people and their homes and buildings, their cars and roads, with little or no
wildlife and wildflowers, is a life far less rich and less satisfying. We all need the opportunity to refresh
ourselves in nature.

Karen Straus
7151 Rock Valley Court
San Diego, CA 92122

KS-1-1

KS-1-1

RTC-417

RESPONSE
Karen Straus (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Karen Straus (August 1, 2016)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.

RTC-418



LETTER

KW-1-1

RTC-419

RESPONSE
Kevin Wirsing (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

MB-1-1

RTC-420

RESPONSE
Megan Bryden (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

MMK-1-1

RTC-421

RESPONSE
Michele McKeand (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

MRP-1-1

RTC-422

RESPONSE
Michael R. Pelling (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

MW-1-1

RTC-423

RESPONSE
Margie Watkins (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter opposes the removal of both the
Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects from the
UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but
is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Margie Watkins (August 1, 2016)

Please, please, please, continue forward with the building of the bridge, which | was first made MW-1-1
aware of when | bought my house here in 1994. cont.

Margie Watkins
5310 Bragg Street

San Diego, CA 92122
858 558 3045

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK.
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LETTER RESPONSE

| Naomi McLean (August 1, 2016)

From: Naomi <mcleansl@hotmail.com=
Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 2:36 PM
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/5CH No. 2015121011

! _ _ . _ NM-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
| would like to voice my support for the removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the University Community Plan. |
strongly support protecting Rose Canyon, which is an asset to our community. It is very important for both the people the Regents Road Bndge project from the UCP. This comment does not
and wildlife that use it. Morth University City is very dense and will only get denser when new projects in the
neighborhood are completed. Rose Canyon is a much needed area of open space that would be damaged if the bridge address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR but |S part Of the admlnlstratlve
were built. !

NM-1-1 record.

| am also concerned about pedestrian safety because of increased traffic on Regents Road if the bridge were built. Many|
parents and children walk to Doyle School and Doyle Park from the surrounding apartments. Both early in the morning
when visibility is poor and in the afternoon, kids swarm across the street. The bridge would make crossing Regents Road
that much more dangerous.

| appreciate this opportunity to express my support for the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge from the University
Community Plan.

Naomi McLean
4089 Caminito Terviso
San Diego, CA 82122

RTC-425



LETTER

RB-1-1

RTC-426

RESPONSE
Robert Brucker (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

REM-1-1

RTC-427

RESPONSE
Robert E. and Amy E. Murad (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER

RHC-1-1

RTC-428

RESPONSE
Roisin Heather Cronin (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Susan J. Sifton (August 1, 2016)

From: Susan J. 5ifton <horses@carltonranch.com:

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:46 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Ce: ‘Friends of Rose Canyon'

Subject: : University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

Our City Council has the best interest of our children, with the decision to preserve our outdoor science and history lab SJS-1-1 Comment aCknOWIedged . Commenter expresses Support for preserving
that is Rose Canyon. OQur children love to leave the class room to see, feel and smell flowers and trees, and discover .

rolly pollies, pollywogs, lady bugs and birds. As someone who leads walks for Friends of Rose Canyon, | am privileged to ROSG Canyon- ThIS comment dOES not address the adequacy Of the Draft

see the children's eyes brighten and widen as they discover nature, with wonder and delight on a school day! | would
like to let the voices of the children speak to this. The two most heard comments are, “Best field trip ever!”, and that the 5.J5-1-1
canyon walks look like their favorite video game. I thought that this was only in (favorite video game). It is really real! |
did not know that this was a real place | could go, and it is right here!” | have heard this last comment in some form
from every grade in every school, more times than | can count. Preserving Rose Canyon is absolutely necessary. Our City
Council has preserved for our children some of the most fun we had growing up as kids in San Diego.

PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Susan Sifton

10341 Orozco Rd.
5an Diego, Ca. 92124
(Tierra Santa)

RTC-429



LETTER

SL-1-1

RTC-430

RESPONSE
Sandra Lippe (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenter expresses support for the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, but is part of the administrative
record.



LETTER

From: Selleck, Joann <JSelleck@cozen.com:

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:39 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Ce: rosecanyon@san.rr.com

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment NO 480286 sch no 2015121011

We strongly support protecting Rose Canyon and believe the deletion of the proposed Regents Rd bridge and widening SM-1-1

of Genesee from the plan will greatly benefit RC and San Diego, and particularly the surrounding community. We thank
and appreciate all of the persons who spent many hours working on the evaluation of the project and arriving at this
correct, wise and forward-thinking conclusion. M-1-1

Now that the issue of the bridge/road has been resolved we should all move forward to make sure that RC is widely
known as the jewel it is for all of San Diego to enjoy, and do whatever is necessary to sustain it currently and in the
future,

Thank you.

Joann Selleck

Paul Maschel

4246 Caminito Terviso

SDCA 92122

Notice: This ¢ fcation, including attach may ¢ in infor jon that is confidential and
protected by the aﬂofney/cﬂenr or other privileges. It constitutes non-public information intended to be
c yed only to the desi { recipient{s). If the reader or recif of this ication is not the

intended recipient, an employee or agent of the intended recipient who is responsible for delivering it to
the intended recipient, or you believe that you have received this communication in error, please notify the
sender fmmedfatefy by return e-mail and promptly delete this e-maf‘f mdud!ng atmchments without

reading or saving them in any manner. The unauthorized use, or reproduction
af this e-maﬂ' .*nc."udmg attachments, is prohibited and may be unlawful. Receipt by anyone other than the
d recipient(s) is not a waiver of any attorney/client or other privilege.

RTC-431

RESPONSE
Joan Selleck and Paul Maschel (August 1, 2016)

Comment acknowledged. Commenters express support for the removal of
both the Regents Road Bridge and Genesee Avenue Widening projects
from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.



LETTER RESPONSE
Jerry Wanetick and Ann Kennedy (August 1, 2016)

From: Ann Ki dy <ak dy@redants.com>

Sent: Monday, August 01, 2016 4:53 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: University Community Plan Amendment, No. 480286/ SCH No. 2015121011

We strongly support the deletion of the Regents Road Bridge project and the Widening of G A from the

University Community Plan. | want to thank the City for its leadership in moving to delete these two out-of-date road WK-1-1 Comment acknowledged. Commenters express SUppOft for the removal of
projects, especially the unnecessary, costly and environmentally damaging Regents Road bridge project. WH-1-1 . . . .

Let's protect our open spaces and keep the expansion of our roadways to a minimum, we are on the precipice of new bOth the Regents Road Brldge and Genesee Avenue Wldenlng prOJeCtS

transportation solutions with self driving technologies which make these projects in UC all the more out of sync with the
times and the needs of our community.

from the UCP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
PEIR, but is part of the administrative record.

Jerry Wanetick and Ann Kennedy
2906 Renault PI
San Diego CA 92122

RTC-432



LETTER RESPONSE
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (June 23, 2016)

RINCON-1-1 Comment noted. As new development is proposed, the City will comply
with AB 52 requirements for contact and consultation with the Native
American Heritage Commission and interested tribes.

RTC-433



LETTER RESPONSE
Pala Band of Missions Indians (July 5, 2016)

PALA-1-1  Comment noted. As new development is proposed, the City will comply
with AB 52 requirements for contact and consultation with the Native
American Heritage Commission and interested tribes.

RTC-434



Clarifications and Modifications

CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

In response to the comments received during public review and to City staff input subsequent to
distribution of the Draft PEIR, minor revisions, clarifications and/or additions have been made to
the document which do not change the conclusions of the Final PEIR regarding the project’s
potential environmental impacts and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Section 15088.5,
these revisions, clarifications, or additions to the document — which are shown in strikeout/
underline format — do not represent “significant new information” and therefore recirculation of
the Draft PEIR is not warranted. No new significant environmental impacts would occur from
these modifications, and similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental
impacts would occur. Table CM-1 summarizes the clarifications and modifications to the Final
PEIR. However, minor text changes, such as fixes for typographical errors, that were made to the
Final EIR are not included in Table CM-1.

Table CM-1
Clarifications and Modifications
Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification

Universal Clarifications and Modifications

All references to “UCSD” have been replaced with “UC San Diego” in the Final PEIR.

All references to “discretionary projects” have been replaced with “projects” in the Final PEIR.

All references to “ministerial projects” have been replaced with “projects” in the Final PEIR.

All references to “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative” have
been replaced with “No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative”

Figure 2-2, Figure 4.1-1, Figure 4.1-2, Figure 4.1-3, Figure 4.1-4, Figure 4.7-1, Figure 4.13-1, and Figure 4.15-1

All suggested revisions to the figures regarding UC San Diego lands have been revised accordingly. The universal
revisions to the figures include the following:

e Added Scripps Institution of Oceanography to “outside city jurisdiction”
e Removed Scripps Hospital (east side of 1-5) from “outside city jurisdiction”
e Removed VA Hospital (west side of I-5) from “outside city jurisdiction”

Executive Summary

Section ES.6.2, Environmentally | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Superior Alternative, Pages ES-
11 through ES-12 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify
which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among other

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page CM-1

UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016



Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification

alternatives considered. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the other
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and
the analysis further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would be considered environmentally superior because it would
reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that preserve more
open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would
not involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor
Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-
of-way. As such, thereforeresulting this alternative would result in fewer
impacts to transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments,
and ramps), air quality (eperation criteria pollutants), and GHGs-and-neise
{eperation}. Implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would eliminate one of
the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would not result in a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3).

Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in
reduced impacts to land use, historical resources, biological resources, and
geological conditions.

However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater impacts to land-use; visual effects and neighborhood
character, air quality (construction), energy; noise (construction), histerical
resources-biological-resources;-geological-conditions, paleontological
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety,
when compared to the Project.

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in
terms of impacts to public services and facilities and population and housing.

Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project
Objectives. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the
removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to
the other alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new
structure over Rose Canyon, would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would
perform all proposed roadway improvements within the existing right-of-way.
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts
related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due

Page CM-2 University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR
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Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Further, the other proposed
alternatives, which would result in the construction of either Regents Road
Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on
the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as the
environmentally superior alternative.

Chapter 1.0 Introduction

Section 1.2, Scope and Structure
of the PEIR, Page 1-6

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Chapter 9.0: Alternatives to the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, this chapter considers alternatives to the Project that could reduce

Chapter 2.0 Environmental Setti

Section 2.1.2, University
Community Area, under
“University Community Area
Contexts” Page 2-4 (third
paragraph)

“Scripps Institute” has been replaced with “Scripps Institution of
Oceanography.”

Section 2.1.2 University
Community Area, under
“Existing Transit,” Page 2-4
(first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Several types of transit currently serve the UCP Area. There are 14
Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS) routes that serve the University
community including the SuperLoop (201/202 and 204), Rapid Route 237, and
Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979. There is also one North County
Transit District (NCTD) Breeze Route (Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS
routes serve the southern University community (south of Rose Canyon); MTS
Route 41 runs from UC San Diego to Fashion Valley, MTS Route 50 runs
from UTC to downtown, and MTS Route 105 Runs from UTC to Old Town.
UEesSb UC San Diego Transportation Services provides eight shuttle routes
that serve the UCP Area. The shuttle routes specifically serve the campus,
medical centers, and other key points off campus. Students, faculty, and staff
can ride the shuttles for free. All shuttles operate during academic quarters
with some shuttles operating year-round.

Section 2.1.3.5, Existing Transit,
Page 2-8 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Other bus routes serving the Genesee Avenue Corridor include MTS 105 (Old
Town — University City). Bus stops are located along Governor Drive (MTS
41, 50, and 105), Decoro Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square (MTS 41
and 50), Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50),
Governor Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 (Ramp). Generally,
the MTS bus routes within the Project vicinity operate approximately every 10
to 15 minutes on beth-weekdays and/or weekends. This route does not run

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR
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Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

from the southern University area (south of Rose Canyon) on weekends.

Section 2.1.3.7, Emergency
Services, Pages 2-9 through 2-10
(sixth paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Police protection to the Genesee Avenue Corridor areas is provided by the
SDPD Northern Division, located at 4275 Eastgate Mall. The Northern
Division serves a population of 225,234 people and encompasses 41.3 square
miles. The Project site is located specifically in Beat 115 of the Northern
Division (SDPD 2016a). The SDPD has mutual aid agreements with all other
law enforcement agencies in San Diego County. As of February June 2016, a
total of 209 118 sworn police officers and one civilian employee were
assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those, approximately 90 full-duty
officers are performing field operations. On average, approximately 45 43
officers are divided among three shifts per day, who patrol the Northern
Division (approximately 45 14 patrolling officers at any given time). The
Northern Division’s average response time for 2015 was 7.3 minutes for
Priority E — Imminent Threat to life calls. Beat 115’s average response time
for the same category of calls was 8.3 minutes. The Northern Division and
Beat 115 average response times exceed the City’s target average response
time of 7.0 minutes for these priority-type calls (SDPD 2016b, Citygate 2011).

Section 2.1.4.5, Existing Transit,
Page 2-12 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Other bus routes serving the Regents Road Corridor include MTS 41 (Fashion
Valley - UESB UC San Diego), 50 (UTC Express), and 105 (Old Town —
University City). Bus stops are located along Nobel Drive (MTS 41, 50, and
105), Decoro Street (MTS 41 and 50), Centurion Square (MTS 41 and 50),
Luigi Terrace (MTS 41 and 50), Calgary Drive (MTS 41 and 50), Governor
Drive, Radcliffe Lane, April Court, and SR 52 (Ramp). Generally, the MTS
bus routes within the Project vicinity operate approximately every 10 to 15
minutes on weekdays and/or weekends._ MTS Route 50 does not run on
weekends. MTS Route 105 does not run from the southern University area
(south of Rose Canyon) on weekends.

Section 2.2.1, General Plans and
Zoning, under “University
Community Plan,” Page 2-13
(third paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following to clarify the
description of the land uses within the South University area:

South University is bordered by three freeways: 1-5 on the west, 1-805 on the
east, and SR 52 on the south. These freeways and two major canyons, Rose
Canyon on the north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian Bear Memorial Park)
on the south, isolate as well as define the South University Subarea. Access to
the subarea is available from Regents Road and Genesee Avenue from the
south, Genesee Avenue from the north, and the Governor Drive exit off of I-
805 from the east. The South University Subarea is planned to be a
homogeneous, single-family residential neighborhood, drawing its distinct
identity from Rose Canyon to the north and San Clemente Canyon (Marian
Bear Memorial Park) to the south. Land uses consist primarily of single-family
residential development. Commercial centers are clustered along Governor
Drive at Regents Road and Genesee Avenue, which primarily serve the daily
needs of area residents. An office park has been developed on the south side of
Governor Drive at 1-805, which serves as an employment center. South
University also includes new areas of higher density residential neighborhoods

Page CM-4
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Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

on the south side of Governor Drive near 1-805. A 9-hole golf course also
exists south of Governor Drive.

Section 2.2.1, General Plans and
Zoning, under “Clairmont Mesa
Community Plan,” Page 2-16
(first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Clairemont Mesa Community Plan

The Clairemont Mesa Community Plan (CMCP) was adopted by the City
Council on September 26, 1989 (City of San Diego 2011c). The Clairemont
Mesa community is located to the south of this subarea on the other side of SR
52. The CMCP is intended to provide guidance for the orderly growth of the
Clairemont Mesa community. Major goals of this plan include preserving and
enhancing Marian Bear Memorial Park, and improving the street system to
accommodate growth. The analyzed changes along the Regents Road Corridor

would be consistent with the CMCP. A-mere-detailed-analysis-of the-projeet
| O : ; dod i ior 4.1 of thi
PEIR-

Chapter 3.0 Project Description

Chapter 3.2.2 Removal of Regents Road Bridge

Section 3.2.2, Removal of
Regents Road Bridge, Page 3-3
(eighth bullet)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The proposed 12-space parking lot that would have been built rerth adjacent
to of the present terminus of Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon
would not be constructed. This would have provided parking for persons
accessing Rose Canyon from an existing trail.

Chapter 4.0 Environmental Analysis

Chapter 4.2 Transportation/Circulation

Section 4.2.1.2, Existing
Mobility Network, under “Bus
Routes,” Pages 4.2-10 through
4.2-12 (first and second
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Bus Routes

Fourteen MTS routes serve the UCP Area, including the SuperLoop (201/202
and 204), Rapid Route 237, and Coaster Connection Routes 978 and 979.
There is also one NCTD Breeze Route (Route 101). Three of the 14 MTS
routes serve the southern University community (south of Rose Canyon).

The combination of the MTS, NCTD, and YESB-UC San Diego bus/shuttle
routes covers the majority of the UCP Area and provides connections to
transfer stations and COASTER/AMTRAK stations that allow users to access
other bus routes, trolley lines, and regional services. The southern University
community (south of Rose Canyon) is served by three MTS bus routes with
bus stops along Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive.
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Table 4.2-6, Intersections
Operating at Unacceptable Level
of Service, Page 4.2-20

See clarifications and modifications to Table 4.2-6, Intersections Operating at
Unacceptable Level of Service on Page 4.2-20 of the Final PEIR.

Section 4.2.1.3, Existing

Operating Conditions, under
“Intersections,” Page 4.2-21
(first and second paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

As shown in Table 4.2-6, the following seven-four study area intersections are
currently operating at LOS E or F during both the AM and PM peak hour
within the UCP Area:

e  Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive — AM: LOS E/PM: LOS E
o Genesee-Avenue/SR 52 easthound (EB) Ramps—AM:-LOS E/

PM-LOSF

e LaJolla Village Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive - AM: LOS E / PM:
LOSF

e LaJolla Village Drive/Towne Center Drive — AM: LOS F / PM:
LOSF

e  Governor Drive/l-805 NB Ramps — AM: LOS F/PM: LOS F

The following intersections operate at LOS E or F during one peak hour period
as shown in Table 4.2-6:

e  Genesee Avenue/l-5 SB Ramps — PM: LOS E

o Genesee-Avenue/l-5-NB-Ramps—PM:--LOSF

Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive — AM: LOS E
Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street — PM: LOS F

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square — AM: LOS E

Genesee Avenue/ SR 52 westbound (WB) Ramps — PM: LOS F
Genesee Avenue/SR 52 eastbound (EB) Ramps — PM: LOS F
Genesee Avenue/Appleton Street/Lehrer Drive — AM: LOS F
La Jolla Village Drive/Torrey Pines Road — PM: LOS F

La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road — PM: LOS F

La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way — PM: LOS E

La Jolla Village Drive/I-805 SB Ramps — AM: LOS F
Miramar Road/Eastgate Mall — PM: LOS F

Miramar Road/Camino Santa Fe — PM: LOS F

Regents Road/Luna Avenue — PM: LOS E

Regents Road/SR 52 EB Ramps — AM: LOS E

North Torrey Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive — PM: LOS E
Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps — PM: LOS F

Section 4.2.3, Significance
Determination, under
“Methodologies and
Assumptions, Future Condition
Improvements,” Page 4.2-28
(second paragraph)

The reference to the “new Eastgate Mall” has been replaced with “new Gilman
Bridge.”
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Table 4.2-9, Future Year
Roadway Segments with
Unacceptable Level of Service,
Page 4.2-30

See clarifications and modifications to Table 4.2-9, Future Year Roadway
Segments with Unacceptable Level of Service on Page 4.2-30 of the Final
PEIR.

Section 4.2.4.1 Impact Analysis,
under “Roadway Segments,
Future Year with Project,” Page
4.2-32 (first, second, and third
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Future Year with Project

Table 4.2-9 outlines the significant impacts anticipated along roadway
segments with implementation of the Future Year with Project. With
implementation of the Project, a total of 2220 roadway segments within the
traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions which
exceed the significance thresholds.

Under the Future Year with Project, the four three following roadway
segments would result in LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating
conditions would not occur under Future Year with Adopted UCP. Thus, the
impact at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project.

e Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E)
e  Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F)
e  Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F)
a il - 0 " . ” la(
B}

As shown in Table 4.2-9, 3413 of the segments that would be operating at
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with
implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year with Adopted UCP.
These 2413 segments are considered to have a significant decrease in
operation due to an exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when
comparing the Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP.

Table 4.2-10, Future Year
Intersections with Unacceptable
Level of Service, Pages 4.2-33
through 4.2-34

See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-10, Future Year Intersections
with Unacceptable Level of Service on Pages 4.2-33 through 4.2-34 of the
Final PEIR

Section 4.2.4.1 Impact Analysis,
under “Intersections, Future
Year with Project,” Page 4.2-35
(second, third, and fourth
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

With implementation of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at
unacceptable LOS operating conditions which exceed the significance
thresholds by future year. Some of the intersections would have significant
impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others would
experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods.

Under the Future Year with Project, the following intersections would result in
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period
indicated. However, under Future Year with Adopted UCP, these intersections
would operate at acceptable LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can
be specifically attributed to the Project.
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Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)

Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)

Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR-52-WB-Ramps-(AM)

e  Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM-and PM)
Ha \zill - ” "

e Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps (PM)

As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2219 of the intersections operating at unacceptable
LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one or both of the
peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year
with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a
significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to
Future Year with Adopted UCP.

Section 4.2.4.2 Significance of
Impacts, under “Roadway
Segments,”Page 4.2-36 (first
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Roadway Segments

Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 2120
roadway segments with implementation of the Project in the future year {Fable
4-2-11 isprovided-for-informational-purpeses). For informational purposes,
Table 4.2-1311 is presented and summarizes the level of significance for
roadway segments after implementation of mitigation measures discussed in
Section 4.2.4.3. As shown in Table 4.2-11, 0Of the 2320 roadway segments
within the traffic study area that would degrade to unacceptable operating
conditions which exceed the significance thresholds, nine segments have
feasible measures available to reduce impacts. EightSix of the nine segments
would be improved to operate at LOS D or better and the impact would be
mitigated to less than significant. The remaining segment would be improved
by the improvement measures; however, while the measures would improve
the segment operations, the LOS would not be improved to an acceptable
LOS. Two segments operating at unacceptable conditions would not trigger an
impact. Thus, impacts along 13 roadway segments would remain significant
and unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) even after incorporation of Mitigation
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 specified in Section 4.2.4.3 (Table 4.2-13, which
is provided for informational purposes).

Section 4.2.4.2 Significance of
Impacts, under “Intersections,”
Page 4.2-36 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Intersections

With implementation of the Project, 3230 intersections would operate at
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year during one or both of
the peak periods. FhirtyTwenty-eight of the 3230 intersections exceed the
significance thresholds. NineOne of these significantly impacted intersections
under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with implementation of
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Future Year with Adopted UCP. Also, 2219 of the intersections operating at
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one
or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to
Future Year with Adopted UCP. For informational purposes, Table 4.2-12 is
presented and summarizes the level of significance for intersections after
implementation of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.2-12, 1819 of the
3130 intersections that would operate at LOS E or F in the future year do not
have feasible measures available to bring operations to an acceptable
LOSreduce-impacts. Of the 28 intersections that exceed the significance
thresholds 18 of the mtersectlons do not have fea5|ble measures avallable to

reduce impacts. Howey

s&ghmeanee The |mpacts at the 2918 study area mtersectlons wouId remain
significant and unmitigated (Issues 1, 3, and 4) even after incorporation of
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-3 (Table 4.2-14 which is provided for
informational purposes). Thus, the Project would result in an increase in
projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system and the impact would be significant.

Table 4.2-11, See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-11 on Pages 4.2-37 through
Future Year Roadway Segment 4.2-39 of the Final PEIR.

Operation with Implementation
of Mitigation, Pages 4.2-37
through 4.2-39

Table 4.2-12, Future Year See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-12, Future Year Intersection
Intersection Operation with Operation with Implementation of Mitigation on Pages 4.2-40 through 4.2-42
Implementation of Mitigation, of the Final PEIR.

Page 4.2-40 through 4.2-42

Table 4.2-13, Summary of See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-13, Summary of Impacted
Impacted Roadway Segments Roadway Segments after Mitigation on Page 4.2-43.

after Mitigation, Page 4.2-43

Table 4.2-14, Summary of See clarification and modifications to Table 4.2-14, Summary of Impacted
Impacted Intersections after Intersections after Mitigation, Page 4.2-44.

Mitigation, Page 4.2-44

Section 4.2.4.3, Mitigation The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Framework, Pages 4.2-46
through 4.2-47 e TRA-2.4: Genesee Avenue and SR 52 Westbound Ramps

(Intersection 18): An Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) will be
conducted to determine the best measure for mitigation. One option is to
sSignalize the intersection and square up ramps, adding a protected phase
for northbound left-turns from Genesee Avenue to the SR 52 ramp, and
add a second right-turn lane on the exit ramp.

e TRA-2.13: Governor Drive and 1-805 Northbound Ramps
(Intersection 79): An ICE will be conducted to determine the best
measure for mitigation. One option is to itnstall roundabout control at this
roadway intersection.

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR Page CM-9

UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016



Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR Clarification and Modification
Section 4.2.4.4, Significance The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

after Mitigation, Page 4.2-47
Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic
conditions would result in significant impacts. Biseretionary-pProjects,
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 previded would reduce impacts to the
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully
mitigated even with |mplementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA-1 and TRA-

Program-(CIP)and thus,-cannot-be-guaranteed-at-this-time. Therefore, traffic
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated
at the program level.

Section 4.2.6.4, Significance The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
after Mitigation, Page 2-54
Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic
conditions would result in significant impacts. Biseretionary-pProjects,
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 previded would reduce impacts to the
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully

mlthated even W|th |mpIementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA 1 and TRA-

ngram—(@ll)—and—thus—eannet—beguarav%eed—a{—th%nme Therefore traffic

impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated
at the program level.

Section 4.2.7.4, Significance The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
after Mitigation, Pages 2-55
through 4.2-56 Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic

conditions would result in significant impacts. Biseretionary-pProjects,
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
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Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully
mlthated even with |mpIementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA-1 and TRA-
%g;am—é@%—and—tkms—ea#met—be—gea#aﬁeed—at—thﬁ—nme Therefore trafflc
impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated
at the program level.

Section 4.2.8.4, Significance The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

after Mitigation, Page 2-58
Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic
conditions would result in significant impacts. Biseretionary-pProjects,
including implementation of proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 previded would reduce impacts to the
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully

mlthated even W|th |mpIementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA 1 and TRA-

ngram—(@%—and—tkms—eannet—b&gu&r&v%eed—aﬁh&ﬂme Therefore traffic

impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated
at the program level.

Chapter 4.4 Air Quality

Section 4.4.4.1 Impact Analysis, | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Pahe 4.4-16 (eighth paragraph)
The Project requires an amendment to the General Plan and as determined in
this analysis (see Issue 2 and in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation),
would increase the total regional VMT compared to the Adopted UCP.
SANDAGSDAPCD is currently developing an update to the RAQS and an
ozone attainment plan for the 8-hour 0zone NAAQS. Any changes to the
transportation network and the General Plan as a result of the Project would be
incorporated in the updates to future air quality attainment plans. However, the
increase in VMT as a result of the Project has not been accounted for in the
current RAQS.

Section 4.4.5.1 Impact Analysis, | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
under “Operational,” Page 4.4-
19 (seventh paragraph) As shown in Table 4.4-5, the net change in emissions of ROG, NOy, CO,
PMy, and PM, 5 associated with the Project would not exceed applicable daily
or annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego. However, the
emission estimates were based on available detailed traffic data for freeways
and arterials (e.g., peak hour speeds) that only account for 75 percent of the
total VMT in the Project area. Therefore, to fully account for the impacts of
the Project, including VMT on additional roadways such as collectors, the net
changes in emissions were adjusted by 25 percent to account for the total
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VMT in the Project area. This is considered conservative because it assumes
the change in MMT¥-and-speeds on those additional roadways would be similar
in magnitude with arterial and freeways. However, it is possible that the
smaller roadways would not experience the same magnitude of \\MTand
speed change and could potentially be beneficial for Project-related emissions.
Nevertheless, because specific information (e.g., peak hour speeds) is not
available to support this assumption, it was conservatively assumed that the
emissions would increase based on the percentage of VMT. Table 4.4-6 shows
the adjusted total operational emissions from the Project.

Section 4.4.5.3, Mitigation
Framework, Page 4.2-41 (second
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

In general, implementation of these policies would preclude or reduce air
quality impacts. Compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal
standards is required of all projects and is not considered mitigation. However,
it is possible that, for certain projects, adherence to the regulations would not
adequately protect air quality, and such projects would require additional
measures to avoid or reduce significant air quality impacts. These additional
measures would be considered mitigation. Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and
TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP
Avrea that are associated with the Project. Development Impact Fees provide
partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and
TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted
with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP
(City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). However-the propesed

ElementHowevertThese improvements to the transportation network would
also affect criteria air pollutant emissions. Project-level analysis of the
potential impacts of the proposed mitigation measures will be completed at
such a time the improvements are implemented. Program-level improvements
cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures
TRA-1 and TRA-2. No additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce
impacts associated with the Project.

Section 4.4.6.1, Impact Analysis,
Pages 4.4-22 through 4.4-23
(sixth and seventh paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

However, according to the traffic analysis and as discussed in Section 4.2,
Transportation/Circulation, several roadway segments would operate at LOS E
or F in the future year in the future year with implementation of the Project.
Under the Project in the future year, the three two following roadway
segments would result in LOS E or F and these unacceptable operating
conditions would not occur with implementation of the Adopted UCP. Thus,
the impact at these roadway segments can be specifically attributed to the
Project.

e  Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F) 46,500
ADT
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e  Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F)
54,600 ADT
Ha il e " " . " Ha
E)55,000-ADT

Under the Project in the future year, the nine_seven following intersections
would result in unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the
peak period indicated. However, in the future year with implementation of the
Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to operate at acceptable
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to
the Project.

Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)
Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)
Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR-52-WB-Ramps-(AM)
e Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM-and PM)

o LaJoHa Village Brive/l-5-SB-Off Ramp-(PM)
e Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps (PM)

Chapter 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Section 4.5.5.1 Impact Analysis,
City of San Diego Climate
Action Plan, Pages 4.5-17
through 4.5-18

City of San Diego Climate Action Plan

ala AL Adoe no a afa a) ala’ 0 me [a) a) a a a ato
Project-ortransportation-infrastructure-projects. Strategy 3 of the CAP
includes actions to increase mass transit, implement the Bicycle Master Plan,
and promote transit oriented development. These, and other measures in the
CAP, do not directly relate to the removal of a planned improvement from the
UCP. Actions 3.4 and 3.5 of the CAP, which relate to the implementation of
Traffic Signal and Roundabouts Master Plans, aim to reduce vehicle miles
traveled and promote effective land use by implementing transit-oriented
development within Transit Priority Areas. These actions do not directly
pertain to roadway projects. However, the CAP does include a goal to promote
effective land use so as to reduce VMT. Action 3.6 of the CAP (Implement
transit-oriented development within Transit Priority Areas) is intended to meet
that goal and has a target to “reduce average vehicle commute distance by 2
miles through implementation of the General Plan City of Villages Strategy by
2035.”

As discussed earlier, the overall VMT is projected to increase as a result of the
Project. Although changes in trip distance were not directly evaluated for the
Project, the Project could affect commute routes for local residents by
increasing future trip distances as a result of rerouting trips to other existing

local arterials. Fhereforeit-is-conservatively-assumed-that the-overal-inerease

n-additiont The removal of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would
eliminate the plans to include a 6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side
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of the bridge that would provide bicycle connectivity from the north and south
sides of Rose Canyon. Thus, removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge
from the UCP would be in conflict with planned bicycle network
improvements as envisioned in local alternative transportation planning
documents.

Section 4.5.5.2 Singificance of
Impacts, Page 4.5-18

Aetlené{ra{egy—and—eny—eféat%ge—GAP—Because the overall VMT is

projected to increase as a result of the Project, the Project could affect
commute routes for local residents by increasing future trip distances as a
result of rerouting trips to other existing local arterials. Further, the removal of
the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would eliminate the plans to include a
6-foot-wide striped bike lane along each side of the bridge that would provide
bicycle connectivity from the north and south sides of Rose Canyon.
Therefore, the Project could conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The impact would be
significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Chapter 4.7 Noise

Section 4.7.6.3, Mitigation
Framework, Pages 4.7-30
through 4.7-31 (first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The City of San Diego’s General Plan, combined with federal, state, and local
regulations, provides a regulatory framework for developing project-level
noise mitigation measures for-discretionary-projects. BiscretionarypProjects
with the potential to result in significant noise impacts are subject to site-
specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan, Noise Element,
including the City’s 2015 General Plan Amendments; the UCP, Noise
Element; the City’s Municipal Code, Noise Ordinance; and the City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary process. The
following Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1) shall be
required of all diseretionary projects on a case by case basis with the potential
to result in significant noise impacts. Noise impacts would be significant with
the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP. Mitigation
Measure NOI-1 would address the significant impacts related to operational
noise along the Genesee Avenue Corridor.

Chapter 4.11 Paleontological Resources

Section 4.11.4.1, Impact
Analysis, Pages 4.11-5 through
4.11-6 (first, second, and third
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
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Chapter 4.12 Hydrology and Water Quality

Section 4.12.2.3, Local, Page

4.12-19

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

City of San Diego Drainage Design Reguirements-Council Policies

Chapter 4.13 Public Services and Facilities

Section 4.13.1.1(a), Police
Protection Services, Page 4.13-1

(second

paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

As of February June 2016, a total of 209 118 sworn police officers and one
civilian employee were assigned to Northern Patrol Operations. Of those,
approximately 90 full-duty officers are performing field operations. On
average, approximately 45 43 officers are divided among three shifts per day,
who patrol the Northern Division (approximately 45 14 patrolling officers at
any given time). The Northern Division is currently staffed at 83 percent of its
recommended staffing level (recommended staffing is derived from a formula
based on call for service, response times, etc.) and frequently operates at one
to two officers below its recommended staffing level for each work shift
(SDPD 2016).

Section 4.13.4.1(a), Police
Protection Services, Pages 4.13-
15 through 4.13-16 (second

paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, there would be
significant traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections in the future
year with implementation of the Project. Future Year is the scenario used for
transportation modeling purposes. While some transportation impacts would
occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational
deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. The Project proposes
transportation improvements as Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2,
described in Section 4.2.4.3. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding
for proposed mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An
amendment to the North University City PFFP would be adopted with the
community plan amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of
San Diego 20144, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements
cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures
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TRA-1 and TRA-2. These would make alterations to the existing roadway
network in an effort to improve areas of poor operation. Even with
implementation of these transportation mitigation measures, significant traffic
impacts would still result and would present increased difficulty in police
accessing areas within the community due to poor traffic conditions, including
long queue lengths, crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other
traffic-related delays.

Section 4.13.4.1(b), Fire and
Emergency Services, Page 4.13-
17 (fourth paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Future Year with Project conditions would result in a total of 2120 roadway
segments within the traffic study area to degrade to unacceptable operating
conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. With implementation
of the Project, 3028 intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds by future year.
Under the Project in the future year, the following intersections would result in
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period
indicated. Some of those intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but
would continue to experience significantly worsened conditions with
implementation of the Project. Some of these intersections would have
significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak hours, while others
would experience a significant impact during only one of the peak periods.

Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)
Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)
Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR-52-WB-Ramps-(AM)
e  Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM-and PM)

o aJola-Village Drive/l-5-SB-Off Ramp-(PM)
e Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps (PM)

Section 4.13.4.4, Significance
After Mitigation, Page 4.13-
20(first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The Project would result in an increase in projected traffic in the future year,
which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system. The impact on police and fire and emergency service response
times would be significant. While Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2
would result in improvements to intersection and road segment operations, the
traffic conditions would deteriorate significantly with removal of the planned
Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even
with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. Further-the

this-time: Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers associated with
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the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Chapter 5.0 Cumulative Impacts

Section 5.2.2.1.1 Impact
Analysis, under “Roadway
Segments,” Page 5-7 (first and
second paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Roadway Segments

With implementation of the Project, a total of 2420 roadway segments within
the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable operating conditions
which exceed the significance thresholds. Under Future Year with Project, the
fourthree roadway segments listed below would be characterized by LOS E or
F. These unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with
implementation of the Adopted UCP transportation improvements. Thus, the
impacts at these segments can be specifically attributed to the Project.

As shown in Table 4.2-9, 2413 of the segments that would be operating at
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse with
implementation of the Project as compared to the Adopted UCP. These 2413
segments are considered to have a significant decrease in operation due to an
exceedance of the V/C ratio thresholds (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the
Project to Future Year with Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project
would eliminate two significant impacts associated with the Adopted UCP that
would occur in the future year along two segments of Regents Road:

e Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E)
e Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F)
e  Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F)
Ha\ill e I " . " Ha
E)

e SR 52 WB Ramps to SR 52 EB Ramps
SR 52 EB Ramps to Luna Avenue

Section 5.2.2.1.1 Impact
Analysis, under “Intersections,”
Page 5-8 (first and second
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

With implementation of the Project, 3230 intersections would degrade to
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year. FhirtyTwenty-eight of
the 3130 intersections exceed the significance thresholds. Some of those
intersections currently operate at LOS E or F, but would continue to
experience significantly worsened conditions. Some of the intersections would
be characterized by significant impacts during both the AM and PM peak
hours, while others would experience a significant impact during only one of
the peak periods. Under Future Year with Project, the aireseven following
intersections would be characterized by unacceptable operating conditions of
LOS E or F during the peak period indicated. However, in Future Year with
Adopted UCP, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to
the Project.

Intersections
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Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)
Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)
Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR-52-WB-Ramps-(AM)
e Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM-and PM)

o LaJoHa Village Brive/l-5-SB-Off Ramp-(PM)
e Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps (PM)

As shown in Table 4.2-10, 2219 of the intersections operating at unacceptable
LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one or both of the
peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to Future Year
with Adopted UCP. These 2119 intersections are considered to have a
significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to
Future Year with Adopted UCP. Implementation of the Project would
eliminate significant impacts associated with Future Year with Adopted UCP
that would occur in the future year at three intersections along Regents Road:

e Regents Road/Arriba Street (AM and PM)
e Regents Road/Governor Drive (AM and PM)
e Regents Road/Luna Avenue (AM)

Section 5.2.2.1.2, Significance of | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Impacts, under “Roadway
Segments,” Page 5-10 Roadway Segments

Deteriorated traffic conditions would result in significant impacts at 23120
roadway segments with implementation of the Project in the future year. Of
the 2220 roadway segments within the traffic study area that would degrade to
unacceptable operating conditions, nine segments have feasible measures
available to reduce impacts (Table 4.12-11). EightSix of the nine segments
would be improved to operate better than existing conditions and the impact
would be mitigated to less than significant (Table 4.12-13). The remaining
segment would be improved by the improvement measures; however, while
the measures would improve the segment operations, the LOS would not be
improved to operations better than existing. Two segments operating at
unacceptable conditions would not trigger an impact. Thus, impacts along
1314 roadway segments would remain significant.

Section 5.2.2.1.2, Significance of | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Impacts, under “Intersections,”
Page 5-10 (first paragraph) Intersections

With implementation of the Project, 3230 intersections would degrade to
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by future year during one or both of
the peak periods. FhirtyTwenty-eight of these 3130 intersections exceed the
significance thresholds. Fwenty-eneNineteen of the intersections operating at
unacceptable LOS in the future year would be significantly worse during one
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or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as compared to
Future Year with Adopted UCP. These 2319 intersections are considered to
have a significant decrease in operation due to an exceedance of the delay time
thresholds for LOS E and F (Table 4.2-8) when comparing the Project to
Future Year with Adopted UCP. Of these 3028 intersections_that exceed the
significance thresholds, 18 intersections eperating-at- LOS-E-orF-in-the-future
year do not have feasible measures available to reduce impacts (Table 4.2-14).
Two intersections, Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street and La Jolla Village
Drive/Villa La Jolla Drive, have mitigation measures proposed. However,
while the proposed mitigation measures would improve the intersection
operations, the delay time would not be reduced to below a level of
significance. The impacts at the remaining £110 intersections would be
improved to operate at an LOS D or better and the significant impact would be
mitigated in both the AM and PM peak hours. Table 4.2-12 summarizes the
level of significance for intersections after implementation of mitigation
measures. The impacts at the 2018 study area intersections would remain
significant and unmitigated even after incorporation of Mitigation Measures
TRA-1 and TRA-2 specified in Section 4.2.4.3. Thus, the Project would result
in an increase in projected traffic congestion that is substantial in relation to
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system and the impact would
be significant.

Section 5.2.2.1.4, Significance
After Mitigation, Page 5-11

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to substantially deteriorate traffic
conditions would result in significant impacts. Biseretionary-pProjects,
including implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, tiering off this
PEIR would be subject to subsequent environmental review. As discussed,
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided would reduce impacts to the
circulation network of the UCP Area that are associated with the Project.
Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation
measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North
University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment
to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San
Diego 2014b). However, program-level improvements cannot be fully
mlthated even W|th |mplementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA 1 and TRA-

be-guaranteed-at-this-time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the

Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level. As
such, the Project’s contribution to the aforementioned impacts when
considered in conjunction with past, present, and future projects would be
cumulatively considerable.

Chapter 8.0 Mandatory Discussion Areas

Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under
“Transportation/Circulation -
Increase in Projected Traffic

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, deteriorated traffic
conditions would result in significant impacts at 2220 roadway segments under
Future Year with Project. Four of these significantly impacted roadway
segments under the Project would continue to operate at acceptable LOS with
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Which Is Substantial in Relation
to the Existing Traffic Load and
Capacity of the Street System,”

Page 8-2

implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 13 of the roadway segments that
would be operating at unacceptable LOS in the future year would be
significantly worse with implementation of the Project as compared to the
Adopted UCP.

As discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation/Circulation, with implementation
of the Project, 3828 intersections would degrade to unacceptable LOS
operating conditions which exceed the significance thresholds during one or
both of the peak periods by future year. Eight of these significantly impacted
intersections under the Project would operate at acceptable LOS with
implementation of the Adopted UCP. Also, 2219 of the intersections operating
at unacceptable LOS in Future Year with Project would be significantly worse
during one or both of the peak hours with implementation of the Project as
compared to the Adopted UCP. Thus, the Project would result in an increase in
projected traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system. The impact would be significant.

All diseretionary-projects with the potential to result in significant traffic
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s
General Plan, Franspertation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary
process. H-implemented; Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a,
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain
significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under
“Transportation/Circulation -
Result in the Addition of a
Substantial Amount of Traffic to
a Congested Freeway Segment,
Interchange, or Ramp,” Page 8-3
(second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s
General Plan, Fransportation Mobility Element (City of San Diego 2008); the
UCP; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of
San Diego 2011), through the discretionary process. If implemented,
Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2) would
reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and would be
referred to the City Council for consideration during review and approval of
the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation Element. However
significant traffic impacts would still result at the program level. Development
Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure
improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University
City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for
implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego
2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with
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|mplementat|on of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. However the

this-time: Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain
significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under
“Transportation/Circulation -
Result in a Substantial Impact
upon Existing or Planned
Transportation Systems,” Page
8-4 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Discretionary-pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s
General Plan, Franspertation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a,

City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully
mlthated even W|th |mplementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA 1 and TRA-

be-guaranteed-at-this-time. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the

Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under
“Transportation/Circulation -
Result in Substantial Alterations
to Present Circulation
Movements, Including Effects
on Existing Public Access
Areas,” Pages 8-4 through 8-5
(second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Discretionary-pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s
General Plan, Franspertation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a,

City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully
mlthated even W|th |mplementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA 1 and TRA-

be-guaranteed-at-thistime. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the

Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.
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Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under
“Transportation/Circulation -
Conflict with Adopted Policies,
Plans, or Programs Supporting
Alternative Transportation
Modes,” Page 8-5 (second
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Diseretionary-pProjects with the potential to result in significant traffic
impacts are subject to site-specific review in accordance with the City’s
General Plan, Franspertation Mobility Element; the UCP; and the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, through the discretionary
process. If implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1
and TRA-2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area
and would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a,
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully
mitigated even with |mplementat|on of mlthatlon measures TRA-1 and TRA-

be-guaranteed-at-thistime. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with the

Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level.

Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under “Air
Quality - Cause a Violation of
Any Air Quality Standard or
Contribute Substantially to an
Existing or Projected Air Quality
Violation,” Page 8-6 (second
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The net increase in emissions of ROG, PMy,, and PM, s would not exceed
applicable daily or annual thresholds established by the City of San Diego
(Table 4.4-6,). However, the net increase in emissions of (i.e., 0zone precursor
in an ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area) for the
total Project area VMT would exceed the applicable annual thresholds
established by the City of San Diego. Considering that the Project’s long-term
operations would exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOyand CO,
operation of the Project could violate an ambient air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing violation. Biseretionary-pProjects with
the potential to result in significant impacts related to air quality are subject to
site-specific review in accordance with the City’s General Plan; the UCP; the
City’s Municipal Code; and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds, through the discretionary process. Further, Mitigation Measures
TRA-1 through TRA-2 provided in Section 4.2.4.3 would reduce significant
traffic impacts to roadway segments and intersections. However, significant
traffic impacts would still result at the program level. Development Impact
Fees provide partial funding for proposed mitigation measure improvements
(TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the North University City PFFP would
be adopted with the community plan amendment to allow for implementation
of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a, City of San Diego 2014b). Program-
level improvements cannot be fully mitigated even with implementation of

mlthatlon measures TRA- 1 and TRA 2 Hewever—theppepesed—rmﬁganen

mpaeﬁee%@l#and—thus—e&m;et—bew&rameed—a{—thﬁnme Therefore

traffic impacts associated with the Project would remain significant and
unmitigated at the program level.
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Section 8.1, Significant
Environmental Effects Which
Cannot Be Avoided if the Project
is Implemented, under “Public
Services and Facilities - Result
in an Impact to Police Service
and Fire and Emergency Service
Response Times,” Page 8-8
(second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

With implementation of the Project, traffic conditions would degrade to
unacceptable LOS operating conditions by the future year, which is substantial
in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. If
implemented, Mitigation Framework (Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2) would reduce impacts to the circulation network of the UCP Area and
would be referred to the City Council for consideration during review and
approval of the Project as part of the amendment to the Transportation
Element. However, significant traffic impacts would still result at the program
level. Development Impact Fees provide partial funding for proposed
mitigation measure improvements (TRA-1 and TRA-2). An amendment to the
North University City PFFP would be adopted with the community plan
amendment to allow for implementation of the UCP (City of San Diego 2014a,
City of San Diego 2014b). Program-level improvements cannot be fully
mitigated even with implementation of mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-
2. Howev mitigation-n in N

be-guaranteed-at-thistime. Therefore, impacts to emergency service providers

associated with the Project would remain significant and unmitigated at the
program level.

Section 8.2, Significant
Irreversible Environmental
Changes, under “Primary and
Secondary Impacts,” Page 8-10
(second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Implementation of the Project would remove the planned widening of Genesee
Avenue and the construction of the Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. With
implementation of the Project, future traffic conditions would worsen on
certain roadway segments, intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway
segments by future year. While some significant transportation impacts would
occur regardless of implementation of the Project, some operational
deterioration would be worsened by removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening and Regents Road Bridge from the UCP. Even with implementation
of the Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 provided in Section 4.2.4.3,
significant traffic impacts would result and present increased difficulty in
accessing areas due to poor traffic conditions including long queue lengths,
crowded maneuvering conditions, slow speeds, and other traffic-related
delays. Further-Mitigation-Measures FRA-L-and-FRA-2-are-not-currently

The Project would not provide access to areas that were previously
inaccessible. Therefore, the Project would not have primary and secondary
impacts related to access to previously inaccessible areas.

Chapter 9.0 Alternatives Analysi

w

Section 9.1 Rationale for
Alternatives Selection, Page 9-1
(fourth paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The alternatives identified in this analysis are intended to further reduce or
avoid significant environmental impacts associated with the Project. In
accordance with Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the following
analysis of alternatives is preceded by a brief description of the rationale for
selecting the alternatives to be discussed. In developing the alternatives to be
addressed in this chapter, consideration was given to each alternative’s ability

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR

UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016

Page CM-23



Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

to meet the basic objectives of the Project and to eliminate or reduce
potentially significant environmental impacts. {n-additionthis-PEIR also

Section 9.2, Alternatives
Considered, Page 9-6 (second
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify
an environmentally superior alternative. In instances when a No Project
alternative represents the environmentally superior alternative, the above-
referenced section of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the PEIR also
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other
alternatives considered. Based on the evaluation presented below, it was
determined that the Preject No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is the environmentally
superior “buHd™ alternative among the alternatives considered. Fhe-No

Section 9.2.1.1, Land Use Page
9-6 (first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result
in greater impacts related to land use policies when compared to the Project.
The proposed Rese-CanyenRegents Road Bridge under the No Project
Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. In addition, the widening of
Genesee Avenue over Rose Canyon would result in impacts to vegetation
communities as well as fringes of habitat that occur along the existing Genesee
Avenue alignment. As a result, the No Project Alternative would have greater
MHPA impacts when compared to the Project. However, the No Project
Alternative would connect the present north and south termini on either side of
Regents Road with a bridge across Rose Canyon, and, therefore, open up an
area previously inaccessible. In this regard, the No Project Alternative would
provide a greater community benefit by improving access within the UCP
Area when compared to the Project. However, because of the greater MHPA
impacts, the No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable
impacts when compared to the Project.

Table 9-1, Comparison of
Project Alternatives — Proposed
Elements, Pages 9-7 and 9-8

See clarifications and modifications to Table 9-1 Comparison of Project
Alternatives — Proposed Elements on Pages 9-7 and 9-8 of the Final PEIR.

Section 9.2.1.2
Transportation/Circulation, Page
9-12 through 9-13 (first and
second paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are addressed in the
Transportation Impact Study provided as Appendix C. Implementation of the
No Project Alternative would have potentially reduced impacts to roadway
segments and intersections compared to those of the Project. Under the No
Project Alternative in future year, there would be a total of 19 roadway
segments operating at an unacceptable LOS in exceedance of the significance
thresholds. With implementation of the Project, a total of 2120 roadway
segments within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable
operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds. Under the

Page CM-24

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR

UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016




Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

Project, 2413 of the segments that would be operating at unacceptable LOS in
future year would be significantly worse as compared to the No Project
Alternative. In addition, under the Project in future year, the feurthree
following roadway segments would result in LOS E or F and these
unacceptable operating conditions would not occur with implementation of the
No Project Alternative. Thus, the impact at these segments can be specifically
attributed to the Project.

e Genesee Avenue: La Jolla Village Drive to Esplanade Court (LOS E)

e Genesee Avenue: Nobel Drive to Centurion Square (LOS F)

e  Genesee Avenue: Centurion Square to Governor Drive (LOS F)

E)

The No Project Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to
intersections when compared to the Project. Under the No Project Alternative
in future year, there would be 28 significantly impacted intersections operating
at an unacceptable LOS E or F during at least one of the peak hours. With
implementation of the Project, 3928 intersections would degrade to
unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the significance
thresholds. Under the Project, 2119 of the intersections operating at
unacceptable LOS in future year would be significantly worse during one or
both of the peak hours as compared to the No Project Alternative. These 2319
intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations due to
an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing
the Project to the No Project Alternative in future year. In addition, under the
Project in future year, the nireseven following intersections would result in
unacceptable operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period
indicated. However, in future year with implementation of the No Project
Alternative, these intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable
LOS. Thus, the impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to
the Project.

Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)
Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)

Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)
Genesee Avenue /Governor Drive (PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR-52-WB-Ramps-(AM)
e  Genesee Avenue/SR 52 EB Ramps (AM-and PM)

o LaJoHa Village Brive/l-5-SB-Off Ramp-(PM)
e Gilman Drive/l-5 SB Ramps (PM)

Section 9.2.1.4 Air Quality, Page
9-14 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Operational impacts for the No Project Alternative would result in reduced air
quality impacts related to air quality plans when compared to the Project. The
construction of Regents Road Bridge and the widening of Genesee Avenue in
the No Project Alternative are in the UCP Transportation Element and are,
therefore, included in the 2050 RTP/SCS. The No Project Alternative impacts
related to air quality plans and criteria pollutants are less than significant when
compared to the Project.
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Section 9.2.1.6 Energy, Page 9-
15 (second paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would result in greater
energy demand as the Project as the No Project Alternative would modify or
construct new transportation facilities. The No Project Alternative is
anticipated to reduce VMT and reliance on fossil fuels. The No Project
Alternative would require additional electrical power to accommodate traffic
signal modifications and street lighting. The No Project Alternative would
have less than significant impacts.

Section 9.2.1.7 Noise, Pages 9-
15 through 9-17 (first, second,
and third paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Project Alternative would result
in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the Project.
The No Project Alternative could potentially result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive
receptors during construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving).
Unlike the Project, the No Project Alternative would also result in construction
noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the No
Project Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant and
mitigable when compared to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the widening of Genesee Avenue in the
No Project Alternative would result in reduced operational noise impacts when
compared to the Project. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6, noise measurements
conducted were used to determine the site-specific distances between the
TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour CNEL level. TNM was
utilized to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from the center of the
roadway centerline) of various CNEL threshold contours (i.e., 60, 65, and 70
dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road Corridors, and SR
52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as shown in Table
4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to Without Project, the
distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the centerline of the
Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road Corridor, and
essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. The changes in CNEL
distances identify where potential noise impacts would occur with respect to
exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise standards with the
Project. Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases within the residences.
Therefore, the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the
UCP would expose people to current or future transportation noise levels that
exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of
San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No Project Alternative, this is a potentially
significant impact under the Project. Diseretionary-pProjects implemented in
accordance with the Project with the potential to result in significant
operational noise impacts shall be required to implement the Mitigation
Framework (Mitigation Measure NOI-1). However, impacts to operational
noise would remain significant and unmitigated at the program level under the
Project. The construction of Genesee Avenue Widening in the No Project
Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to established
standards/operation when compared to the Project.
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Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents
Road Bridge in the No Project Alternative would result in greater operational
noise impacts when compared to the Project. As shown in Table 4.7-2 in
Section 4.7, Noise, Future Year With Project in comparison to Future Year
With Adopted UCP, ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents
Road Corridor would substantially decrease by more than half. As shown in
Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of
the Regents Road Corridor decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With
Project compared to With Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the
planned Regents Road Bridge from the UCP would not expose people to
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established
in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Impacts
under the Project would be less than significant. However, impacts under the
No Project Alternative are anticipated to expose people to noise levels that
exceed City standards. As such, the No Project Alternative would require
mitigation measures to be determined at the project level._ The No Project
Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts related to established
standards/operation with the construction of Regents Road Bridge when
compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.8 Historical
Resources, Page 9-17 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The No Project Alternative would have significant but mitigable impacts
related to historical resources when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.9 Biological
Resources, Page 9-17 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts to biological
resources resulting from implementation of the No Project Alternative would
be greater than those identified for the Project because less land would be
preserved in open space under this alternative. Genesee Avenue and Regents
Road would remain as they are today under the Project. The No Project
Alternative would result in greater MHPA compatibility impacts when
compared to the Project. The proposed changes at Rose Canyon under the No
Project Alternative would result in a loss of habitat. The planned widening of
Genesee Avenue and the construction of Regents Road Bridge in the No
Project Alternative would result in greater impacts related to Tier I, 11, 1A,
and 111B habitats when compared to the Project. The No Project Alternative
would result in greater impacts related to aquatic resources, including vernal
pools and wetlands. Both the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the
Regents Road Bridge construction projects are expected to involve removal of
vegetation (clearing, brushing, and trimming) and grading (filling, backfilling,
compacting, leveling, etc.). The widening of Genesee Avenue over Rose
Canyon would result in significant permanent and temporary impacts to
jurisdictional habitats. As such, the No Project Alternative would have
significant but mitigable impacts related to biological resources when
compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.10 Geological
Conditions, Page 9-18 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and Regents Road
Bridge would expose people or structures to additional geologic hazards
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beyond existing conditions; therefore, significant but mitigable impacts would
occur under the No Project Alternative when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.11 Paleontological
Resources, Page 9-18 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
paleontological resources.

Section 9.2.1.12 Hydrology and
Water Quality, Page 9-19 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

As such, hydrology and water quality impacts would be greater under the No
Project Alternative when compared to the Project; however, overall impacts
under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant when
compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.14 Public Utilities,
Pages 9-20 through 9-21 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Overall impacts to public utilities under the No Project Alternative would be
significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.1.15 Health and
Safety, Page 9-21 through Page
9-22 (first, second, and third
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure
to wildland fires from implementation of the No Project Alternative would be
greater than those identified for the Project. The No Project Alternative would
entail construction activities in the vicinity of dry brush and other dense
vegetation vulnerable to ignition, which could result in a temporary increase in
the potential for accidental wildfires. Implementation of the No Project
Alternative would be required to adhere to brush management regulations,
specifically the City’s Fire Prevention Bureau Policy B-08-1, Clarification of
Brush Management Regulations and Landscape Standards and required
preparation of a Brush Management Plan and Program in order to obtain
discretionary, grading, and/or building permits (City of San Diego 2010b). The
No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
wildland fires similar to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure
of hazardous materials under the No Project Alternative would be greater than
those identified for the Project. Implementation of the No Project Alternative
would result in the exposure of hazards that could be encountered during
grading and/or construction-related activities. Construction activities under the
No Project Alternative are short term and would be subject to federal, state,
and local health and safety requirements. The No Project Alternative would
have significant but mitigable impacts related to hazardous materials when
compared to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to
impairment of an adopted emergency response plan under the No Project
Alternative would be similar to those identified for the Project. Both the
Project and the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation of, or
physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.
The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts related to
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emergency response plans similar to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the extent of impacts related to exposure
of people to AlAs would be similar to those identified for the Project. MCAS
Miramar is approximately 1 mile to the east of the UCP Area. Montgomery
Field is approximately 5 miles southeast of Regents Road. Implementation of
both the Project and the No Project Alternative would not result in structures
that would impair heliport or private airstrip operations. Any helicopter
operations would be undertaken in accordance with FAA safety and flight
regulations. As with the Project, the No Project Alternative would also require
adherence to applicable regulations imposed by federal, state, and local
agencies._The No Project Alternative would have less than significant impacts
related to AlAs similar to the Project.

Section 9.2.2.1 Land Use, Page The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
9-22 (last sentence)
However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have
significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.2.2 The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Transportation/Circulation,

Pages 9-22 through 9-23 (first Impacts associated with the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No
and second paragraphs) Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are addressed in the Transportation

Impact Study provided in Appendix C. As provided in Appendix C,
traffic/circulation impacts associated with implementation of the Construction
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would result in similar traffic impacts related to roadway segments when
compared to the Project. There would be a total of 21 roadway segments
operating at an unacceptable LOS with a significant impact under the
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative. With implementation of the Project, a total of 2320 roadway
segments within the traffic study area would degrade to unacceptable
operating conditions in exceedance of the significance thresholds

The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would result in reduced traffic impacts related to
intersections when compared to the Project. There would be a total of 29
intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS with significant impact under
the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative. With implementation of the Project, 30628 intersections
would degrade to unacceptable LOS operating conditions in exceedance of the
significance thresholds. Under the Project, 20 of the intersections operating at
unacceptable LOS in future year would be significantly worse during one or
both of the peak hours as compared to the Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative. These 2120
intersections are considered to have a significant decrease in operations due to
an exceedance of the delay time thresholds for LOS E and F when comparing
the Project to the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative in future year. In addition, under the Project in
future year, the three following intersections would result in unacceptable
operating conditions of LOS E or F during the peak period indicated.
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However, in future year with implementation of the Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative, these
intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS. Thus, the
impact at these intersections can be specifically attributed to the Project.

e  Genesee Avenue/La Jolla Village Drive (PM)
e  Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street (AM)
e  Genesee Avenue/Centurion Square (AM and PM)

o Genesee-Avenue/SR 52 EB-Ramps-{(AM-and-PM)
. Ha il . ff P

Section 9.2.2.3 Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character,
Pages 9-24 through 9-25 (last
sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant
but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.2.4 Air Quality, Page
9-25 (first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater
construction emissions compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
construct the planned Regents Road Bridge, but not widen Genesee Avenue.
As such, a substantial number of trips associated with construction activities
would result. Operation of construction equipment would also generate air
pollutants from the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from
earthwork associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. The
major potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a
temporary nuisance to local residents near any of the construction zones.
These impacts would not occur under the Project. Therefore, the Construction
of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative
impacts related to construction would be significant but mitigable when
compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.2.7 Noise, Pages 9-
27 through 9-28 (first and second
paragraphs)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater noise
impacts related to construction when compared to the Project. The
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would potentially result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors during
construction activities (i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue
and Governor Drive. Unlike the Project, the Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in
construction noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore
the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant and
mitigable when compared to the Project.
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Based on the program-level analysis, the construction of the planned Regents
Road Bridge would result in greater operational noise impacts when compared
to the Project. ADT and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road
Corridor are anticipated to increase with construction of the planned Regents
Road Bridge. As shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL
contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor is anticipated to
decrease by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project. Therefore, the
construction of the planned Regents Road Bridge would expose people to
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established
in the Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). In
addition, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would remove of the widening of Genesee
Avenue from the UCP. As discussed in Section 9.2, Noise, the removal of the
planned Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to
current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established
in the Noise Element of the General Plan because the distance of the 65 dBA
CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases
to the residences (see Table 4.7-4). The construction of planned Regents Road
Bridge and the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue from the UCP
would combine for greater operational noise impacts under the Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative when
compared to the Project. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but
mitigable impacts related to the construction of the Regents Road Bridge.
However, the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have significant but unmitigable impacts
related to the removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue similar to the

Project.

Section 9.2.3.1 Land Use, Page The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
9-31
Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater similar impacts related to land use policies when compared to
the Project. This alternative would result in the reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue which would consist of restriping the existing four-lane roadway to a
six-lane roadway. This alternative would not involve widening of Genesee
Avenue. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at
Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements
would be within the existing right-of-way, therefore impacts to vegetation
communities in Rose Canyon and fringe habitat that occur along the existing
Genesee Avenue alignment would not result. As a result, the No Construction
of Regents Road Bridge and \idening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would have greater similar MHPA impacts when-compared to the
Project. As such, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than
significant impacts as with the Project.

Section 9.2.3.2 The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Transportation/Circulation, Page

9-31 (first paragraph) Impacts associated with the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
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Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative are addressed in
the Transportation Impact Study provided in Appendix C. As provided in
Appendix C, traffic/circulation impacts associated with implementation of No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and idening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would have the potential to reduce impacts to
roadway segments and intersections compared to those of the Project. Under
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widenring Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the number of roadway segments locations
that would operate at poor LOS (E or F) is a total of 22 roadway segments, 20
of which are a significant impact. Under the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, the
number of intersection locations that would operate at poor LOS (E or F)
during at least one peak period are 3129 intersections, 2927 of which are a
significant impact.

Section 9.2.3.3 Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character,
Page 33 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in
greater visual impacts related to obstruction of a vista or scenic view from
public viewing when compared to the Project. Unlike the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative, the Project would remove construction elements from the UCP,
which would not result in any visual impacts. The No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would mtroduce a new structure that would dominate previously unobstructed

helght and Iength of the grade- separated mtersectlon %meg—wa#s—and—the
would be in extreme contrast to the existing neighborhood character; impacts

would be considered significant. Therefore, the impacts of the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Atidening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative impaets-related to alteration of public views and
visual character would be greater than the Project. Overall, the aesthetic

impacts related to the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be significant but
mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.3.4 Air Quality,
Pages 9-33 through 9-34

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater construction emissions compared to the Project. The No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and idening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. As such, a
substantial number of trips associated with construction activities would result.
Operation of construction equipment would also generate air pollutants from
the combustion of diesel fuel or gasoline. Emissions from earthwork
associated with soil import/export and grading would occur. The major
potential impact would be from settling dust, which could be a temporary
nuisance to local residents near any of the construction zones. These impacts
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would not occur under the Project. Therefore, impacts related to construction
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Operational impacts for the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in
similar air quality impacts related to air quality plans when compared to the
Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and WWidening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be partially consistent
with the adopted community plan land use designations upon which the RAQS
and SIP were based. Fhe-widening-of Reconfiguring Genesee Avenue from an
existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway is included in the 2050
RTP/SCS, and there would be no significant regional air quality impacts
associated with its implementation. However, the No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would not construct Regents Road Bridge, similar to the Project. As such, the
Project and the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not be consistent with
the assumptions for roadway design and VMT in the General Plan and the
RAQS. As such, both could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan. The Project’s and the No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative’s
impact to air quality plans would be significant and unmitigated.

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced criteria pollutant
emissions when compared to the Project and is not anticipated to exceed the
thresholds. The widening reconfiguring of Genesee Avenue is anticipated to
result in VMT and speed change that would result in a reduction in overall
operational emissions. Long-term operations associated with the Project would
exceed annual thresholds of significance for NOx (i.e., 0zone precursor in an
ozone nonattainment area) and CO (i.e., CO maintenance area). Air quality
emission under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not exceed criteria
pollutant emissions thresholds and would result in less than significant
impacts, in contrast to the Project.

Section 9.2.3.7, Noise, Pages 9-
35 through 9-36

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the
Project. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and WWidening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in substantial
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive.
Unlike the Project, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in
construction noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore
the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction would be significant but
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mitigable when compared to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in reduced operational noise impacts when compared to the Project. The
No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and \Aidening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in noise impacts related to the
construction of Regents Road Bridge. In addition, the widening of Genesee
Avenue would further reduce noise impacts. As discussed in Section 4.7.1.6,
noise measurements conducted were used to determine the site-specific
distances between the TNM-predicted hourly noise level and the 24-hour
CNEL level. TNM was utilized to develop conceptual distances (in feet, from
the center of the roadway centerline) of various CNEL threshold contours (i.e.,
60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL) along the Genesee Avenue and Regents Road
Corridors, and SR 52, with and without the Project, and their net change, as
shown in Table 4.7-4. As shown in Table 4.7-4, With Project compared to
Without Project, the distances of the CNEL contours increase away from the
centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor, decrease along the Regents Road
Corridor, and essentially remain unchanged along the SR 52 corridor. The
changes in CNEL distances identify where potential noise impacts would
occur with respect to exceeding the City’s residential exterior CNEL noise
standards with the Project. Under the Project, the distance of the 65 dBA
CNEL contour from the centerline of the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases
within the residences under the Project. Therefore, the removal of the planned
Genesee Avenue Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or
future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the
Noise Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Unlike the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative, this is a potentially significant impact under the
Project. Under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, operational noise impacts
would be less than significant when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.3.8, Historical
Resources, Page 9-36

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

sacred sites, or disturbance to human remains would result from the No

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative because all proposed roadway improvements would be within the
existing right-of-way. As such, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than
significant impacts.

Section 9.2.3.9, Biological
Resources, Page 9-36

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Alternative would result in similar impacts related to land use policies when

compared to the Project. All proposed roadway improvements would be within
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the existing right-of-way, therefore impacts to vegetation communities in Rose
Canyon and fringe habitat that occur along the existing Genesee Avenue
alignment would not result. As a result, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have
similar MHPA impacts to the Project. As such, the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would have less than significant impacts.

Section 9.2.3.10, Geological
Conditions, Page 9-36

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

A#ema%we—The No Constructlon of Reqents Road Brldqe and

Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have no significant
impact related to geologic conditions as with the Project.

Section 9.2.3.11, Paleontological
Resources, Pages 9-36 through
9-37

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

AI%emaHve—The No Construction of Reqents Road Brldqe and

Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative woud have less than
significant related to paleontological resources.

Section 9.2.4.1, Land Use, Page
9-39

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.4.2,
Transportation/Circulation, Page
9-40 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Impacts associated with the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access
and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to roadway
segments, intersections, freeway segments, and freeway ramp metering would
be significant and unmitigated; however, these impacts would be reduced
when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.4.3 Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character,
Page 9-40 (second paragraph,
last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.4.4  Air Quality,
Page 9-41 (first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.
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Section 9.2.4.7 Noise, Pages 9-
42 through 9-43 (first and second
paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater noise impacts related to construction when compared to the
Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive.
Unlike the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also result in construction
noise impacts to sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts
under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative related to construction would be significant and
mitigable when compared to the Project.

The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue. Under the
Project, it was determined that the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening from the UCP would expose people to current or future
transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise
Element of the General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a), as shown in Table
4.7-4 where the distance of the 65 dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of
the Genesee Avenue Corridor increases to the residences. This is a potentially
significant impact under the Project in contrast to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge
with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative.
Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have reduced operational
noise impacts than the Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have less than
significant impacts related to established standards/operation with the
construction of Genesee Avenue Widening, but would have significant but
mitigable impacts related to established standards/operation with the
construction of the pedestrian bike bridge.

Section 9.2.5.1 Land Use, Page
9-45 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

However, because of the greater MHPA impacts, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge
with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would have significant but mitigable impacts when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.5.2
Transportation/Circulation, Page
9-46 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Overall, impacts associated with the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency
Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative related to roadway
segments, freeway segments, and freeway ramp metering would be significant
and unmitigated; these impacts would be similar to the Project. Impacts to
intersections under this alternative are anticipated to be significant and
unmitigated, but slightly reduced impacts when compared to the Project.

Page CM-36

University Community Plan Amendment Final PEIR
UCP Amendment Final PEIR.doc 10/11/2016



Clarifications and Modifications

Section/Page # of
the Final PEIR

Clarification and Modification

Section 9.2.5.3 Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character,
Page 9-47 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Overall, the aesthetic impacts related to the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.5.4 Air Quality, Page
9-47 (last sentence)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Therefore, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative impacts related to construction
would be significant but mitigable when compared to the Project.

Section 9.2.5.7 Noise, Pages 9-
48 through 9-49 (first paragraph)

The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:

Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in similar noise impacts related to construction when compared to the
Project. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in existing ambient noise levels at noise-
sensitive receptors in proximity to the grade separation construction activities
(i.e., earth moving and pile driving) at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive.
The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative may result in construction noise impacts to
sensitive biological resources habitat. Therefore, the impacts under the
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative related to construction would be significant and mitigable
when compared to the Project.

Based on the program-level analysis, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater operational noise impacts when compared to the Project with
the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency access. ADT
and peak hour traffic volumes along the Regents Road Corridor are anticipated
to increase with the construction of the pedestrian bike bridge with emergency
access. Under the Project and as shown in Table 4.7-4, the distance of the 65
dBA CNEL contour from the centerline of the Regents Road Corridor
decreases by 43 to 69 feet to the residences With Project compared to With
Adopted UCP. Therefore, the removal of the planned Regents Road Bridge
from the UCP would not expose people to current or future transportation
noise levels that exceed standards established in the Noise Element of the
General Plan (City of San Diego 2008a). Impacts under the Project would be
less than significant. However, impacts under the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative are
anticipated to expose people to noise levels that exceed City standards. The
Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would have significant and unmitigated impacts related to
established standards/operation with the construction of Genesee Avenue
Widening, but would have significant but mitigable impacts related to
established standards/operation with the construction of the pedestrian bike

bridge.
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Section 9.2.5.13 Public Services | The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
and Facilities, Page 9-50 (second
paragraph) Despite the slight improvement in emergency response times when compared
to the Project, the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No
Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative is anticipated to experience
operational deterioration when compared to the City’s target average response
times of 7.5 minutes. Response times for all fire stations under the Pedestrian
Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative are anticipated to increase from years 2014 and 2015 average
response times. Based on the program-level analysis, impacts associated with
emergency service response times under the Project and the Pedestrian Bike
Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would remain significant and unmitigated at the program-level
under the Project.

Section 9.3, Environmentally The Final PEIR has been revised to state the following:
Superior Alternative, Pages 9-51
through 9-52 State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify

which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative among other
alternatives considered. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the other
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and
the analysis further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would be considered environmentally superior because it would
reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that preserve more
open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would
not involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe
the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor
Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-

of-way. As such, thereforeresulting this alternative would result in fewer
impacts to transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments,

and ramps), air quality (eperation criteria pollutants), and GHGs-and-noise
{operation). Implementation of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would eliminate one of
the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would not result in a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3).

Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in
reduced impacts to land use, historical resources, biological resources, and
geological conditions.

However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road
Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would
result in greater impacts to land-use; visual effects and neighborhood
character, air quality (construction), enrergy; noise (construction), histericat
resources-biological-resources-geological-conditions, paleontological

resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety,
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when compared to the Project.

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in
terms of impacts to public services and facilities and population and housing.

Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project
Obijectives. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates the impacts of the
removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to
the other alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new
structure over Rose Canyon, would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would
perform all proposed roadway improvements within the existing right-of-way.
Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide
transportation improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts
related to roadways, intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due
to greater capacity when compared to the Project. Further, the other proposed
alternatives, which would result in the construction of either Regents Road
Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on
the discussion provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge
and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative is selected as
the environmentally superior alternative.

Chapter 10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Chapter 10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been removed from the Final PEIR and is now
Exhibit C. Please see Exhibit C for all clarifications and modifications.

Figures
Figure 4.12-1, Watershed The following revisions have been made:
e Title has been changed to “Watershed Areas”
e  The boundary between Miramar Reservoir Hydrological Area, the
Miramar Hydrological Area, and the Scripps Hydrological Area has
been defined.
o References to “Rose Canyon Creek” have been revised to “Rose
Creek.
o References to “San Clemente Canyon Creek” have been revised to
“San Clemente Creek.”
Appendices
Appendix E, Transportation See clarification and modifications to Transportation Impact Study in
Impact Study Appendix E.
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of San Diego
(hereafter “City”) for the University Community Plan (UCP) Amendment (hereafter “Project”)
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (CCR, Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq.). In addition, this PEIR has been prepared in accordance with City of San
Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (2005). The PEIR relies on the most recent City
of San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). As an
informational document, this PEIR is intended for use by the City of San Diego decision makers
and members of the general public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of the
Project.

ES.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of San Diego is proposing to amend the 1987 UCP and, in particular, the UCP
Transportation Element in order to reflect planned mobility improvements that have been
approved or completed and to analyze the environmental impacts of development without the
construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and the Regents Road Bridge. In addition
to the amendment to the UCP, an amendment to the North University City Public Facilities
Financing Plan (PFFP) (City of San Diego 2014a) would be required. The UCP is guided by the
framework and policy direction in the City’s General Plan and reflects citywide policies and
programs from the General Plan for the UCP Area (2014b).

This PEIR analyzes the impacts related to removal of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening
and the Regents Road Bridge projects from the UCP and, in particular, the UCP Transportation
Element. The Project would remove the planned Genesee Avenue Widening project that would
expand the roadway from four to six lanes between State Route (SR) 52 and Nobel Drive, add 26
feet of width to the roadway, construct retaining walls, and reduce the arterial median. The
Project would also remove the planned Regents Road Bridge project, which would construct two
separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and
south Regents Road termini on either side of the canyon.

ES.1.1 Removal of Genesee Avenue Widening

The Genesee Avenue Corridor is located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Genesee Avenue from approximately Las Palmas
Square, north of Nobel Drive, to south of SR 52. The planned Genesee Avenue Widening would
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have involved adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel Drive in an effort
to increase the capacity of this roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes.

ES.1.2 Removal of Regents Road Bridge

The Regents Road Corridor is also located in the central portion of the City of San Diego within
the UCP Area. The corridor extends along Regents Road from approximately Caminito Terviso
on the north side of Rose Canyon south to San Clemente Canyon. The planned Regents Road
Bridge design consisted of two separate, parallel two-lane bridge structures to be constructed
across Rose Canyon, connecting the south and north ends of Regents Road that currently
terminate near Lahitte Court on the south and Caminito Cassis on the north. The bridge was
originally designed to be 870 feet long.

ES.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The Project is located within the UCP Area in the City of San Diego. The City of San Diego
covers approximately 206,989 acres in southwestern San Diego County, in Southern California.
The City of San Diego is bordered on the north by the City of Del Mar, the City of Poway, and
unincorporated San Diego County land. On the east, the City of San Diego is bordered by the
Cities of Santee, El Cajon, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove, as well as unincorporated San Diego
County land. To the south, the City of San Diego is bordered by the Cities of Coronado, Chula
Vista, and National City, and the United States-Mexico border. The Pacific Ocean is located on
the City of San Diego’s western border.

The UCP Area encompasses approximately 8,500 acres and is bound by Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon
and the east-facing slopes of Sorrento Valley on the north; the tracks of the Atchison, Topeka,
and Santa Fe Railway, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Interstate 805 (1-805) on the east;
SR 52 on the south; and Interstate 5 (I-5), Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla
Farms Road, and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The UCP Area also contains two state-
controlled properties—the University of California, San Diego (WESB UC San Diego) and
Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve, which lie outside the land use jurisdiction of the City.

The UCP Area encompasses YESB_UC San Diego; the Westfield University Town Centre
shopping center; and many high-tech, bio-tech, and clean-tech businesses and research facilities,
as well residential and commercial land uses. Sometimes referred to as the “Golden Triangle,”
the UCP Area is roughly bordered by La Jolla on the west, SR 52 on the south, Sorrento Valley
Road on the north, and 1-805 on the east. Rose Canyon separates the higher-density apartments,
condominiums, and town homes of North University from the mainly single-family homes of
South University.
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ES.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Per CEQA, the Project has been developed to meet the following primary objectives:

e Evaluate the environmental impacts of the removal of the planned Genesee Avenue
Widening and the Regents Road Bridge projects.

e Minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon.

e ldentify transportation improvements and accommodations for multiple modes of travel
(i.e., transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle), as part of a balanced transportation
network.

e Consider the effects of the Project on the General Plan City of Villages strategies related
to emergency access and multi-modal transportation.

ES.4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Chapter 4.0 of this PEIR presents the environmental analysis of the Project. Table ES-1
summarizes the significant impacts identified in the environmental analysis for each issue area.
Table ES-1 also outlines the mitigation measures proposed to reduce and/or avoid the
environmental effects, with a conclusion as to whether the impact has been mitigated to below a
level of significance.

Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 4.0, the Project would result in significant and
unmitigated impacts to the topic areas of transportation/circulation, air quality, greenhouse gas
emissions (GHG), noise, and public services and facilities. Based on the analysis provided in
Chapter 5.0, the Project would result in significant and unmitigated cumulative impacts to
transportation/circulation, air quality, GHGs, noise, and public services and facilities.

The Project would result in less than significant impacts with no mitigation required for the issue
areas of land use, visual effects and neighborhood character, and health and safety.

No significant impacts were identified for the issue areas of energy, historical resources,
biological resources, geologic conditions, paleontological resources, hydrology and water
quality, public utilities, and population and housing.

Pursuant to Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines, agricultural and forestry resources and
mineral resources were determined by the City of San Diego, as the lead agency, not to have the
potential to cause adverse impacts, and, therefore, have not been addressed in detail in this PEIR.
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Table ES-1
Significant Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation

Issue Area

Impact Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Transportation/Circulation

Would the Project result in an
increase in projected traffic
which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street
system?

Issue 1: The Project would result Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section
in an increase in projected traffic 4.2, Transportation/Circulation.

that is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system and the impact
would be significant.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Would the Project result in
the addition of a substantial
amount of traffic to a
congested freeway segment,
interchange, or ramp?

Issue 2: The Project would result No feasible mitigation is available.
in the addition of a substantial
amount of traffic to a congested
freeway segment, interchange, or
ramp and the impact would be
significant.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Would the Project result in a
substantial impact upon
existing or planned
transportation systems?

Issue 3: The Project would result Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section
in a substantial impact upon 4.2, Transportation/Circulation.

existing or planned transportation
systems and the impact would be
significant.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Would the Project result in
substantial alterations to
present circulation
movements, including effects
on existing public access to

Issue 4: The Project would result Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section
in a substantial impact to present 4.2, Transportation/Circulation.

circulation movements, including
effects on existing public access
areas and the impact would be

Significant and
Unmitigated

beaches, parks, or other open | significant.

space areas?

Would the Project conflict Issue 5: The Project would Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section Significant and
with adopted policies, plans, | conflict with adopted policies, 4.2, Transportation/Circulation. Unmitigated

or programs supporting
alternative transportation
modes?

plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation modes
identified in the Bicycle Master
Plan and the impact would be
significant.
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Issue Area

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Air Quality

Would the Project conflict
with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Issue 1: The Project would
conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan.

No feasible mitigation is available.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Would the Project cause a
violation of any air quality
standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or
projected air quality
violation?

Issue 2: The Project would cause a
violation of air quality standards or
contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation.

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section
4.2, Transportation/Circulation. No additional feasible mitigation
is available.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Gr

eenhouse Gas Emissions

Would the project generate
GHG emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact
on the environment?

Issue 1: The Project would
increase greenhouse gas emissions
compared to the Adopted UCP.

No feasible mitigation is available.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Would the project conflict
with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of GHG?

Issue 2: The Project would
conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation for the
purpose of reducing GHG
emissions, including the 2015
RTP/SCS, Climate Action
Strategy, and City of San Diego
CAP.

No feasible mitigation is available.

Significant and
Unmitigated

Noise

Would the project expose

Issue 3: The Project would expose

Mitigation measure NOI-1 as described in Section 4.7, Noise.

Significant and

people to current or future people to current or future Unmitigated
transportation noise levels transportation noise levels that
that exceed standards exceed standards established in the
established in the Noise Noise Element of the General Plan
Element of the General Plan? | as the distance of the 65 dBA
CNEL contour from the centerline
of the Genesee Avenue Corridor
increases.
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Issue Area

Impact

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Public Services and Facilities

Would the Project have an
effect upon, or result in a
need for new or altered
governmental services in any
of the following areas: police
protection, parks or other
recreational facilities, fire/life
safety protection, libraries,
schools, and maintenance of
public facilities, including
roads?

Issue 1: The Project would result
in an increase in projected traffic
in the future year, which is
substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity
of the street system. The impact on
police service response times and
fire and emergency service
response times would be
significant.

Mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 as described in Section

4.2, Transportation/Circulation.

Significant and
Unmitigated
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ES.5 POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, a good faith effort has been made during the
preparation of the PEIR to contact all responsible and trustee agencies; organizations; persons
who may have an interest in the Project; and all government agencies, including the State
Clearinghouse. This includes the circulation of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on December 2,
2015, which began a 30-day comment period that ended on January 4, 2016. Approximately 100
comment letters were received on the NOP during this time and were considered in preparation
of the PEIR. The comments included the following issues:

e Air quality and greenhouse gases e Welfare of children

e Biology e Storm water, flooding, and wetlands
e Mixed-use development e Water quality

e Traffic and parking e Open space

e Multimodal transportation ¢ Notice of Preparation

e Contamination and health risks e Project description

e Noise e Visual impacts

e Safe access e Cumulative impacts

e Emergency services e Alternatives

A scoping meeting was held on December 16, 2015, starting at 6:00 p.m. at the Nobel Recreation
Center Meeting Room #2, located at 8810 Judicial Drive, San Diego, California 92122, to inform
the public about the Project and receive comments. Twenty-seven individuals spoke at the
scoping meeting. The issues they raised included the timing of the NOP and its review period,
impacts to Rose Canyon Open Space Park (Rose Canyon), traffic and circulation, multimodal
alternatives, air quality impacts to schools (i.e., Doyle Elementary, Spreckels Elementary, etc.),
compliance with the City’s Climate Action Plan, downstream water quality impacts
(e.g., impacts to Marian Bear Memorial Park, Mission Bay Park), impact on biological resources,
emergency access, open space and preservation, and traffic-related incidents.

In reviewing the Project, the City determined that it could result in potentially significant
environmental impacts based on the City’s current CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a). Through this process, the City identified potentially
significant environmental impacts associated with the following issues:

e Land Use ¢ Biological Resources
e Transportation/Circulation e Geologic Conditions
e Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character e Paleontological Resources
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e Air Quality e Hydrology/Water Quality

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Public Services and Facilities
e Energy e Public Utilities

e Noise e Health and Safety

e Historical Resources e Population and Housing

ES.6  SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

CEQA mandates that alternatives to the Project be analyzed. Section 15126.6 of the CEQA
Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the
location of the Project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project,” even if the
alternatives would impede the attainment of the Project objectives to some degree. Chapter 9.0 of
this PEIR provides the Project alternatives and their consideration.

ES.6.1 Alternatives Considered

This PEIR analyzes five alternatives. The alternatives include variations of including and
removing the widening of Genesee Avenue, the construction of the Regents Road Bridge, and
implementing various multimodal improvements.

No Project Alternative — Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening of Genesee
Avenue

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that an EIR evaluate a “no project” alternative
along with its impacts. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to
allow a lead agency to compare the impacts of approving the project to the impacts of not
approving it. Specifically, Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) requires that an EIR for a development
project on an identifiable property address the no project alternative as “circumstances under
which the project does not proceed.”

The No Project Alternative would result in the planned widening of Genesee Avenue and the
construction of the Regents Road Bridge. Genesee Avenue is currently a four-lane road. The No
Project Alternative would widen Genesee Avenue from four to six lanes between SR 52 and
Nobel Drive. This would involve adding a travel lane in each direction between SR 52 and Nobel
Drive in an effort to increase the capacity of this roadway to carry anticipated traffic volumes.
The No Project Alternative would involve widening of the bridge crossing Rose Canyon,
construction of retaining walls and temporary construction easements, which may result in
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property acquisition. This alternative would also include a new traffic signal at the Genesee
Avenue intersection with SR 52 westbound ramps.

The No Project Alternative would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane bridge
structures across Rose Canyon to connect the present north and south Regents Road termini on
either side of the canyon. The bridge/roadway would extend north from the present end of
Regents Road on the south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte Court, over a tributary
drainage to Rose Canyon (which would be filled, not spanned), and through a small ridge
adjacent to Rose Canyon. The bridge portion spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately
870 feet long.

The No Project Alternative would include construction of surface-level improvements at the
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be the addition
of a northbound and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-turn lanes in each
direction. This requires some modifications to the existing curb to accommodate the right-turn
pockets.

Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative

The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would involve construction of two separate parallel two-lane bridge structures across Rose
Canyon as described in the No Project Alternative. This alternative would not result in the
widening of Genesee Avenue. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing the existing footprint of Genesee
Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by reducing median width, adjusting lane
utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct surface-level improvements at the
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive. These improvements would be the addition
of a northbound and a southbound through lane, maintaining exclusive right-turn lanes in each
direction. The Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would require modifications to the existing curb to accommodate the right-turn
pockets. This alternative would include a new traffic signal at the Genesee Avenue intersection
with SR 52 westbound ramps.

No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Wideninrg Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would not involve construction of the bridge structures spanning Regents Road. This
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alternative would result in the widening reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue which would consist
of restriping the existing four-lane roadway to a six-lane roadway. This alternative would not
involve widening of Genesee Avenue. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated
intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive, removing northbound and southbound
through-movements at the existing intersection and replacing them with two northbound and
southbound through-lanes in an undercrossing. The topography of Genesee Avenue approaching
this intersection allows for the intersection to remain at its current elevation and an undercrossing
to be constructed beneath it. Separating the through traffic on Genesee Avenue would significantly
increase flow between the north and south areas of the UCP Area. All proposed roadway
improvements would be within the existing right-of-way. Under the No Construction of Regents
Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative, businesses at the
intersection would still have access and provide services to the adjacent community, but would
experience less traffic on their adjacent roads. This alternative would include a new traffic signal at
the Genesee Avenue intersection with SR 52 westbound ramps.

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative

The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would involve construction of a single bridge structure across Rose Canyon to
connect the present north and south termini on either side of Regents Road. The pedestrian bike
bridge with emergency access would extend north from the present end of Regents Road on the
south side of Rose Canyon just north of Lahitte Court, over a tributary drainage to Rose Canyon
(which would be filled, not spanned), and through a small ridge adjacent to Rose Canyon. The
bridge portion spanning Rose Canyon would be approximately 870 feet long. The bridge structure
would provide emergency access that would improve access times for emergency service
providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would result in the widening of Genesee Avenue and would include all the
features as described in the No Project Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency
Access and the Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would also construct a grade-separated
intersection at Genesee Avenue and Governor Drive as described in the No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.

Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative

The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative would involve construction of the single-lane bridge structure spanning Regents
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Road as described in the Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and the Widening of
Genesee Avenue Alternative. The bridge structure would provide emergency access that would
improve access times for emergency service providers. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with
Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee Avenue Alternative would include repurposing
the existing footprint of Genesee Avenue to have three through lanes in each direction by
reducing median width, adjusting lane utilizations at intersections, and narrowing lanes, as
described in the Construction of Regents Road Bridge and No Widening of Genesee Avenue
Alternative. The Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access and No Widening of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue and
Governor Drive as described in the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative.

The environmental analysis of the alternatives presented above is summarized in Chapter 9.0 in
Table 9-1, which compares the project elements for each alternative along with the Project. The
analysis presented in this discussion is addressed qualitatively in this PEIR as this is a program-
level document.

ES.6.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which alternative is
the environmentally superior alternative among other alternatives considered. If the No Project
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the PEIR must also identify which of the
other alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis
further detailed in Section 9.0 of the PEIR, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would be considered environmentally
superior because it would reduce impacts compared to the other proposed alternatives that
preserve more open space as it would not construct a bridge structure. This alternative would not
involve widening of Genesee Avenue. Instead, the alternative would restripe the existing four-lane
roadway to a six-lane roadway. The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration
of Genesee Avenue Alternative would construct a grade-separated intersection at Genesee Avenue
and Governor Drive. All proposed roadway improvements would be within the existing right-of-
way. As such, therefore—resulting this alternative would result in fewer impacts to
transportation/circulation (roadway segments, freeway segments, and ramps), air quality
(operation criteria pollutants), and GHGs—and-—noise—{operation). Implementation of the No
Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative
would eliminate one of the significant impacts associated with the Project. The No Construction
of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would not result in
a significant impact related to noise (Issue 3).
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Further, in contrast to other alternatives the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in reduced impacts to land use,
historical resources, biological resources, and geological conditions.

However, as with the other alternatives, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative would result in greater impacts to
tand-use; visual effects and neighborhood character, air quality (construction), energy; noise
(construction), histerical-resources—biological-reseurces,—geological-conditions, paleontological
resources, hydrology and water quality, public utilities, and health and safety, when compared to
the Project.

The No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative would have similar impacts to the Project in terms of impacts to public
services and facilities and population and housing.

Additionally, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of
Genesee Avenue Alternative would fulfill three Project Objectives. The No Construction of
Regents Road Bridge and Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative evaluates
the impacts of the removal of the Regents Road Bridge project from the UCP and would
minimize impacts to biological resources at Rose Canyon when compared to the other
alternatives because this alternative would not construct a new structure over Rose Canyon,
would not widen Genesee Avenue, and would perform all proposed roadway improvements
within the existing right-of-way. Lastly, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and
Widening Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative seeks to provide transportation
improvements that would result in a reduction in traffic impacts related to roadways,
intersections, freeways, and freeway ramp metering due to greater capacity when compared to
the Project._Further, the other proposed alternatives, which would result in the construction of
either Regents Road Bridge or a Pedestrian Bike Bridge with Emergency Access, would preserve
less open space and result in greater impacts to biological resources. Based on the discussion
provided above, the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of Genesee
Avenue Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior alternative.
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1.0 Introduction

CHAPTER 1.0
INTRODUCTION

This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of San Diego
(hereafter “City”) for the University Community Plan (UCP) Amendment (hereafter “Project”)
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended
(Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California
Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The PEIR relies on the City’s most
recent CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2011a).

The Project is located within the UCP area (hereafter “UCP Area”). The Project would amend
the 1987 UCP and, in particular, the UCP Transportation Element in order to reflect planned
mobility improvements that have been approved or completed and to analyze the environmental
impacts of development without the construction of the planned Genesee Avenue Widening and
the Regents Road Bridge. In addition to the amendment to the UCP, an amendment to the North
University City Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) (City of San Diego 2014a) would be
required (City of San Diego 2014b).

The City’s Community Plan Preparation M