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RIVERWALK PROJECT DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS 
 
The following comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during the public review of the Draft EIR. A copy of 
each comment letter along with corresponding staff responses has been included.  
 
Comment letters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) were received from the following agencies, organizations and individuals 
(Table 1). Several comment letters received during the Draft EIR public review period contained requests for revisions that resulted in minor 
changes and text clarifications to the Draft EIR text. These changes to the text are indicated by strikeout (deleted) and underline (inserted) 
markings. Some of the comments do not pertain to the adequacy of analysis in the Draft EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects 
of the proposed project on the environment pursuant to CEQA. However, a good faith effort has been made by the City to respond to the 
comments submitted.  Each comment letter is reproduced alongside the corresponding responses to individual comments. 

 
Table 1. Comment Letters Received 

 

Letter Author Date 
Page Number of 

Letter 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
A Patrick Gower 

Fish and Wildlife Biologist  

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

July 6, 2020 27 

STATE AGENCIES 
B Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 

State Clearing House 

June 29, 2020 31 

C Maurice Eaton  

Branch Chief 

Local Development and Intergovernmental Review 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

June 29, 2020 35 

D Erinn Wilson 

Environmental Program Manager 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

June 24, 2020 44 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
E Denis Desmond 

Director of Planning 

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) 

 

July 6, 2020 55 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

Riverwalk Project Responses to Letters of Comment – Page 2 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020 
 

Letter Author Date 
Page Number of 

Letter 

ORGANIZATIONS, GROUPS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
F James W. Royle, Jr. 

Chairperson 

Environmental Review Committee 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

June 15, 2020 57 

G Deneen Pelton 

Administrative Assistant II 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

June 5, 2020 59 

H Bruce Coons 

Executive Director 

Save Our Heritage Organization 

June 23, 2020 60 

I Tom Holm 

Executive Director 

Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council 

June 24 2020 62 

J Felicity Senoski 

Linda Vista Planning Group Riverwalk Ad Hoc Subcommittee 

Chair 

July 2, 2020 63 

J.A Felicity Senoski 

Linda Vista Planning Group Riverwalk Ad Hoc Subcommittee 

Chair 

July 2, 2020 96 

K Felicity Senoski 

Linda Vista Planning Group Riverwalk Ad Hoc Subcommittee 

Chair 

July 2, 2020 125 

L Jonathan Frankel 

Mission Valley Planning Group 

For Michele Addington 

Riverwalk Ad hoc Subcommittee Chair 

July 3, 2020 154 

M Everett DeLano, DeLano & DeLano 

on behalf of The Courtyards Homeowner’s Association 

July 6, 2020 157 

N Julie M. Hamilton, The Law Office of Julie M. Hamilton 

on behalf of Park Place Estates Homeowner’s Association 

July 6, 2020 265 

O Felicity Senoski  

HOA Coalition 

Gregorio Lira, President Courtyards HOA 

Felicity Senoski, President Park Place Estates HOA 

Paul Richmond, President Presidio Place HOA 

July 2, 2020 318 
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Letter Author Date 
Page Number of 

Letter 

P Jennifer Carroll on behalf of the Linda Vista Community 

Planning Group Riverwalk Subcommittee 

July 5, 2020 346 

Q Jennifer Carroll  

HOA Coalition 

Gregorio Lira, President Courtyards HOA 

Felicity Senoski, President Park Place Estates HOA 

Paul Richmond, President Presidio Place HOA 

July 5, 2020 374 

R Jennifer Carroll 

HOA Coalition 

Gregorio Lira, President Courtyards HOA 

Felicity Senoski, President Park Place Estates HOA 

Paul Richmond, President Presidio Place HOA 

July 6, 2020 403 

S Heidi Arnest June 15, 2020 432 

T Christine L. August June 22 ,2020 433 

U Phillip Ball June 19, 2020 440 

V Sarah Brand June 14, 2020 441 

W Tim Broadway June 22, 2020 443 

X Tim Broadway June 22, 2020 444 

Y Laurence Brunton July 6, 2020 445 

Z Laurence Brunton July 6, 2020 452 

AA Bobby G Butcher June 13, 2020 453 

BB Kita Cameron July 5, 2020 454 

CC Suzanne Carlson June 18, 2020 457 

DD Genevieve Chesnut May 21, 2020 458 

EE Dan Cisco June 24, 2020 459 

FF Karen Cook June 22, 2020 460 

GG Gregory de Lira July 5, 2020 461 

HH Vicki Duffy June 7. 2020 490 

II Carlos Elliott June 22, 2020 491 

JJ Farzin Espahani June 16, 2020 492 

KK Earon Fairbourn July 4, 2020 493 

LL Harry Fotinos May 15, 2020 494 

MM Harry Fotinos May 15, 2020 495 

NN James Ghadiali July 5, 2020 496 

OO Edward Gonzalez June 22, 2020 504 
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Letter Author Date 
Page Number of 

Letter 

PP Wilma Goodness July 4, 2020 507 

QQ James and Martha Grant June 29, 2020 509 

RR Carolyn Greer June 23 ,2020 511 

SS Laurie Hackman June 23, 2020 512 

TT Doug and Julie Harrigan July 6, 2020 513 

UU Jeff Hensel July 6, 2020 514 

VV Mitch Hill May 18, 2020 515 

WW Jerry Holden June 28, 2020 516 

XX Mary E Hurley July 2, 2020 517 

YY Jack Illeman June 15, 2020 518 

ZZ Joan Illeman June 26, 2020 519 

AAA Sandra Keefer June 24, 2020 521 

BBB Diane Lindwall June 24, 20202 522 

CCC Roman Maes III June 7, 2020 524 

DDD Mary McMillan June 19, 2020 525 

EEE Thomas Murry May 15, 2020 526 

FFF Victor Alberto Ochoa July 2, 2020 527 

GGG Marilyn Owens July 4, 2020 531 

HHH Amanda Perricone June 23, 2020 532 

III Brian Phelps June 27, 2020 533 

JJJ Brian Phelps July 3, 2020 535 

KKK Ginger Pieper July 2 ,2020 536 

LLL Patricia Pieper June 30, 2020 537 

MMM Patricia Pieper July 5, 2020 542 

NNN Robert Pieper June 29, 2020 546 

PPP Jamie Plemons June 27, 2020 548 

QQQ LuAnn Porter June 22, 2020 549 

RRR Alison and Alvaro Quesada June 29, 2020 550 

SSS Allen Riedy July 6, 2020 551 

TTT Margie Roehm June 27, 2020 555 

UUU Margie Roehm June 27, 2020 557 

VVV Jason Rosner May 26, 2020 559 

WWW Jason Rosner June 23, 2020 560 

XXX Ron Rubin June 24, 2020 561 

YYY Ron Rubin July 24, 2020 562 
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Letter Author Date 
Page Number of 

Letter 

ZZZ R. Rudy July 3, 2020 563 

AAAA Raul Salazar July 6, 2020 564 

BBBB Michael Shakowski June 17, 2020 565 

CCCC Robert Shandor July 2, 2020 566 

CCCC.A Robert Shandor July 6, 2020 607 

DDDD Brian Shaw 

Signed Brian and Judy Shaw 

June 27, 2020 646 

EEEE Mary Shepperd July 6, 2020 647 

FFFF Deborah Shramek June 28, 2020 651 

GGGG Candice Stephens July 5, 2020 653 

HHHH Melissa Tarmon June 25, 2020 655 

IIII Matthew Taylor July 6, 2020 656 

JJJJ Terry Treiber July 2, 2020 657 

KKKK DJ Wade June 29, 2020 658 

LLLL Diana Webster June 29, 2020 659 

MMMM Katherine Whitley June 23, 2020 660 

NNNN Jason Greer June 14, 2020 662 

OOOO Melinda W. Butcher June 13, 2020 663 

PPPP Earon Fairbourn July 9, 2020 664 
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MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
Common themes were repeated throughout many of the comment letters listed in Table 1, Comment 
Letters Received. Eleven Master Responses have been developed to respond to these common themes. 
Each Master Response has been identified by a corresponding number, as shown below in Table 2, Master 
Responses to Comments. For efficiency, the text for each Master Response is provided here for ease of 
reference instead of repeating text for each individual comment received. Individual comments that are 
addressed by these Master Responses are referred to by the numbered code (e.g., “Refer to Master 
Response 1”).  
 

Table 2 – Master Responses to Comments 
Master 

Response 
Number 

Master Response Topic Page 
Number 

1 Development Intensity/Density 6 

2 Project Phasing 8 

3 Air Quality/Health Risk 9 

4 Neighborhood Character/Building Heights/Height Limits 14 

5 Visual Quality/Views 15 

6 Transportation/Circulation/Transit 16 

7 Parking 20 

8 Public Services 20 

9 Flooding 23 

10 COVID/Pandemic 24 

11 Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion Project 24 

 
All references to section numbers in the Master Responses are from the Guidelines for Implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000et seq, (“CEQA Guidelines”) unless 
otherwise noted.  
 

Master Response 1 – Development Intensity/Density 
 
This Master Response has been prepared in response to comments that address concerns over the 
project's development intensity and residential density. Several comments state that development of the 
project could result in 10,000 dwelling units, which is derived from the Mission Valley Community Plan 
land use designation for the site and the underlying zones, which would allow for about 9,995 dwelling 
units (assuming a 91.7-acre development area with an allowable density of up to 109 dwelling units per 
acre).  
 
The project would result in no more than 4,300 residential dwelling units. The Specific Plan has been 
revised to indicate the maximum development permitted by the Specific Plan. This change is reflected in 
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the EIR in track-changes (strike-out/underline text) throughout. Specifically, the language “Overall 
Targeted Project Density/ Intensity” has been changed to “Maximum Project Density/Intensity” to clarify 
the project in response to comments received. Additionally, in Table E-2, North District Specific Zoning and 
Development Regulations, the maximum floor area ratio in CC-3-9 zones of the North District has been 
revised from 6.0 down to 4.0 and the Tailored Development Standard that would have allowed units as 
small as 200 square feet has been clarified to reflect a ratio of units per land area.  
 
With approval of the Specific Plan, development would be regulated by the policies and regulations of the 
Specific Plan, including the Maximum Project Density/Intensity. Development intensity in excess of what is 
expressly provided for in the Specific Plan would be evaluated in accordance with Chapter 7 and Appendix 
D of the Specific Plan and require separate CEQA analysis. 
 
The Draft EIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the project, as guided and restricted by the Specific 
Plan. The Development Agreement would further limit development to the uses and intensities 
documented in the Specific Plan. 
 
The allowable uses and densities are outlined in the Specific Plan, specifically in Chapters 2, 6, and 7, and 
Appendices C, D, and E. Implementation is also described in Section 3.27 of the EIR. The Specific Plan 
clearly defines allowable uses, residential densities, non-residential development intensities, zoning, 
development regulations, and Tailored Development Standards. The project as presented in the Specific 
Plan and evaluated in the EIR is the same project that has been presented to and discussed with the 
various planning groups and community stakeholders through its evolution to the final project. 
 
Any development that does not meet the building permit criteria of the Specific Plan (Project Review 
Category 1) would be evaluated based on the standards in Chapter 7, Implementation, of the Specific Plan 
and would follow the regulations established in Table 7-4, Development Project Review Process, and 
further described in Section 7.3.1, Development Project Review Process, of the Specific Plan.  
 
Development within the Specific Plan would be required to complete the tracking sheet included as Table 
D-1, Specific Plan Implementation Table, of Appendix D, Density/Intensity Monitoring Process, which 
outlines the Maximum Project Density/Intensity. Table D-1 monitors development based on average daily 
trips (ADT) - both driveway ADT and peak hour trips - and equivalent dwelling units (for non-residential 
development). As individual developments come online, they will be tracked in this table and debited 
from the Maximum Project Density/Intensity, thereby reducing the remaining available Project 
Density/Intensity until the Maximum Project Density/Intensity is reached at full buildout of the project. 
Any development that is beyond the Maximum Project Density/Intensity in Table D-1 would require 
discretionary review and related CEQA compliance so the impacts of exceeding the maximum would be 
known prior to any approval of such discretionary review. 
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Master Response 2 – Project Phasing 
 
A number of comments have raised concerns pertaining to whether the project would have the potential 
to exceed air quality emission thresholds due to alternative phasing or overlapping construction and 
operational phases. In response to comments received, the following language has been struck from the 
Specific Plan: 
 

This Specific Plan does not require that development occur in a specific order. Phasing may occur 
in any order, and more than one phase may occur at any time, provided the necessary 
infrastructure is in place, or occurs concurrently as specified in each phase(s) of development. 

 
This language had been included prior to the applicant solidifying its phasing plan. Since then, the 
applicant has retained a licensed construction contractor, who has experience in phased master plan 
construction projects, and confirmed that phasing will logically occur as described in the phasing plan (i.e., 
Phase I, then Phase II, then Phase III). The three anticipated phases represent the best estimate for the 
order and duration of project buildout based on expert advice considering site constraints and the scale 
of development. It is not anticipated that phasing could occur substantially faster than planned; however, 
the anticipated phasing is not required under the City regulations or the project entitlements. The 
necessary on-site and off-site infrastructure must be in place to service development as it is constructed, 
which is assured through conditions of the project and the Riverwalk Development Agreement.  
 
CEQA does not require discussion in an EIR of future development scenarios that are unspecified and 
uncertain. The project’s licensed construction contractor is experienced in land development and the 
factors that influence what order a project is constructed. Per the applicant, the licensed construction 
contractor notes that phasing the project in a linear fashion is most efficient from a site development and 
construction standpoint. This allows construction to follow a logical progression for grading and 
installation of utilities and infrastructure, where installation must connect to existing facilities on-site or 
off-site. 
 
It has been assumed that development would start north of the MTS Trolley tracks, as this area is 
generally outside of the floodplain, well serviced by existing utilities, and provides site access from 
existing major thoroughfares of Friars Road, Fashion Valley Road, and Via Las Cumbres. In contrast, the 
area south of the MTS tracks is largely within the 100-year floodplain and will require extensive grading 
throughout the Central, South, and Park Districts to comply with the FEMA CLOMR and LOMR process 
prior to construction of any buildings. Lastly, the area south of the MTS Trolley tracks is an operational 
golf course, which will remain open during Phase I construction and some of Phase II. 
 
In a similar manner, the west end of the North District is the logical place to begin construction north of 
the MTS tracks, which is why it was selected for Phase I of the project. The west end of the project allows 
for installation of permanent utilities as opposed to expensive temporary utilities. Specifically, storm drain 
and sewer connection points under the MTS Trolley tracks exist at the west end of the site, which 
precludes the need for expensive and difficult utility crossings of the MTS Trolley tracks. Connection 
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points for electrical and water can be made directly on Friars Road in this area, minimizing long runs of 
utility trenches that would be required in other areas of the site. 
 
Phase I of the project contains amenities and parks that create the neighborhood character envisioned at 
the project within a self-contained phase. Specifically, Phase I contains neighborhood parks and linear 
parks to create recreational opportunities for this first phase of the development. The Transit Stop will be 
built by the project and operational before occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling units (EDU), 
which would occur at the end of Phase I. The neighborhood commercial component of the project, which 
surrounds the new trolley station, ensures amenities and retail opportunities are provided with this phase. 
Site access can be taken from the existing signalized intersection at Friars Road and Via Las Cumbres, 
which is the major connection point north from Linda Vista. This is the most prominent intersection along 
Friars Road, allowing the best site access compared to other areas of the North District along Friars Road. 
Phasing would naturally progress to the east after Phase I, to allow extensions of utilities, roads, and the 
existing neighborhood established during Phase I, including parks and amenities.  

Master Response 3 – Air Quality/Health Risk 

This Master Response has been prepared in response to comments that address air quality concerns 
raised during the public review period, including comments about air quality in general, the Air Quality 
Study prepared for the project, accuracy of project phasing modeled in the Air Quality Study, effects 
relative to architectural coatings, trip generation, and air quality-related health concerns. As a result, the 
Air Quality Study has been updated to address public comments. 
 
Relative to public comment regarding the phasing language included in the Specific Plan, text stating that 
phases can occur in any order and that more than one phase may occur at any time has been stricken. 
Since then, the applicant has retained a licensed construction contractor, who has experience in phased 
master plan construction projects, and confirmed that phasing will logically occur as described in the 
phasing plan (i.e., Phase I, then Phase II, then Phase III). The three anticipated phases represent the best 
estimate for the order and duration of project buildout based on expert advice considering site 
constraints and the scale of development. It is not anticipated that phasing could occur substantially 
faster than planned; however, the anticipated phasing is not required under the City regulations or the 
project entitlements. The necessary on-site and off-site infrastructure must be in place to service 
development as it is constructed, which is assured through conditions of the project and the Riverwalk 
Development Agreement. This refinement to phasing was taken into consideration in the update to the 
Air Quality Study. Thus, air quality impacts are modelled with the best estimate of what can be reasonably 
expected with construction of the project known at this time. The Air Quality Study reflects the licensed 
construction contractor’s best data about the foreseeable construction phasing of the project. 
Clarifications are provided in the update to the Air Quality Study (September 2020) included as Appendix 
F to the EIR and summarized below. A copy of the construction contractor’s review letter is included in 
Appendix C of the August 2020 Air Quality Report. 
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A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was also completed for the project during the Draft EIR public review 
period. The HRA prepared for the project is included as Appendix EE to the Final EIR. The HRA provides a 
more detailed assessment further clarifying if there are health risks resulting from the project’s air quality 
emissions. While there is no requirement from the City of San Diego or State of California for the 
preparation of an HRA to analyze the effects of exposure from temporary project construction-related 
emissions, one has been conducted to address concerns raised by the public during public review of the 
Draft EIR. The HRA also analyzes the operations-related health risks associated with the location of 
residential uses in the South District, proximate to I-8. As such, the HRA expands upon and supplements 
the analysis included in the Air Quality Study and Section 5.5 of the EIR. The clarifications from the HRA 
are presented below. The Final EIR has been updated to include these clarifications. (See Appendix F.) 
 
Air Quality Study Update 
 
Construction phasing described in the Air Quality Study (Birdseye Planning Group, May 2020) represented 
a Specific Plan-level understanding of how the project would likely be constructed and phased at that 
time. Comments received during public review of the Draft EIR indicated a desire on the part of the 
commenters to have a more precise understanding of project phasing that can only come from the 
construction company performing a pre-construction level of project phasing. As a result of the 
construction contractor’s review, assumptions regarding specific equipment to be used during 
construction were refined and the phasing and phase durations were confirmed as accurate and did not 
change.  
 
Specifically relative to construction phasing, the construction contractor recommends construction to 
begin in the northwestern corner of the project site, and then proceed to the east on the north side of the 
MTS trolley tracks. Construction north of the MTS tracks has many advantages as compared to other 
areas. These advantages include better site access, existing utility tie-ins, and minimized temporary 
improvements. Construction south of the MTS trolley tracks, which is largely within the floodway, will 
require mass grading to achieve FEMA CLOMR/LOMR compliance prior to building construction. 
Accordingly, there would be no advantage to constructing south of the MTS tracks until after the areas 
north of the MTS tracks were constructed due to the time, cost, and complications associated with the 
permitting process for FEMA-required mass grading work. Finally, due to coordination with the FEMA 
CLOMR/LOMR process, construction in the South District near Hotel Circle North is anticipated to be the 
last phase of the project. In this manner, project construction would occur in the most efficient manner 
consistent with best practices in the construction industry. Based on this approach to project construction, 
the assumption that Phases I, II, and III would be constructed over a period of approximately five years for 
each phase (as described in more detail in the Air Quality Study) is accurate. Construction cannot occur 
any faster than this based on the scale of development occurring in each phase and the duration 
associated with leasing or selling these residential units.  
 
This clarification and confirmation represents the most likely build-out and phasing of the project and 
was, therefore, used to model the air quality analysis. This confirmation responds to public comments 
requesting a more detailed phasing plan, particularly in the Air Quality Study in which the analysis 
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concludes that the project has cumulatively significant and unmitigated air quality emissions, consistent 
with the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the updated Air Quality Study (Birdseye Planning 
Group, August 2020) reflects the clarifications that are based on the expert opinion of the construction 
contractor’s professional knowledge of the project’s likely construction and phasing. 
 
The updated study also includes more detailed air quality modeling assumptions related to construction 
equipment needed for demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction, architectural coatings, 
and paving phases. With respect to demolition quantities, the amount of material to be removed was 
based on square footage converted to cubic yards with haul trips added for Phases I, II, and III.  
 
Relative to architectural coatings, adjustments were made in the emissions model to reflect the industry 
best practice of staggering building construction within each phase and painting buildings as they are 
completed. The May 2020 Air Quality Study assumed that architectural coating (i.e., painting) of buildings 
would overlap into future phases of construction; the updated Air Quality Study (September 2020) has 
been revised to reflect this industry best practice of painting buildings as they are completed, which 
assumes buildings are painted within the same phase they are constructed. In phased projects of this size, 
where multiple buildings are under construction at the same time, best practice is to stagger building 
construction starts. This allows the project to be efficiently phased, so construction crews with specific skill 
sets can finish work on one building and move onto the next within the phase. Again, as buildings are 
completed, they would be painted. Accordingly, modeling input parameters in the Air Quality Study for 
architectural coatings have been clarified to occur within the respective phases of construction. Moreover, 
although the project proposes some building materials that may not require architectural coating, such as 
metal and brick, the Air Quality Study has been updated to assume the worst case: that all building 
exteriors would be painted. 
 
The May 2020 Air Quality Report assumed a phased approach where demolition, site preparation, 
grading, building construction, architectural coating (i.e., painting), and paving would occur sequentially 
over a five-year period for each phase with some painting work overlapping into the first year of the 
subsequent phase. The revised analysis includes model inputs for sitework (e.g., demolition, site 
preparation, and grading) for follow-on phases that overlap with the building construction, painting, and 
paving phases of previous phases. For example, sitework for Phase II was modelled to occur while building 
construction for Phase I is underway such that workers from buildings in Phase I can immediately move to 
construction of buildings Phase II. Again, this assumption is a more conservative approach for air quality 
modeling purposes and, thus, provides a conservative analysis in the updated Air Quality Study.  
 
The default trip generation numbers in CalEEMod were clarified to reflect trip projections estimates for 
Phases I, II, and III provided in the Riverwalk San Diego Mobility Assessment (September 2020) and 
Transportation Impact Analysis (September 24, 2020). Project trips were calculated based on the trip 
generation rates in the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (May 2003). The trips were then reduced 
by applying the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Mixed-Use Development (MXD) 
methodology. This method reduces projected trips by applying mixed-use and transit credits. Further, 
existing trips associated with Riverwalk Golf Course were subtracted from the total because those trips are 
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part of the baseline. Because the MXD method was used to determine the final daily trip estimates, no 
CalEEMod mitigation measures related to trip reduction were used as part of the emission calculations.  
 
As revised, the updated Air Quality Study reached the same conclusion as the May 2020 Air Quality Study 
(included as Appendix C of the Draft EIR and upon which the EIR analysis of air quality impacts was based) 
that the project would not result in significant construction air quality impacts. As stated in the Air Quality 
Study and Section 5.5 of the EIR, the project would result in a cumulatively significant air quality impact 
associated with project operations at buildout and when combined with construction emissions from all 
phases at buildout. As disclosed in Section 5.5.3.2 of the Draft EIR, no significant air quality impacts would 
occur solely due to construction with implementation of requirements in the Specific Plan regulations. 
Due to the cumulative nature of the impact and the size and scope of the project, no feasible mitigation is 
available that would avoid the cumulative impact. As stated in the Mitigation Measures of Section 5.5.3.2: 
“Based on the size and scope of development, there are no feasible methods for reducing all cumulative 
emissions to meet daily and annual SDAPCD standards for ROG, CO, and PM10 due primarily to the 
projected increase in traffic associated with project buildout. However, the project design incorporates the 
CAPCOA recommended measures as project features for reducing criteria air pollutant emissions from 
mobile sources, such as increasing density, increasing the diversity of developments, increasing location 
efficiency and destination and transit accessibility, which have been incorporated and accounted for in the 
trip generation estimates used in the analysis. Nonetheless, operational impacts remain significant and 
unmitigable.”  
 
The analysis accounts for the project's proposed features such as increased development density near 
transit and the mix and location of land uses that would support more localized trips and reduce vehicle 
miles traveled. The project implements the applicable CAPCOA recommended measures (see Table 5.5-8 
of the Final EIR) except those that are not in the control of the City or a single developer/builder. Because 
there were no further applicable measures that can reduce the project’s air quality impacts to below a 
level of significance, as stated under Mitigation Measures in Section 5.5.3.2, the Draft EIR concluded that 
the impacts are significant and unavoidable. 
 
Air Quality and Health Risk 
 
As noted above, an HRA has been conducted to evaluate the potential health risks due to construction 
emissions and during the operations of the project. The HRA is provided in Appendix FF of the Final EIR 
and summarized below. 
 
As previously stated, the project will be developed in phases, which could be sequential or, more likely, 
overlapping, where the sitework of Phase II begins as construction finalizes in Phase I and the sitework of 
Phase III begins as construction finalizes in Phase II. Both scenarios, sequential and overlapping, were 
analyzed in the HRA. Construction would generate emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) such as 
diesel PM, from a variety of sources including off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles. The 
emissions summarized in the Air Quality Study were used to conduct the HRA to assess cancer risk and 
chronic non-cancer risk from diesel PM. Additionally, the Riverwalk Specific Plan includes a requirement 
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(Reg-132) that all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment larger than 50 horsepower meet or 
exceed Tier 3 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and/or State of California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) rating and be equipped with Tier 3 Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF), which would reduce exposure of 
TACs. This Specific Plan requirement is factored into the HRA. 
 
Sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of the project site were analyzed in the HRA, including the 
Francis Parker Upper/Middle School and the San Diego County Office of Education/Classroom of the 
Future Foundation. In addition, residential dwelling units constructed as part of Phase I were assumed to 
be occupied beginning in 2026, and residential receptors were modeled to determine exposure from 
construction occurring in Phases II and III. Residential dwellings constructed as part of Phase II were 
assumed to be occupied beginning in 2031, and residential receptors were modeled to determine 
exposure from construction occurring during Phase III. At 3.81 persons per million, the results of the HRA 
are well below the SDAPCD’s cancer risk threshold of 10 persons per million at the closest receptors, 
which are located at the Town and County residential units currently under construction. The chronic non-
cancer risk is well below the SDAPCD threshold of 1.0 persons per million, at less than 0.01 persons per 
million. 
 
The South District to be built during Phase III is zoned CC-3-9, which allows for office, retail, and/or 
residential development. The South District of the project is situated northwest of the intersection of Hotel 
Circle North and Fashion Valley Road, approximately 50 feet north of the Interstate-8 (I-8). Freeways, 
including I-8, are sources of listed TACs in the State of California. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
published the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook), which recommends that projects avoid siting new sensitive land uses, such as residences, 
within 500 feet of a freeway (ARB 2005). Since a portion of the South District of the project site would be 
located within that distance, the HRA evaluates the health risks specifically from the adjacent freeway-
related traffic emissions from vehicles traveling on I-8 on the potential future residences in the South 
District. It was conservatively assumed in the analysis in the HRA that residences would be located across 
the entire South District. 
 
Average daily trip estimates on the I-8 freeway were obtained from Appendix L, Mobility Assessment, of 
the Riverwalk Draft EIR (LLG 2020) for the 2035 Project Buildout year, which assumes buildout of the 
South District in 2035. Since there is some flexibility for ultimate buildout year of Phase III, the analysis 
conservatively assumed the 2025 calendar year as the first year of operations. Given that emissions from 
on-road medium and heavy-duty vehicles are expected to decrease over time as stricter standards take 
effect, assuming a 2025 opening year would generate conservative estimates that are likely to 
overestimate the actual impact. The assumptions for the heavy-duty trucks and light-duty automobiles, 
were obtained from California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Traffic Volumes and Annual 
Average Daily Truck Traffic on I-8 (Caltrans 2018). The fuel type assumptions, including the percentage of 
diesel-fueled trips, were obtained from EMFAC 2017 fleet mix for San Diego County. Total PM2.5 running 
exhaust (a surrogate for diesel PM) emissions were estimated based on annual vehicle trips and VMT for 
the project area. 
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To reduce health risks related to vehicle emissions from I-8, the Riverwalk Specific Plan incorporates Reg-
196 through Reg-199 for any residential buildings in the South District , which require: installation of air 
filtration devices rated minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV-13) or higher in the intake of 
ventilation systems; air intakes not be located on the south side of buildings; the provision of a 10-foot 
landscape buffer on the southern border of the property adjacent to Hotel Circle North; and, if residential 
buildings are proposed adjacent to Hotel Circle North, they shall be set back a minimum of 100 feet from 
I-8. These Specific Plan Regulations would further reduce the potential health risk impact. 
 
Master Response 4 – Neighborhood Character/Building Heights/Height Limits 
 
The City received comments that address the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis regarding neighborhood 
character, building heights imposed by the Specific Plan. The EIR evaluated the residential density of the 
project in relation to the existing and future community character in Section 5.3, Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Character. As concluded in Section 5.3 of the EIR, impacts relative to visual effects and 
neighborhood character (including existing conditions) would be less than significant. The project would 
result in a change to the existing character of the community of the area, as the site is currently developed 
as a private-use golf course and the project proposes the development of an integrated infill mixed-use 
neighborhood. As discussed in Section 5.3 of the EIR, the character of the area surrounding the project 
site is a mix of multi-family residential, hotel development, retail commercial, and office/employment both 
as low- and mid-rise structures. The project proposes mid-rise structures not to exceed seven stories in 
height (not to exceed 85 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished grade) north of the San Diego 
River; not to exceed five stories in height (not to exceed 65 feet in height from the highest adjacent 
finished grade) adjacent to existing multi-family developments in the west and northeast; and includes 
land uses that currently exist in the surrounding area. For additional clarification, the Specific Plan has 
been adjusted to identify a maximum building height of 85 feet from the highest adjacent finished grade 
where seven story height caps are identified (see Tables E-2 and E-3 of the Specific Plan). 
 
The project would be consistent with the planned character of the community of the area, both as 
presented in the Mission Valley Community Plan and as demonstrated by project incorporation of 
applicable Mission Valley Community Plan design guidelines, as shown in Table 5.3-1 of the EIR. The 
character of Mission Valley is evolving, particularly in the area of the project, where redevelopment 
projects are being implemented. The project is consistent with the planned land use and design 
guidelines of the Mission Valley Community Plan; impacts relative to alteration of the character of the 
community of the area, therefore, would be less than significant 
 
Development along Friars Road would occur in the North District, one of two districts where the project’s 
residential development is envisioned. Development in this area would be limited to seven stories in 
height (not to exceed 85 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished grade). Where the project 
interfaces directly with existing residential development, the building height is capped at five stories (not 
to exceed 65 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished grade) and the setback is expanded to 
minimize shadows from the project on these adjacent uses. In the instance of The Courtyards, because 
residential buildings in that development are actually sited on top of a partially above-grade garage and 
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because of the topographical difference between the site and The Courtyards, the buildings of the project 
along this interface would actually appear the same height or slightly shorter than The Courtyards. As 
concluded in Section 5.3 of the EIR, no significant impacts relative to visual effects and neighborhood 
character would occur. 
 
Redevelopment has occurred or is actively occurring in Mission Valley and southern Linda Vista at higher 
residential densities. These developments include the Friars Road Residential project in southern Linda 
Vista, located along the north side of Friars Road just east of the site, which has an approximately 
residential density of approximately 58 du/ac. Within the Mission Valley community, adjacent to the site is 
the Town and Country mixed-use redevelopment project, which has an approximate residential density of 
approximately 109 du/ac; the Union Tribune site mixed-use redevelopment, located east of the Town and 
Country site, which includes a residential density of approximately 38 du/ac (assumes a residential area of 
approximately 5.2 acres); the Alexan Fashion Valley mixed-use project, located east of the Union Tribune 
site, which includes a residential density of approximately 58 du/ac; the Witt Mission Valley mixed-use 
redevelopment project, located east of Alexan Fashion Valley, which includes a residential density of 
approximately 57 du/ac; and the Camino del Rio mixed-use project, located east of the Witt Mission 
Valley site, which includes a residential density of approximately 52 du/ac.  

 
The project’s overall residential density in the North and Central Districts (i.e., 46.89 du/ac) is in the middle 
of the density ranges for residential development in this portion of the community (southern Linda 
Vista/west to central Mission Valley). Thus, the project provides a transition between established 
residential developments in the north and west and new developments coming online in the east. 
 

Master Response 5 – Visual Quality/Views 
 
A number of comments identify the change from open space to a developed site. Views and view 
corridors are addressed in Section 5.3 of the EIR.  
 
As discussed in Section 5.3, the Mission Valley Community Plan includes the following design guideline, 
relative to views:  
 

DG-50 Views. Take advantage of views to the San Diego River, hillsides, and other natural features 
in design, particularly for living areas.” 
 

The Specific Plan includes discussion of views and view corridors in Section 3.5, Site Planning and View 
Corridors. View corridors are considered both within the Specific Plan area and also into the site from 
adjacent roadways (see EIR Figure 5.3-4, Riverwalk View Corridors). These are views as seen by pedestrians, 
from automobiles and transit, and other individuals passing by the property at the street level. Most of 
the views from I-8 are obscured by existing development. The Specific Plan would additionally afford 
views from the north and south into the Riverwalk River Park. Views of other elements of the project’s 
open space system include emphasis on view corridors from Friars Road through the development parcels 
of the North District and Central District toward the San Diego River. A major view corridor into the San 
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Diego River would be provided from Fashion Valley Road. Section 3.5.2, Views and View Corridors, of the 
Specific Plan includes the following additional discussion:  

 
“The placement and orientation of buildings should reflect the visual corridor objectives by 
organizing in a pattern which emphasizes these focal points. Providing interior view opportunities 
defines the urban character of Riverwalk through a variety of spaces linked by walkways and 
plazas, and articulated by overhead structures that frame views and create a changing spatial 
experience for pedestrians. Tree-framed view corridors are encouraged.”  
 

The Specific Plan would implement and preserve view corridors to and through the site in the north/south 
and westerly directions. These view corridors will ensure pedestrians, residences, transit riders, and 
motorists will have views to the San Diego River from the north, and up to the southern slopes of Linda 
Vista from the south in perpetuity. The view corridors go beyond the requirement of DG-50 of the Mission 
Valley Community Plan, resulting in greater view enhancement and preservation.  
 
In addition to established view corridors, the Specific Plan includes linear parks perpendicular to Friars 
Road and allows for expanded setbacks along Friars Road, which would create views into and through the 
site in the north-south and east-west direction. Additionally, the project site gradually slopes southward, 
toward the San Diego River, which when combined with the building height limit of seven stories (not to 
exceed 85 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished grade) and the setback/stepback requirements 
both adjacent to the San Diego River as well as in other locations, creates greater view opportunities from 
the slopes of Linda Vista through the project site to the San Diego River and the park elements that would 
be implemented here. 
 
Finally, compared to the existing condition where only private residents living in the vicinity and patrons 
paying to play golf experience views of this portion of the San Diego River, the proposed project invites 
more of the public to enjoy these views from the project’s development of public parks south of the 
trolley tracks and on both sides of the San Diego River. Therefore, the project enhances visual quality and 
public views. As concluded in Section 5.3.3.1 and Section 5.3.3.5 of the EIR, the project would not result in 
significant impacts relative to views and view corridors. 
 
Master Response 6 – Transportation/Circulation/Transit 
 
A number of comments pertain to the project’s Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis, transit ridership, 
and project trip generation. 
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC Section 21099 (b)(2)), CEQA Section 15064.3 and as discussed in 
Draft EIR Section 5.2.2.1, automobile delay, as described solely by level of service (LOS) or similar 
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be used as the metric to evaluate 
transportation impacts on the environment for a land use project after July 1, 2020. Therefore, the 
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evaluation of potential transportation impacts associated with the project reflects consistency with Senate 
Bill 743, and the CEQA Section 15064.3, which establishes VMT as the appropriate metric to evaluate 
transportation impacts. In its December 2018 Technical Advisory1, OPR provides its recommendations to 
assist lead agencies in selecting a significance threshold that may be appropriate for their particular 
projects. While OPR’s Technical Advisory is not binding on public agencies, CEQA allows lead agencies to 
“consider thresholds of significance . . . recommended by other public agencies, provided the decision to 
adopt those thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7, subd. (c).) The 
City of San Diego has released a draft Transportation Study Manual (June 10, 2020) that covers VMT 
analysis and significance thresholds. Therefore, as stated in Draft EIR Section 5.2.2.1, a project-specific 
VMT-based threshold was used for this project. In compliance with SB 743 and OPR guidance, the project 
evaluated impacts under CEQA using a VMT metric. Using the VMT metric and thresholds, the project is 
concluded to result in a less than significant transportation impact. 
 
As lead agency, the City has discretion to choose a methodology for analyzing project impacts and a 
Project-Specific VMT analysis was conducted in accordance with OPR guidelines. The project would be 
expected to cause a less than significant VMT impact given that the project will be wholly located within a 
Transit Priority Area (TPA) once the project constructs the onsite trolley station and it becomes 
operational at the end of Phase I. 
 
As shown in Table 5.2-3, the project’s Resident VMT per capita and the project’s VMT per Employee is at 
least 15 percent below the San Diego regional average Resident VMT/Capita and VMT/Employee 
averages, respectively. Achieving 15 percent lower per capita (residential) or per employee (office) VMT 
than regional average is both generally achievable and is supported by evidence that connects this level 
of reduction to the State’s emissions goals. Therefore, based on the suggested significance criteria, the 
project results in a less than significant VMT impact. 
 
As the lead agency, the City determined the SANDAG Series 13 Travel Demand Model used in the 
project’s TIA is consistent with the finding that the project does not have a significant transportation 
impact for several reasons. The OPR Technical Advisory noted the Travel Demand Model as an option for 
modeling a project’s VMT. Additionally, the Travel Demand Model would be appropriate because it would 
provide the best “apples-to-apples” comparison with the type of model SANDAG used to model the 
regional average VMT per resident and VMT per employee and that the City is using for its VMT 
regulations. Finally, as described in the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, “[t]he [Transportation Demand Model] utilizes a series of mathematical equations 
that forecast travel behavior and transportation service demand in a given region. The inputs include but 
are not limited to population, employment, land use, and the transportation network. The outputs of a 
[Transportation Demand Model] are used to assist decision-makers in developing policies and strategies, 
to inform the public, and for the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California  
  

 
1 https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis.” (2017 RTP Guidelines for MPOs at p. 46; https://dot.ca.gov/-
/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/f0009312-2017rtpguidelinesformpos-
a11y.pdf.) 
 
Riverwalk Transit Stop is not the sole Basis for Concluding there is No Significant Traffic Impact: 
The Project’s Phase One Would Have a VMT Efficient Average of at least 15% Below the Regional 
VMT Rate Before Construction of the Riverwalk Transit Stop Due to Inclusion of Items in Table A 
 
As shown in Draft EIR Figure 5.2-7: Proximity to Transit per SB 743, portions of the proposed project are 
within ½ mile of an existing high-quality light rail transit station and bus terminal at Fashion Valley Transit 
Center. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 (b)(1), “Generally, projects within one-half mile 
of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit corridor should be 
presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.” 
 
The Trolley Stop will be constructed and operational prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling 
unit (EDU) at the end of Phase I, after which the entire project site will be located within one-half mile of a 
major transit stop at the site and the existing Fashion Valley Transit Center. Per CEQA Guidelines 15064.3 
(b)(1), projects within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop are presumed to cause a less than 
significant transportation impact.  
 
In addition to the presumption, the VMT analysis provided in the EIR Section 5.2.4.2 establishes that the 
project at completion would result in a less than significant 2050 transportation impact as a result of VMT 
being at least 15% below the average regional VMT per capita and VMT per employee.  
 
Utilizing the current SANDAG VMT screening maps available on the website2, it can be seen that the 
project area is located in a census tract where the 2016 VMT per capita is 16.7 (87.9% of the regional 
average) and the 2016 VMT per employee is 25.0 (91.9% of the regional average). The project design 
features that incorporate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures (as included in Draft EIR 
Section 5.1), which are also a requirement of the City of San Diego’s Climate Action Plan for the project, 
would reduce VMT. Specifically, using the CAPCOA methodology mentioned in the City of San Diego, 
Draft Transportation Study Manual (June 10, 2020), Appendix E, a 4.15% reduction in VMT per resident 
and 8.33% reduction in VMT per employee would be achieved for the early phases of the project given 
the project’s commitment to implementing TDM measures for the following four (4) categories: 
Neighborhood Enhancement (pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure), Parking Pricing (unbundled parking), 
Transit System Improvements (transit pass subsidy for residents and employees). With this reduction of 
4.15 percent and 8.33 percent, both the VMT per capita and VMT per employee in Phase I would equate 
to less than 85 percent of the regional average baseline and result in a less than significant transportation 
VMT impact for Project Phase I without the Trolley Station. 
 
 

 
2 https://sandag.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5b4af92bc0dd4b7babbce21a7423402a  
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TABLE A 
TDM PROGRAM VMT REDUCTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Project TDM Measure  Required Elements for TDM Measure Effectiveness Project’s Applicability  CAPCOA / 
 City of San Diego TSM Reference 

Individual Strategy VMT 
Reduction 

Combined Strategy VMT 
Reduction 

Residents 

Pedestrian Network 
Improvements 

§ Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project 
site encourages people to walk instead of drive. This mode shift 
results in people driving less and thus a potential reduction in VMT. 

§ Project construction of non-contiguous sidewalks on Friars Road and Phase I internal streets 
(Street A, D1, F, I, J1, E and K) 

CAPCOA SDT-1: Provide Pedestrian 
Network Improvements – within Project site 

and connecting off-Site 
1% 

1.59%d 

Bicycle Infrastructure 
Improvements 

§ Add additional bicycle facilities (Class I, II, or IV) or upgrade 
existing facilities to Class I, II or IV. This mode shift results in 
people driving less and thus a potential reduction in VMT. 

§ Project upgrade of existing Class IV cycle track and Class II bike lane on south side of Friars 
Road 

§ Project construction of Class II  bike lanes on Street J, J1, D1, F, D1, F, I, J1, E and K) 
§ Project construction of a north-south Class I path (west of Street A) on the western edge of the 

project site to connect Friars Road to Street D.  

Neighborhood / Site Enhancement: 
 Bicycle TDM per City of San Diego TSM 

Appendix E  
0.6% 

Parking Policy / 
 Pricing  

§ Unbundled parking costs from property separates parking from 
property costs, requiring those who wish to purchase parking spaces 
to do so at an additional cost from the property cost. This removes 
the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a parking space. 
Parking will be priced separately from the costs of a home lease. 

§ The project will include a minimum of $25 monthly parking fee separate from the  
residential unit lease amount. 
 

CAPCOA PDT-2: Unbundle parking costs 
from property costs 2.6%a 2.6% 

Transit Pass Subsidy § Provide transit pass subsidies for residents to promote transit usage 

§ For residents, the project will provide a 25% subsidy. The subsidy value will be limited to the 
equivalent value of 25% of the cost of an MTS “Regional Adult Monthly/30-Day Pass” 
(currently $72 for a subsidy value of $18 per month).   

§ Subsidies will be available on a per unit basis to residential tenants and will be offered from the 
completion of the first dwelling unit until ten years after the opening of the Riverwalk Transit 
Station. 

CAPCOA TRT-4: Implement subsidized or  
discounted transit pass program 0%b 

0% 

Trip Reduction  
Marketing 

§ Provide trip reduction information for residents 

§ The project will install informational Transit Boards in the residential lobbies 
§ The project will participate in the iCommute program and provide SANDAG/MTS Information 

at Leasing Centers. iCommute, the TDM program for the San Diego region (operated by 
SANDAG and the 511 transportation information service) also would contribute to VMT 
reductions. iCommute assists users in setting up carpools and vanpools, planning transit trips, 
and promoting alternative mode choices such as biking. Expanding this service to the Riverwalk 
project would make it more convenient for residents to use alternative modes of transportation. 

CAPCOA TRT-7: Commute Trip Reduction  
Marketing 0%c 

Overall Resident VMT Reductione 4.15% 

Employees 

Pedestrian Network 
Improvements 

§ Providing a pedestrian access network to link areas of the Project 
site encourages employees to walk instead of drive to the project 
retail uses. This mode shift results in people driving less and thus a 
potential reduction in VMT. 

§ Project construction of non-contiguous sidewalks on Friars Road and Phase I internal streets 
(Street A, D1, F, I, J1, E and K) 

CAPCOA SDT-1: Provide Pedestrian 
Network Improvements – within Project site 

and connecting off-Site 
1% 

1.59% d 

Bicycle Infrastructure 
Improvements 

§ Add additional bicycle facilities (Class I, II, or IV) or upgrade 
existing facilities to Class I, II or IV. 

§ Project proposed upgrade of existing Class IV cycle track and Class II bike lane on south side of 
Friars Road 

§ Project construction of Class II bike lanes on Street J, J1, D1, F, D1, F, I, J1, E and K) 
§ Project construction of a north-south Class I path (west of Street A) on the western edge of the 

project site to connect Friars Road to Street D.  

Neighborhood / Site Enhancement: 
 Bicycle TDM per City of San Diego TSM 

Appendix E 
0.6% 

Parking Policy / 
 Pricing  

§ Unbundled parking costs from property separates parking from 
property costs, requiring those who wish to purchase parking spaces 
to do so at an additional cost from the property cost. This removes 
the burden from those who do not wish to utilize a parking space. 
Parking will be priced separately from the office space lease. 

§ The project will include a minimum of $25 monthly parking fee separate from the  
office space lease amount. 

 

CAPCOA PDT-2: Unbundle parking costs 
from property costs 2.6%a 2.6% 
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TABLE A 
TDM PROGRAM VMT REDUCTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Project TDM Measure  Required Elements for TDM Measure Effectiveness Project’s Applicability  CAPCOA / 
 City of San Diego TSM Reference 

Individual Strategy VMT 
Reduction 

Combined Strategy VMT 
Reduction 

Transit Pass Subsidy § Provide transit pass subsidies for employees 

§ For employees, a 25% subsidy will be required as a part of the lease condition. The subsidy 
value will be limited to the equivalent value of 25% of the cost of an MTS “Regional Adult 
Monthly/30-Day Pass” (currently $72 for a subsidy value of $18 per month).  The subsidies will 
be required of office and retail tenant employees as a lease condition until ten years after the 
opening of the Riverwalk Transit Station. 

CAPCOA TRT-4: Implement subsidized or  
discounted transit pass program 3.40%f 

4.35%h 

Trip Reduction  
Marketing 

§ Provide trip reduction information for employees 

§ The project will install informational Transit Boards in the office lobbies 
§ The project will participate in the iCommute program and provide SANDAG/MTS Information 

at Leasing Centers. iCommute, the TDM program for the San Diego region (operated by 
SANDAG and the 511 transportation information service) also would contribute to potential 
VMT reductions. iCommute assists users in setting up carpools and vanpools, planning transit 
trips, and promoting alternative mode choices such as biking. Expanding this service to the 
Riverwalk project would make it more convenient for employees to use alternative modes of 
transportation. 

CAPCOA TRT-7: Commute Trip Reduction  
Marketing  4.00%g 

Overall Employee VMT Reductioni 8.33% 

Footnotes: 
a. Per CAPCOA (page 210), VMT reduction formula (%) = change in vehicle cost * elasticity (4%) * A (85%). Change in vehicle cost = monthly parking cost * 12 / $4,000 (annual vehicle cost).  
b. While the project would offer transit subsidies for residents, no VMT reductions for this TDM measure were taken to be conservative.  
c. While the project would implement this TDM measure, no VMT reductions were taken to be conservative. T 
d. Combined category reduction = 1 – (1-1%) * (1-0.6%) = 1.59% 
e. Overall resident VMT reduction = 1 – (1-1.59%) * (1-2.6%) = 4.15% 
f. Per CAPCOA (page 230), VMT reduction formula = % employees eligible to participate * reduction in commute VMT * adjustment from commute VT to commute VMT; % of employees to participate = 100% (CAPCOA suggests an eligibility rate of 20-100%); reduction in commute VMT = 3.4%  

(CAPCOA page 232 for $0.75 daily subsidy for Activity Center-mode neutral context location); adjustment from commute VT (vehicle trips) to VMT = 1 (CAPCOA Appendix C) 
g. Per CAPCOA (page 241), VMT reduction formula = % employees eligible to participate * reduction in commute VMT * adjustment from commute VT to commute VMT; % of employees to participate = 100% (CAPCOA suggests an eligibility rate of 20-100%); reduction in commute VMT = 4% (CAPCOA page 241); 

adjustment from commute VT (vehicle trips) to VMT = 1 (CAPCOA Appendix C) 
h. Combined category reduction = 1 – (1-3.4%) * (1-4.0%) = 7.26%. Per CAPCOA Page 62, a 25% reduction in work-related VMT is assumed equivalent to 15% reduction in overall project VMT. Therefore, 7.26% is converted to 4.35% (7.26% * 15% / 25%) representing overall project VMT. 
i. Overall employee VMT reduction = 1 – (1-1.59%) * (1-2.6%) * (1-4.35%) = 8.33% 
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Project Trip Generation and Transit 
 
The trip generation for the project was estimated using the trip rates from the City of San Diego Land 
Development Code, Trip Generation Manual (May 2003). As shown in the Draft EIR Section 5.2.3.3), the 
Phase I project is calculated to generate 17,248 total driveway trips and Phase II is calculated to generate 
30,896 total driveway trips. The Phase II total trip generation of 30,896 includes the prior Phase I land use 
density and their associated trips. Similarly, the Phase III total trip generation of 41,186 trips includes the 
trips from the prior project Phases (I and II). Details that show the inclusion of prior phases into each 
phase’s trip generation calculation are shown in Table 7-5 of the Mobility Assessment, included as 
Appendix L to the EIR. For clarity, the trip generation tables have been added as Appendix L-2 of the EIR. 
 
Several comments incorrectly add the Phase I trip generation of 17,248 trips and Phase II trip generation 
of 30,896 trips (this includes Phase I trips) to calculate 48,144 trips. Therefore, these comments incorrectly 
conclude that the Phase I and Phase II generate a total of 48,144 trips and incorrectly conclude that Phase 
I and II total trips are more than the Project Build-Out of 41,186 trips. Based on the above, no changes are 
required to the project trip generation and the trip generation was correctly conducted per City of San 
Diego standards. 
 
Moreover, some comments failed to consider trip credits estimated by the SANDAG Mixed-Use 
Development (MXD) model and pass-by trips in their alternative trip generation calculations. The SANDAG 
MXD Model was prepared by the regional planning agency (SANDAG) and is based on local San Diego 
data. These trip credits are shown in a line item for each phase in Table 7-5 of the Mobility Assessment, 
included as Appendix L to the EIR. Additionally, some comments incorrectly calculate the commercial 
office trip generation to be 9,149 ADTs using a linear trip rate that assumes a single 935,000 SF office 
building. The project does not propose a single 935,000 SF office building and the City’s commercial trip 
generation rates are based on a logarithmic formula, not a linear formula as noted in Footnote d to Table 
7-5 in the Mobility Assessment. Further detail on the background of the MXD model, project trip 
generation methodology and calculations is provided in the Appendix L: Mobility Assessment (Section 
7.0). As shown in the Mobility Assessment, the project was correctly calculated to generate 41,186 total 
driveway trips at Project Build Out. 
 
Ridership projections for the proposed on-site Transit Station were obtained from the Travel Demand 
Model that was conducted for the recently approved Mission Valley Community Plan (MVCP, 2019). The 
Travel Demand Model is an Activity Based Model (ABM), which is maintained and run by the regional 
planning agency, SANDAG, and is based on empirical data collected by SANDAG, Caltrans, and the federal 
government. The model development has been regularly peer-reviewed by the ABM Advisory Committee, 
a panel of national experts in the travel demand forecasting field. The ABM simulates the travel decisions 
of San Diego residents at a detailed level, considering a multitude of personal and household attributes 
such as age, income, and gender as well as travel behavior inputs such as trip origins, destinations, mode 
of travel (walking, biking, transit, auto etc.) and land use mix. This model has been recently calibrated for 
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the Mission Valley Community Plan Update process.  For more information on the ABM, please visit the 
attached website.3   
 
Master Response 7 – Parking 
 
A number comments raise the issue of insufficient parking and its impact on air quality, fire, and life safety 
response times. As stated in the Specific Plan Reg-40, the number of parking spaces for automobile, 
bicycle, and motorcycle parking shall comply with the Land Development Code (LDC) based on the zoning 
and land uses of each development area. In accordance with CEQA 21099(d), parking impacts of a mixed-
use project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impact on the 
environment. There would be no deficit in parking, as the project would meet the minimum requirement 
as stated per the LDC.  
 

Master Response 8 – Public Services 
 
Several comments raised concerns that the EIR did not adequately analyze the project’s impacts on public 
services and facilities, which include police, fire-rescue, libraries, and parks. Specifically, the comments 
raise the project’s consistency with the Mission Valley Community Plan policies relative to public services 
and the potential for the project to result in adverse effects due to response times, demand for 
emergency services, and traffic congestion.  
 
Regarding community plan consistency, as concluded in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the 
project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan land use and zone designations  
 
Regarding emergency service response times and how they might be affected by traffic congestion, 
emergency vehicles are not required to follow standard rules-of-the-road during an emergency response. 
Emergency vehicles use flashing lights and sirens activated and will either pass by as traffic stops for them 
or will use maneuvers such as traveling on the wrong side of a divided roadway, if required.  
 
As disclosed in Section 5.15 of the draft EIR, the project is required to provide approximately 22 acres of 
population-based parks. The project would provide 97 acres of parks and open space, including 
approximately 55 acres of publicly-accessible park space to satisfy and exceed its population-based park 
requirement and enhancement of the San Diego River. Physical effects from construction and operation of 
the approximately 97 acres of parks and open space, including the 55 acres of publicly-accessible park 
space, have been analyzed and disclosed within the Draft EIR.   
 
  

 
3 https://www.sandag.org/index.asp?subclassid=120&fuseaction=home.subclasshome#dataSources  
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In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services and facilities (police, fire-
rescue, and libraries) are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical change to the 
environment. Response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or equipment can be helped only by 
continued, mandatory approval by the City Council of the affected department‘s budget proposal for 
operations within the affected area because individual development projects cannot be required to fund 
ongoing operational costs nor can individual development projects make budgetary decisions regarding 
such funding. The provision of adequate facilities are a planning and facility matter. As discussed in 
Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in an increased demand for facilities associated 
with police, fire rescue or libraries through either the provision of new or physically altered facilities. 
 

Master Response 9 – Flooding 
 
A number of comments raised concerns that pertained to hydraulics and flooding due to the proposed 
development. As presented in Section 5.10 of the EIR, the project would not result in increased flooding 
on- or off-site and would not cause significant impacts on upstream or downstream properties or to 
environmental resources. The project would not impose flood hazards on other properties or 
development. No impacts would occur on any properties or environmental resources surrounding the 
project site. 
 
The majority of the project site would be graded including portions of the current San Diego River 
floodplain and floodway to meet the requirement of no rise in water surface elevations upstream, 
downstream, or onsite. The existing low-flow river channel would remain in the same location and 
alignment as it is today and will not be impacted by project grading. Specifically, the project would create 
development pads along the northerly and southeasterly portions of the site. In addition, a park would be 
constructed along the river corridor. However, these activities would not result in a significant alteration or 
increase of the existing condition 100-year water surface elevations through the project area (i.e. the no 
rise criteria) because the fill in the floodplain and floodway will be offset by excavation within the park 
area. Therefore, because the project follows the no rise criteria, the project would not cause a significant 
impact to the environment from flooding. 
 
As shown in Table 5.12-1, comparison of the existing and proposed condition shows that the proposed 
grading would not increase the 100-year water surface elevations; therefore, no rise would result. In 
addition, the water surface elevations upstream of Fashion Valley Road are lowered due to the project’s 
proposed arch culvert under the Fashion Valley Road crossing, as shown in Table 5.12-2, Comparison of 
100-Year Water Surface Elevations. In conjunction with the improvements to Fashion Valley Road, 
automated gates would be installed adjacent to the road to restrict traffic when the river reaches the level 
at which it crosses over the roadway. The gates would be connected to sensors in the river, which would 
measure the water level and would trigger the gates to close Fashion Valley Road to traffic, across the 
culvert, in a north and south direction. Implementation of the project would not result in significant and 
unavoidable flooding impacts. 
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Moreover, the project is required to obtain a CLOMR prior to issuance of a grading permit since the FEMA 
floodplain and floodway are being altered. The CLOMR will be provided to the City first for review and 
then, upon approval, the CLOMR will be submitted to FEMA for review. During the FEMA review process, 
the public notice requirements will be met. This typically involves publication of a public notice in the local 
newspaper and individual letters sent to all property owners affected by the mapping revisions, which 
would include Caltrans. Once the public notice and other plan review comments are addressed, FEMA will 
issue a CLOMR letter with conditions to be met in order to obtain post-construction floodplain and 
floodway mapping approval that are consistent with the performance standards in the FEMA regulations 
and City Municipal Code. This regulatory process assures the project results in no rise in water surface 
elevation, and therefore there will be no significant project impacts from flooding. 
 
With regards to whether the proposed development is designed to be safe for habitation in a 100-year 
floodplain area, the project is safe because it will follow the regulatory requirement to construct habitable 
structures. The project has been designed in accordance with City, State, and Federal regulations with 
regards to flooding. The project is required to build consistent with SDMC, which mandates that buildings 
will be elevated two feet freeboard above the 100-year flood water surface elevation. Furthermore, this 
area of Mission Valley is subcritical flow, which means that while the project would maintain or lower the 
100-year flood water surface elevations in the eastern portion of the project, water surface elevations 
downstream will not be affected. Last, the project will provide two points of code compliant ingress and 
egress that are elevated two feet above the 100-year floodplain, which will allow evacuation during a 
flood event both to the north and south without crossing the San Diego River.  
 

Master Response 10 – COVID-19/Pandemics 
 
The City received comments that expressed concern about COVID-19 and pandemics. An EIR is required 
to identify and focus on the significant effects of a proposed project on the environment. Environment is 
defined as the “physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, [and] objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21060.5; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15360. As such, effects that are 
subject to review under CEQA must be related to a change to the physical environment. CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15358(b). This is further outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, which states that in assessing 
impacts of a project on the environment, the lead agency is required to “limit its examination to changes 
in the existing physical conditions.” Regardless, COVID 19 is not a physical condition as defined in Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code § 21060.5 and is outside the purview of CEQA. 
 

Master Response 11 –Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion Project 
 
This Master Response has been prepared in response to comments that address the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline 
Expansion project and its cumulative effects relative to the project. Relative to the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline 
Expansion project, the City is coordinating design and construction to upsize the Alvarado Pipeline. That 
improvement will extend from I-805 to West Mission Bay Drive along Friars Road and Fashion Valley 
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Road. Some comments assert that the EIR is inadequate without a specific analysis of this pipeline 
expansion’s cumulative impacts with the project.  
 
According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the evaluation of cumulative impacts is to be 
based on either: 
 

• A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 

• A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, 
or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or 
evaluated region- or area-wide conditions contributing to the impacts, including, if necessary, 
those projects outside the control of the agency; or cumulative impact. Any such planning 
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the 
lead agency. 

 
This EIR utilizes the “Plan” approach for the project’s cumulative analysis in accordance with CEQA Section 
15130(b). CEQA Section 15130(e) identifies If a cumulative impact was adequately addressed in a prior EIR 
for a community plan, zoning action, or general plan, and the project is consistent with that plan or action, 
then an EIR for such a project should not further analyze that cumulative impact, as provided in Section 
15183(j). The Mission Valley CPU Program EIR adequately addressed cumulative impacts from buildout of 
the Mission Valley Community Plan for the environmental resource areas addressed in the CPU Program 
EIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15130(d), the Cumulative Effects analysis provided in Chapter 6.0 of 
the EIR summarizes and incorporates by reference for purposes of tiering from the Mission Valley CPU 
PEIR cumulative effects analysis that adequately addresses each resource issue area. It analyzes the site-
specific project-level cumulative impacts from the project without assuming that the project’s cumulative 
impacts are the same as the seven cumulatively considerable and unmitigated impacts identified the 
Mission Valley CPU Program EIR. In doing so, this analysis identifies whether the City’s CEQA findings for 
why the Mission Valley CPU Program EIR found cumulatively considerable and unmitigated impacts are 
applicable to the project, and whether there are alternatives available to avoid those cumulatively 
considerable impacts that are applicable to the project. The cumulative analysis included in the Mission 
Valley CPU Program EIR assumes buildout of the Mission Valley Community Plan and, because it tiers of 
the General Plan’s analysis of cumulative effects, anticipated development in surrounding communities 
known at the time the CPU Program EIR was developed.  
 
The pipeline is not listed as a cumulative project for impact analysis because the EIR utilizes the Plan 
method for cumulative effects analysis, as CEQA does not require a lead agency to use a list method as 
the exclusive means of analyzing cumulative impacts. See Chapter 6.0 of the EIR for a discussion of the 
cumulative impact methodology.  
 
Traffic congestion is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA pursuant to SB 743. See 
Master Response 6. It should be noted that both the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Extension Project and the 
proposed project would be required to prepare a Traffic Control Plan (which would include pedestrian and 
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bicycle traffic), which would be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to construction activities 
for all phases. The traffic control plans would ensure that appropriate access remains available, and the 
City would assist each team to coordinate traffic control within the work area in case of concurrent 
construction activities. As such, coordination between any overlapping pipeline project and project 
construction would occur to minimize disruption and facilitate orderly development. 
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A-1

A-2

A-3

A-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

A-2 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

A-3 Comment noted. This comment summarizes the project. No response is
necessary. 
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A-4

A-5

A-6

A-7

A-8

A-9

A-4 Restoration would be required to occur at time of impacts associated with
the construction of Fashion Valley Road between Riverwalk Drive and 
Hotel Circle North.  

A-5 Biological Resources are discussed in Section 5.4 of the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). As stated in Mitigation Measure 5.4-1, pre-
construction surveys would be conducted prior to the start of construction 
activities. The results of the pre-construction surveys would determine if 
additional surveys are required prior to commencement of grading and 
construction. If needed, the pre- construction survey would be conducted 
within 10 calendar days prior to the start of construction activities 
(including removal of vegetation). The applicant would submit the results 
of the pre-construction survey to the City Development Services 
Department (DSD) for review and approval prior to initiating any 
construction activities. If nesting Clark’s marsh wren, Cooper’s hawk, 
double-crested cormorant, yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, western 
bluebird, least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, southwestern willow 
flycatcher, least bittern, Vaux’s swift and the light-footed Ridgway’s rail are 
detected, a letter report or mitigation plan in conformance with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines and applicable State and Federal Law (i.e. appropriate 
follow up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and noise 
barriers/buffers, etc.) would be prepared and include proposed measures 
to be implemented to ensure that take of birds or eggs or disturbance of 
breeding activities is avoided. The report or mitigation plan would be 
submitted to the City for review and approval and implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City. Additionally, a qualified biologist would monitor 
construction activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do 
not encroach into biologically sensitive areas, or cause other similar 
damage, and that the work plan has been amended to accommodate any 
sensitive species located during the pre-construction surveys. 

A-6 As discussed in Section 5.4 of the EIR, the project would provide a
biological buffer through the establishment of a 50-foot wide no use 
buffer and passive park area. Boulders or deterrent vegetation, as well as 
peeler log fencing, would be installed at the edge of the no use buffer to 
deter public access. The no use buffer and passive park areas north and 
south of the river channel would be graded to provide flood capacity 
along the river and restored with native plant species appropriate within 
and adjacent to native wetland/riparian habitats. No uses would be 
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allowed in the no use buffer [except Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) compliant trails attached to the two existing bridges on-
site], and the passive park would only allow passive uses (i.e., 
walking/hiking trails and nature observation nodes). This would result in 
an overall buffering of the Multi-Species Conservation Area (MHPA), river, 
and wetland habitat restoration from active park uses by a minimum of 55 
feet (in the southwestern and northeastern portions of the project site) to 
a maximum of 590 feet (in the western portion of the project site), with an 
average distance of 175 feet. The wetland buffer provided by the project is 
in compliance with all requirements of the City’s Land Development Code 
and Biology Guidelines (2018), as well as the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  

The City acknowledges that the USFWS request to expand the no-use 
buffer from 50 feet wide to 100 feet wide. The Passive park areas adjacent 
to the no-use buffer also serve as a buffer to the preserved wetland 
habitats along the San Diego River Channel and MHPA on site. As noted in 
the Biological Technical Report, the combination of the no-use and 
passive park buffers would result in an overall buffering of the MHPA, 
river, and wetland habitat restoration from active park uses by a minimum 
of 55 feet (in the southwestern and northeastern portions of the Project 
site) to a maximum of 590 feet (in the western portion of the Project site), 
with an average distance of 175 feet overall. These proposed buffers were 
analyzed in the EIR and they were determined to be adequate to protect 
wetland function and values to result in no net loss of wetland habitat. 

Expanding the no-use buffer would not increase the area of the overall 
buffers; rather, it would just further limit uses within the passive and active 
park areas. The park areas are already designed to be compatible with the 
MHPA land use adjacency guidelines. As such, no expansion of the no-use 
limitation into the park areas is warranted. 

A-7 Impacts associated with Fashion Valley Road would occur within the
MHPA. Fashion Valley Road is identified as a Mobility Element roadway in 
the Mission Valley Community Plan. Community Plan Circulation Element 
roadways, essential collector streets, and necessary 
maintenance/emergency access roads are allowed in the MHPA.  

A-8 Picnic areas and other public facilities would occur as far from the San
Diego River as possible and beyond the 50-foot wide no use buffer. 
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A-9 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required.   
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B-1

B-1 This letter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents. Additionally, the print-
out identifies two state agencies that submitted comment letters: 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and California Department of 
Transportation. Those letters and specific responses are provided below. 
No further response is required. 
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B-1  
(cont.) 
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B-1
(cont.)
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B-1  
(cont.)  
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C-1

C-2

C-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

C-2 Comment noted.  Through on-going discussions between the City of San
Diego, the project applicant, and Caltrans, it is understood that Caltrans 
would not entertain modifications to this intersection that do not improve 
the existing geometry and operation of this intersection. Therefore, an 
alternative improvement may be identified in the one-way couplet 
Circulation Study, for which the applicant would contribute up to 
$500,000, as stated in Appendix A Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA). (The TIA is provided as 
Appendix D).  
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 Improvements at this intersection would only proceed with Caltrans’ 

approval in compliance with the design standards and agency approvals 
listed in the comment. The project roadway network and site access has 
been revised to include a right-in, right-out only driveway on Hotel Circle 
North and interim widening of this portion of Hotel Circle North, between 
the westbound I-8 hook ramps and Fashion Valley Road, to accommodate 
vehicles in the Phase III area of the development. With the addition of this 
driveway and the widening, an operational analysis indicates that access to 
the project can be served without adding the fourth leg at the hook ramp 
intersection. 

 
It is noted that any changes to Caltrans facilities, whether the location 
mentioned in this comment or other locations, would require close 
coordination with Caltrans as well as Caltrans approval. Options for access 
as well as potential alternatives are planned to be evaluated in 
consultation with Caltrans when the “Circulation Study for Hotel Circle 
one-way couplet and I-8 corridor between State Route (SR) 163 and Taylor 
Street” is completed pursuant to the Transportation Improvement Plan 
(Appendix A to the TIA) , completed prior to the occupancy of the 750th 
Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU). 
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C-2
(cont.)

C-3

C-4

C-3 Comment regarding the appropriate design manuals for access control
modification noted. 

C-4 Grading plans meet the “no rise” conditions of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and would not result in a significant 
alteration of the existing condition 100-year water surface elevations. The 
project would require processing of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR), which would be provided to the City first for review and then, 
upon approval, the City would submit the CLOMR to FEMA for review. 
During the FEMA review process, the public notice requirements include 
publication of a public notice in the local newspaper and individual letters 
sent to all property owners affected by the mapping revisions, which 
would include Caltrans.  

Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
June 29, 2020 
Page 2 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system  
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

x Caltrans would welcome a different proposal as mitigation for this project.  
x Federal Highway (FHWA) approval will be required to add a north/south 

connecting street as the north side of the hook ramps should have access 
control per the Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual (HDM).    

x Any modifications to the access control will need both Caltrans and 
FHWA approval.  This is an important standard to maintain on the 
Interstate System and it would need very strong justification if it were to be 
granted.   

x The access control standard is in Chapter 500 of the Highway Design 
Manual: Index 504.8 Access Control. 

Design 

1. Comments associated with Project Development Procedures Manual,
Chapter 27--Access Control Modifications:

a. Clarify if potential access control modifications been identified and
evaluated.

b. Clarify if interchange spacing requirements been evaluated in
respect to Chapter 27 policies and in respect to interchange
spacing design standards in the Highway Design Manual.

2. Verify if design alternatives that involve improvements within Caltrans
Right-of-Way (R/W) comply with the standards in the Highway Design
Manual.

Hydrology and Drainage Studies 

The Riverwalk project significantly alters San Diego River by proposing: 

x Significant grading alterations in the Federal Emergency Management 
Administration (FEMA) defined Floodplain and Floodway.   

x Creation of a canal and manufactured lake separate of the river on the 
southern edge of the San Diego River bank. 

x Raising Fashion Valley Road to accommodate the 10 to15 year storm 
event. 

These proposed project features can significantly alter the FEMA defined 
Floodplain and associated water surface elevations through the project area 
and have potential adverse impacts to the California Department of the 
Transportation (Department) Interstate 8 (I -8) facility adjacent to the proposed 
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C-4
(cont.)

C-5

C-6

C-7

C-8

C-9

C-5 The project is required to obtain a CLOMR prior to issuance of a grading
permit since the FEMA floodplain and floodway are being altered. The 
CLOMR would be provided to the City first for review and then, upon 
approval, the City would submit the CLOMR to FEMA for review. During 
the FEMA review process, the public notice requirements would be met. 
This involves publication of a public notice in the local newspaper and 
individual letters sent to all property owners affected by the mapping 
revisions, which would include Caltrans. Once the public notice and other 
plan review comments are addressed, FEMA will issue a CLOMR letter with 
conditions to be met in order to obtain post-construction floodplain and 
floodway mapping approval. The project results in no rise in water surface 
elevation, and therefore there would be no impacts to I-8. 

The Final EIR has been revised to reflect that a FEMA CLOMR is to be 
obtained following EIR certification and issuance of resource agency 
permits. 

C-6 The Final EIR has been corrected to read “CLOMR”, not “LOMR” (Section
3.7.2). 

C-7 The City of San Diego would certify the Final EIR and approve the project
at the same time. It is anticipated that the project would be before the San 
Diego City Council in Fall 2020. 

C-8 The project includes irrevocable offers of dedication (IODs) for future
Streets J and U. The project does not dedicate Streets J and U. Grading 
associated with Streets J and U is included in the floodplain and floodway 
analysis but would need to be further considered as designs for these 
roads are completed as part of future projects.  

C-9 The hydraulic analyses prepared for the project (see Appendices N and O
of the EIR) demonstrate no rise in the base flood elevations. The final 
grading of the project would also meet this condition. Therefore, no 
impacts to I-8 and/or Caltrans facilities are anticipated. Since no impacts 
are anticipated by the project, I-8 was not evaluated in the analysis of the 
EIR. 
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C-10

C-11

C-12
C-13

C-14

C-15

C-16

C-10 The FEMA flow rates were established by the US Army Corps of Engineers
in 1975. FEMA is in the process of updating the San Diego River 
hydrology, and the preliminary results indicate that the 1-percent annual 
flow rate will be lower. One reason is because of additional storage at San 
Vicente reservoir. The 1975 rates are the current available approved flow 
rates. All projects in the Mission Valley are analyzed based on these flow 
rates. 

C-11 The effective studies were performed in 2002. The existing conditions
model used in the Feasibility Study is a more accurate representation of 
pre-project conditions. The effective model is in the process of being 
updated by FEMA and will reflect existing conditions once that update is 
complete. The CLOMR will contain all comparisons, including a 
comparison to the effective model; however, those are not required at this 
stage. The Preliminary Drainage Report (Appendix N of the EIR) found no 
rise in water surface elevation from today through project construction. 
No impact to I-8 would occur. 

C-12 Following certification of the EIR by the City, the effective FIRM cross-
sections would be included as part of the FEMA package prepared by the 
applicant to be submitted by the City. 

C-13 I-8 will be included on the CLOMR Work Map as part of the FEMA package
prepared by the applicant to be submitted by the City after City 
certification of the EIR. 

C-14 The required floodplain and floodway boundaries will be included on the
CLOMR Work Map prepared by the applicant to be submitted by the City 
after City certification of the EIR. 

C-15 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Coordination between the 
City of San Diego, the applicant and Caltrans will continue as discussed in 
response C-2. 

C-16 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Coordination 
between the City of San Diego, the applicant and Caltrans will continue as 
discussed in response C-2. 
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C-16
(cont.)

C-17

C-18

C-17 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. No further response is required. 

C-18 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not relate to the validity of studies within the EIR. Coordination 
between the City, the applicant and Caltrans will continue as discussed in 
response C-2. As requested in this comment, discussions have occurred 
and will continue as the project progresses. 
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C-18
(cont.)

C-19

C-20

C-21

C-22

C-23

C-19 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not relate to the validity of studies within the EIR. Should the 
project be required to complete work within Caltrans’ right-of-way, 
coordination between the City, the applicant, and Caltrans will occur. 

C-20  Comment noted. As no significant VMT impacts related to transportation
under CEQA are expected to occur, no mitigation measures are proposed. 

C-21 See response to C-20.

C-22 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. No further response is required. 

C-23 Comment noted. The Draft EIR concluded that no significant
transportation VMT impacts would occur under CEQA. As a result, no 
mitigation related to transportation is required and no alternative 
mitigation would need to be identified. The discussion and proposal for a 
new freeway interchange at Via Las Cumbres is no longer proposed under 
the recently approved Mission Valley Community Plan. Instead, a 
connection referred to as Street J is proposed.  The project is constructing 
the portion from Friars Road to Riverwalk Drive and offering Irrevocable 
Offer of Dedication (IOD) for the future construction of Street J pursuant 
to discussions with the City’s Planning Department. Improvements 
including the one-way couplet and Street J overcrossing of I-8 as well as 
options for improving freeway ramps will be evaluated when the 
“Circulation Study for Hotel Circle one-way couplet and I-8 corridor 
between SR 163 and Taylor Street” is completed pursuant to the 
Transportation Improvement Plan (Appendix A to the TIA) and prior to the 
occupancy of the 750th EDU.   
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C-24

C-25

C-26

C-27

C-24 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Coordination 
between the City, the applicant and Caltrans will continue as discussed in 
response C-1 of this letter. Please also note that the Draft EIR concluded 
that no significant transportation VMT impacts would occur under CEQA. 
As a result, no mitigation related to transportation is required and no 
alternative mitigation would need to be identified.  

C-25 See response C-24.

C-26 See response C-24.

C-27 Comment noted. This comment relates to Caltrans procedures and studies
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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C-28 C-28  Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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D-1

D-2

D-3

D-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-2 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-3 Comment noted. This comment provides description of the project and
the biological setting as presented in Chapter 2.0, Chapter 3.0, and Section 
5.4 of the EIR. No response is necessary. 
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D-3
(cont.)

D-4

D-4 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

D-9

D-10

D-5 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-6 As stated on Sections 5.1, 5.4, and 5.8 of the Draft EIR, the buffer along the
northern reach of the river would include the 50-foot wide no-use buffer, 
as well as additional buffer provided by passive use areas of the Riverwalk 
River Park. An overall buffer of 55 feet to 590 feet would result. These 
proposed buffers were analyzed in the EIR and they were determined to 
be adequate to protect wetland function and values to result in no net loss 
of wetland habitat. 

The project provides a buffer along the northern side of the river channel 
in the form of the no use buffer and the passive use areas of the Riverwalk 
River Park. The buffer only narrows in the area where there is an existing 
golf clubhouse, which would remain and be re-purposed as a common 
project amenity. Furthermore, there would be a vertical separation 
between the closest wetland habitat and the existing golf clubhouse and 
the graded pad, which would enhance the effectiveness of the no use and 
passive park buffers. As noted in the comment, the project is consistent 
with the San Diego River Park Master Plan, and no additional buffer is 
required to adequately protect habitat in the river corridor. 

D-7 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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D-8 The no use buffer is adjacent to and outside of the existing wetland
habitat in the river channel, the MHPA, and the wetland habitat 
restoration/mitigation areas. As such, it does not include the wetland 
habitats it is intended to protect. While not a component of the project’s 
wetland habitat mitigation, the no use buffer would be revegetated with 
native species suitable for a river corridor. The planting palette for the 
landscaping within the no use buffer would include a broad range of 
species, from true hydrophytes to transitional wetland/upland species. The 
intent is to provide a buffer that complements the adjacent protected 
habitat areas and does not present a source of invasive plant species that 
could diminish the quality of the protected habitats.  

D-9 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-10 Comment noted. The comment identifies support of Alternative 3. See
also responses D-6. – D-8. 
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D-11

D-12

D-13

D-14

D-15

D-11 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-12 The USFWS document “Reducing Bird Collisions with Buildings and
Building Glass Best Practices (2016)” was reviewed during preparation of 
the EIR and found to be less robust than the American Bird Conservancy 
(ABC) Bird Friendly Design Guidelines that are referenced in the EIR. For 
example, the 15-page USFWS document provides a short discussion of 
design options, while the 59-page ABC document provides a more in 
depth analysis of bird collision issues, a longer list of potential design 
options (including those in the USFWS document), and tools for 
evaluation collision and design planning. Additionally, the ABC document 
is referenced as source material for the USFWS document. For these 
reasons, the ABC Bird-Friendly Design Guidelines have been incorporated 
into the Specific Plan and would be consulted by the City, pursuant to 
Reg-152 of the Specific Plan, when designing the buildings facing the San 
Diego River within the project. 

D-13 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-14 The design for the Riverwalk River Park and location of uses have been
developed to be sensitive to habitats and species within the San Diego 
River corridor. The active park portions of the Riverwalk River Park would 
encompass 40.19 acres and are located on the north and south ends of 
the park, between 55 and 550 feet from the San Diego River corridor and 
the MHPA. Uses within the active park may include sports fields, picnic 
areas, fenced dog parks, playgrounds, water features, a ranger station, a 
recreation center, restroom facilities, walking/jogging/biking paths and 
trails, and other amenities. Uses nearer to the channel and partially within 
the MHPA would be passive in nature and would include walking/hiking 
trails and nature observation nodes with educational kiosks. The minimum 
50-foot distance from the MHPA, as well as the placement of boulders or
deterrent vegetation and peeler log fencing at the edge of this no use
buffer, would deter public encroachment into the MHPA. The project
would adhere to the MHPA LUAGs, which require that uses in or adjacent
to the MHPA be designed to minimize indirect effects to the MHPA.
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Active park uses were evaluated to determine whether those facilities 
could generate noise levels that would exceed 60 dBA Leq, the generally 
accepted noise level established to determine impacts to avian sensitive 
species. The 60 dBA noise contour for any proposed use would occur at a 
minimum of approximately 150 feet and a maximum of approximately 520 
feet and would include passive park, the 50-foot no-use buffer, and 
habitat restoration areas.  

The project would comply with City landscape standards and MHPA 
LUAGs for invasive species. Riverwalk River Park plantings would be 
comprised of native species. The MHPA area also would be restored to 
native conditions. As such, the project would not introduce invasive 
species of plants into natural open space. 

The Riverwalk River Park would be a dawn-to-dusk facility, much of 
which is within the floodway, and lighting would not be provided in the 
floodway. Any other project lighting installed, however, would be 
shielded, as necessary, to prevent light from spilling into the MHPA. 
Shielding would consist of the installation of fixtures that physically 
direct light away from the outer edges of the MHPA or landscaping, 
berms, or other barriers that prevent such light overspill. Final project 
plans would depict the shielded light fixtures or other mechanisms used 
to protect the MHPA from night lighting, and the lighting used would 
adhere to the City’s Outdoor Lighting Regulations (SDMC §142.0740). 

Relative to animal encroachment, in order to discourage excessive 
predation of sensitive species by non-native predators, such as feral cats, 
all trash containers associated with the development project would be 
secured, and trash would be disposed of on a regular schedule such that 
containers would not overflow. In the park, trash receptacles would have 
covers to prevent rummaging by wildlife and would be located in 
proximity to potential picnic areas and other seating areas. Litter and 
trash removal within the MHPA and park space would be the 
responsibility of the land management entity. Brown-headed cowbirds (a 
nest parasite) have been observed on-site. Brown-headed cowbirds 
would likely continue to occupy the site following implementation of the 
project. Future land uses allowed in the Specific Plan area would not 
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 include land uses attractive to cow birds (such as agricultural fields, and 
pastured cattle and horses). Because cowbird presence is part of the 
existing conditions on-site, the project would conduct cowbird monitoring 
and control during the maintenance and monitoring period of the 
wetland habitat restoration. Any further cowbird control would be the 
responsibility of the land management entity. Additionally, enhancement 
and restoration of suitable habitat combined with restoration of an upland 
buffer (i.e., increased riparian corridor width) from surrounding 
anthropogenic disturbances, and compliance with the City’s LUAGs would 
increase the quality of riparian habitat in general. 

 
D-15 Regarding location of dog parks, if constructed, dog parks would be 

located in the active park, which is not adjacent to the MHPA, and would 
be fenced. The fenced dog parks would include signs that state dogs may 
only be unleashed within the fenced dog park areas and that dog waste 
must be collected and disposed of immediately and appropriately by 
their handlers. The dog parks also would include trash receptacles and 
dog waste bag dispensers and would be cleaned and maintained by the 
City per standard City dog park requirements and guidelines. 
 
The amphitheater has been removed as a project feature and is no longer 
being considered as a component of the Riverwalk River Park. Therefore, 
noise impacts to wildlife in the San Diego River corridor due to noise from 
the amphitheater would not occur, and MM 5.8-2 is no longer required. 
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D-15
(cont.)

D-16

D-17

D-16 City adopted Brush Management requirements in 2007 to protect life and
structures from wildfires. All structures within the development would 
comply with the Fire code including where appropriate sprinklers to limit 
structure fires. 

Brush management for the project is discussed in Section 5.16 of the EIR. 
Most structures within the project would be sited over 79 feet from the 
native and naturalized condition, separated from the fuel load through a 
combination of parcel setbacks and developed fire breaks such as the MTS 
Green Line Trolley tracks, the proposed Riverwalk River Park, the San 
Diego River Pathway, and various trails. Where the Zone One width is 
reduced, or where the equivalency of full brush management is not 
achieved per Section 142.0412(f), future development would be subject to 
alternative compliance measures as allowed under Section 142.0412(i) and 
in conformance with FPB Policy B-18-01. Development within Lots 36 
through 40, where development may be less than 79 feet from the 
wildland-urban interface, would be separated from the native and 
naturalized condition by a brush management Zone One varying from 26 
feet to 70 feet with no Zone Two, and therefore subject to alternative 
compliance Based upon consultation with the Development Services and 
Fire and Rescue Departments, the Brush Management section of the 
Specific Plan was modified to include the specific types of alternative 
compliance features required by Land Development Code section 
142.0412(i) and FPB Policy B-18-01. Prior to issuance of any construction 
permit for lots 36-40, the applicant shall demonstrate compliance with 
Specific Plan which include Brush Management Alternative Compliance. 
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D-17
(cont.)

D-18

D-19

D-20

D-21

D-17 Comment noted. The following has been added to Mitigation Measure
5.4-1 E: "The survey area shall cover the limits of disturbance and 300 feet 
(500 for raptors) from the area of disturbance." 

D-18 Comment noted. See responses D-10, D-12, D-14, D-15, D-16, and D-17.

D-19 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-20 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

D-21 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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D-22

D-22 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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D-23

D-23 Comment noted. See responses D-10, D-12, D-14, D-15, D-16 and D-17.
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E-1

E-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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E-2

E-3

E-4

E-5

E-6

E-2 Comment regarding the accommodation to provide a clear bus travel 
route from Friars Road and Fashion Valley Road to the trolley station is 
noted. The portion of Street J, which would traverse between Friars Road 
and the trolley station, and Street P, which would traverse between 
Fashion Valley Road and the trolley station, have been designed to public 
street standards, which would accommodate MTS buses.  

Comments regarding the accommodation of a bi-directional bus stop pair 
adjacent to the trolley station and the provision of bus facilities for future 
services at designated project intersections on Friars Road are noted. The 
developer will coordinate with MTS and the City regarding potential future 
bus facilities.   

E-3 Chapter 3.0 of Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the project’s 
design and street layout would not preclude future access to any other 
private property, including the 15-acre MTS parcel. 

E-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

E-5 Comment regarding the Green Line Trolley terminus from Old Town to 
Downtown is noted. 

E-6 Comment noted. Section 5.2.1.1 of the Final EIR has been updated to 
include Route 1 to the list of bus routes serving the Fashion Valley Transit 
Center. 
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F-1

F-2

F-3

F-4

F-5

F-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and provide an introduction to comments that follow. 

F-2 In a follow-up discussion with the San Diego County Archaeological 
Society, Mr. Royal confirmed that there is no need to incorporate the 1928 
and 1929 aerials into the technical appendices conducted for the project. 

F-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

F-4  Comment noted. No further response is required. 

F-5 A plan for site cap removal has been added to the methods section of 
Appendix X, Archaeological Research Design and Data Recovery Program, 
and Section 5.6 of the EIR. The plan specifies how the depth of fill is to be 
determined and what type of equipment may be employed to remove the 
cap with the aid of maps and GPS guided technology for the graders and 
archaeological monitors.  
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F-5
(cont.)

F-6

F-6 Section 5.6 of the Final EIR and the monitoring methods section in 
Appendix X, Archaeological Research Design and Data Recovery Program, 
have been revised to specify that more than one set of archaeological and 
Native American monitors may be necessary during grading construction 
and site data recovery.  
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G-1

G-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 60 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

H-1

H-2

H-3

H-4

H-1 Comments noted. For clarification purposes, the project site is developed
with a 27-hole golf course. It is acknowledged that Save Our Heritage 
Organisation (SOHO) supports Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, 
which would leave the site developed as it is today. Of the buildable 
alternatives, SOHO acknowledges supports of Alternative 3. 

H-2 As discussed in Chapter 10.0, Alternative 3 would avoid potential impacts
to three significant archaeological sites. However, archaeological and tribal 
cultural resources impacts would not be fully avoided because, like the 
project, unknown subsurface resources could be encountered during 
grading. Alternative 3 would require the same mitigation measures (MM 
5.6-1 and MM 5.6-2) as the project, therefore impacts would be reduced 
to below a level of significance under both the project and Alternative 3. 

H-3 The comment identifies support of Alternative 3 with requested
modifications.  The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. No further response is required. 

Section 5.12 of the Draft EIR depicts those portions of the project within 
the 100-year floodplain. No portion of the project site is located within the 
200-year floodplain of the San Diego River, as the 200-year floodplain has
not been defined for the San Diego River. Further, the project has been
designed in accordance with City regulations: LDC 143.0146. An alternative
where no development occurs within the 100-year floodplain would result
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in a substantial reduction in development area and would be similar to the 
No Project alternative described and analyzed in Chapter 10.0 of the EIR. 
The 100-year floodplain area on the project site extends nearly to Friars 
Road at the west end of the project and 50 feet to 100 feet north of the 
MTS trolley tracks elsewhere in the North District of the Specific Plan. The 
entirety of the Central, South and Park districts are within the 100-year 
floodplain. When overlaid with development areas lost under Alternative 3 
in order to avoid disturbance to sensitive cultural resources, this results in 
a project where only lots 7 through 15 would be available for 
development. Such a reduction in development area and development 
intensity would be substantially similar to the No Project alternative and 
would not meet any of the project objectives.  

CEQA Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR must 
contain a discussion of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, 
or to the location of a 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”. Consistent with CEQA, Chapter 
10.0 of the EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in a manner 
that sets “forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice,” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f). 

H-4 Comments noted. See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.
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I-1

I-2

I-3

I-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

I-2 The Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council is on the City’s interested 
parties list to receive draft environmental documents when archeological 
resources are raised. The City’s MMRP does not specify that a particular 
organization and/or person be a monitor. However, the common practice 
in the City is to include Kumeyaay monitors on projects. 

I-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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J-1

J-2

J-1 Comment noted. The comments provide background about the Riverwalk 
Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Linda Vista Planning Group. 

J-2 See Master Response 1 regarding development intensity/density. 
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J-2
(cont.)

J-3

J-4

J-5

J-6

J-7

J-8

J-3 Comment noted. The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the 
project, as presented in the Specific Plan and described in Chapter 3.0 of 
the Draft EIR.  

J-4 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s proposed development 
intensity/density. 

J-5 Comment noted. This comment provides a brief overview on the five areas 
of concern. 

J-6 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate 
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant impacts caused by the project and identification of feasible 
mitigation measures, where feasible.   

The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate 
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(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 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 65 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

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 recirculation include, 
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.

The revisions to the Final EIR include typographical corrections, 
clarification of project description and technical analysis in response to 
public comments, and updates to technical studies. The addition of the 
information does not result in the inclusion of significant new information 
necessitating recirculation. In addition, the revisions do not deprive the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on substantial adverse 
project impacts or feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that are not 
adopted because there are no new adverse project impacts, and additional 
mitigation measures are not necessitated. Therefore, the EIR does not 
require recirculation. 

J-7 The comment identifies preference for Alternative 3. Although Alternative 
3 would reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources, it would still have the 
potential to impact tribal cultural resources and require the same 
mitigation as the project to reduce tribal cultural resources, as well as 
archaeological resources, impacts to below a level of significance. Like the 
project, Alternative 3 would result in less than significant impacts to tribal 
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cultural resources with implementation of the identified mitigation 
measures. 

 
J-8 With adoption of the Mission Valley Community Plan Update, the Planned 

District Ordinance (PDO) was dissolved and City-wide zoning was applied 
to the entire Mission Valley Community Plan area, including the project 
site. Development Intensity Districts (DIDs) no longer apply to the Mission 
Valley Community Plan area. 

 
Page 7-2 of the Specific Plan does not provide residential density 
information. Rather, the table provides the applicable zoning, land use, 
and development intensity of the various project districts. Table E-2, North 
District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations, Table E-3, Central 
District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations, and Table E-4, South 
District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations, provide the 
maximum permitted density for residential development, which is one 
dwelling unit per minimum 400 square feet of lot area as determined in 
accordance with LDC §113.0222 in the RM-4-10 and CC-3-9 zones. (The 
Specific Plan has a Tailored Development Standard that allows for one 
dwelling unit per minimum 200 square feet of lot area as determined in 
accordance with LDC §113.0222 in the CC-3-9 zone.) Note, the maximum 
FAR in CC-3-9 zones of the North District has been modified from 6.0 
down to 4.0, in response to comments received. Further, the building 
height maximum with the districts north of the San Diego River at seven 
stories not to exceed 85 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished 
grade, and five stories not to exceed 65 feet in height from the highest 
adjacent finished grade at the interfaces with The Courtyards and Mission 
Greens, further limit implementable residential density. However, the 
Maximum Project Density/Intensity would be limited as shown in Table 7-
1 of the Specific Plan, which is a maximum of 4,300 residential dwelling 
units within the project. See also Master Response 1 relative to 
development intensity/density. 
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J-8
(cont.)

J-9

J-10

J-11

J-12

J-13

J-9 See response J-8.. 

J-10 Project proposes a Specific Plan that would be adopted by ordinance with
Tailored Development Standards; no deviations are proposed. See 
response J-8. 

J-11 See Master Response 1 relative to development intensity/density. The project
provides a transition between established residential developments north 
and west of the project site and new developments coming online to the 
east. 

J-12 The Specific Plan would allow for the development of 4,300 multi-family
residential units. Residential development would occur at a mid-rise 
intensity of no more than seven stories not to exceed 85 feet in height 
from the highest adjacent finished grade in the development districts 
north of the San Diego River, development that interfaces with The 
Courtyards and Mission Greens would be limited to five stories not to 
exceed 65 feet in height from the highest adjacent finished grade. As such, 
the project would not develop "maximum high intensity uses". A total of 
4,300 multi-family residential units represents the maximum density 
allowed by the Specific Plan. Future projects that propose to exceed this 
limit would be subject to the requirements of Chapter 7 and Appendix D 
of the Specific Plan. See also Master Response 1 regarding the project’s 
proposed development intensity/density.  
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The EIR evaluates the residential density of the project in relation to the 
existing and future community character in Section 5.3, Visual Effects and 
Neighborhood Character. As concluded in Section 5.3 of the EIR, impacts 
relative to visual effects and neighborhood character (including existing 
conditions) would be less than significant. 

 
J-13 The maximum allowed intensity of the Specific Plan is 4,300 du. Residential 

development is envisioned to occur in the North and Central Districts (the 
development area north of the San Diego River), which total 
approximately 91.7 acres. The density of 4,300 dwelling units across 91.7 
acres equates to approximately 46.89 du/ac (4,300 units divided by 91.7 
acres equals approximately 46.89 du/ac), not 75 du/ac as the comment 
suggests. As presented in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR, the Specific Plan allows 
for the development of 4,300 multi-family residential units, 152,000 square 
feet of retail commercial use;  1,000,000 of office and non-retail 
commercial use; a new transit stop for the MTS Green Line Trolley; and 97 
acres of parks and open space, including approximately 55 acres of 
publicly-accessible park space and enhancement of the San Diego River. 
The Draft EIR adequately analyzed the environmental effects of the 
project. 
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J-13
(cont.)

J-14

J-15

J-14 The Specific Plan includes 52 developable (numbered) lots. The Draft EIR
evaluated the project as described in Chapter 3.0, which is the project that 
has been presented and discussed with the planning groups, including the 
Riverwalk Subcommittee of the Linda Vista Planning Group. 

J-15 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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J-16

J-17

J-16 The Draft EIR determined that the project would not result in significant
impacts relative to transportation and circulation, and health and safety. 
As disclosed in the EIR, the project would result in cumulatively significant 
operational air quality impacts, for which there is no feasible mitigation.  

J-17 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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J-17
(cont.)

J-18

J-19

J-20

J-18 Comment noted. The project’s proposed density is addressed in Chapter
3.0 of the EIR. The project’s transportation and circulation is addressed in 
Section 5.2 of the EIR. See Master Response 6 regarding a discussion of 
trolley ridership. 

J-19 See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.

See Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion 
project.  

J-20 See response J-6.
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J-20
(cont.)

J-21

J-22

J-23

J-21 The construction schedule was refined with input from an experienced and
licensed construction contractor who has conducted project scheduling. 
Phasing of the project is based on the best available source of information 
regarding likely construction scheduling and activities. Based on this 
information, modifications have been made to the construction schedule 
and associated air pollutant emission modeling. No new significant 
impacts have been identified; therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. See Master Response 2 regarding project phasing and Master 
Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

J-22 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.

The Air Quality Study includes an estimate of parking that may be 
constructed on-site based on current Land Development Code 
requirements for proposed uses in order to include an estimate of 
emissions during construction of parking facilities. The Air Quality Study 
includes the estimated parking ratios for the project and associated 
construction quantities and emissions based on 1.5 space per multifamily 
unit, 3.3 spaces per 1,000 square feet of office space and 4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of retail. This would equate to 3,520 spaces in Phase I, 
3,637 spaces in Phase II, and 3,117 spaces in Phase III. For modeling 
purposes, 80 percent of the spaces would be accommodated in garages 
while the remainder would be constructed in surface lots. Note that 
parking rates used in the Air Quality Study are conservative, in that 
parking would be required at the following minimum rates for the 
development per the current LDC: 0 space per multifamily residential unit 
and 2.1 spaces per 1,000 square feet of office and retail land use in the 
CC-3-9 zone. Should the project ultimately build-out with less parking
than this estimate, the related construction emissions would be decreased
commensurately.
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J-23 Comments noted. The Air Quality Report has been updated to more
accurately reflect construction emissions related to demolition and site 
preparation and grading, which were overlapped with construction of 
previous phases to be conservative. The architectural coating phase was 
also modified to occur within the same phase, rather than occur 
sequentially at the completion of all building construction, which allows 
buildings to be put in service as they complete as opposed to painting 
them all at the same time. The updated modeling results indicated that 
construction emissions for Phases I, II, and III would remain below the City 
of San Diego daily, hourly, and annual thresholds. See also Appendix F of 
the EIR. 
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J-23
(cont.)

J-24

J-25

J-26

J-24 Comments noted. See response J-23.

J-25 See Master Responses 3 regarding air quality/health risk. For purposes of
the air quality analysis, all interior and exterior surfaces are assumed to be 
painted. Any project's build-out and horizon year is a best estimate. 
Project build-out may vary from the estimated horizon year due to market 
consideration (both positive and negative), supply chain issues (including 
materials, equipment, and available labor), economic conditions, and other 
factors. See Master Responses 2 regarding project phasing and Master 
Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

J-26 The Air Quality Study has been updated to more accurately reflect
construction emissions related to demolition and site preparation and 
grading, which were overlapped with construction of previous phases to 
be conservative. Phasing is anticipated to occur as presented in the 
Specific Plan based on inputs from construction experts. See Master 
Responses 2 and 3 regarding project phasing and air quality/health risk, 
respectively.  
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J-26
(cont.)

J-27

J-27 Comment noted. See Appendix F of the EIR. See Master Response 2
regarding project phasing and Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk. 
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J-28

J-29

J-30

J-28 Comments noted. The comment presents information included in both the
EIR and the  Air Quality Study. See also Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk. 

J-29 See response J-26.

J-30 As analyzed in Section 5.2 of the EIR and in the project's Transportation
Impact Analysis (TIA) included as Appendix D of the EIR, no significant 
transportation VMT impacts would occur as a result of the project. This 
comment incorrectly refers to the transportation metric of Level of Service 
(LOS) and delay to suggest that addition of project traffic would result in 
transportation impacts under CEQA. 

The evaluation of transportation impacts associated with the project 
reflects consistency with Senate Bill 743, and the CEQA Section 15064.3, 
which establishes VMT as the appropriate metric to measure 
transportation impacts. Based on the VMT standards, the project is 
calculated to result in a less than significant transportation VMT impact. 
See also Master Response 6 for a discussion of the transportation/  
circulation analysis under CEQA using the VMT metric.  

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 
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J-31

J-32

J-33

J-31 The Mobility Assessment clearly designates the analyzed phases in both
the Executive Summary of the report (page i, Table A, Figure A), as well as 
Section 2.3 (page 13, Table 2-1, Figures 2-4 and 2-5). These sections 
include the following information: "Given the intensity and density of uses 
proposed, the project phasing includes a total of three (3) phases spread 
out over a period of 10 years with the ultimate buildout anticipated in Year 
2035. These phases include Opening Day (Phase I) in Year 2025, Phase II in 
Year 2030, and Phase III in Year 2035. A Community Plan buildout analysis 
at Year 2050 is also included in the Mobility Assessment as the project 
requires a GPA/CPA." As such, the Mobility Assessment includes discrete 
phases utilized for analysis. See also Master Response 2 regarding project 
phasing.  

J-32 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the EIR
and no further response is necessary. 

J-33 See Master Response 6 regarding a discussion of the project-specific VMT
analysis performed for the project. 

Trolley ridership projections from the Mission Valley Community Plan 
Update Program EIR transportation impact analysis in 2019 were utilized 
for the project. Trolley ridership projections are based on assumptions in 
the SANDAG Series 13 Transportation Demand Model, which is provided 
by the regional planning agency. Trolley ridership projections are 
mathematically derived by industry practices and local and regional 
authorities. 
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J-33 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-35 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-34 The TIA and Mobility Assessment prepared for the project utilized the 

rates in the City’s Land Development Code Trip Generation Manual (TGM) 
to estimate the number of trips expected to occur with implementation of 
the project, including average daily traffic (ADT) as well as peak hour trips 
for the AM and PM periods. The Mobility Assessment analyzed typical 
conditions to evaluate transportation operations in the project study area. 

 
While the TGM is the City’s standard to estimate project trip generation, this 
manual does not establish the CEQA metric to evaluate transportation 
impacts. See Master Response 6 for a discussion of CEQA’s requirements to 
evaluate transportation impacts using the VMT metric. 
 
 
 

J-35 See Master Response 6 regarding the discussion of the expected Project 
Trip Generation.  
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J-35
(cont.)

J-36

J-37

J-36 As concluded in the project’s TIA and disclosed in the EIR, although the
project would result in increased vehicle trips compared to what exists 
currently, the increase does not result in a significant transportation VMT 
impact. See also Master Response 6 regarding VMT Analysis. 

J-37 See Master Response 6 regarding the expected project trip generation.
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J-37 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-38 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-38 See Master Response 6 regarding the metric used to evaluate 

transportation impacts under CEQA. Comment incorrectly characterizes 
the project’s trip generation. The project is expected to generate 41,186 
total driveway trips, not "over 55,000 ADTs".  

 
Comment disagrees with the use of Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(ITS) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plans as a means of 
addressing transportation impacts. The project is calculated to result in a 
less than significant transportation VMT impact and therefore mitigation 
measures are not required. Based on the results of the TIA, the project 
proposes the implementation of the Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(ITS) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures as one of 
several improvements as shown in the Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP). ITS and TDM plans are industry-standard features that contribute to 
operational improvements and reduction of single-occupant vehicle trips 
in a transportation system.  
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J-38
(cont.)

J-39

J-40

J-41

J-42

J-39 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.

J-40 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.

J-41 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.

See also Master Response 6 regarding the VMT analysis. 

J-42 With implementation of the project, on-street parking would continue to
exist on public streets where it exists today. 

The transit stop would be constructed and operational at the end of Phase 
I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  
Unbundled parking is a requirement of the City's Parking Standards Transit 
Priority Area Regulations and an option of the Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
Consistency Checklist. Parking for the project would be provided in 
accordance with City regulations. See Master Response 7 regarding 
parking.  
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J-42
(cont.)

J-43

J-44

J-43 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-44 Comment notes the potential for City parking regulations to change
through the course of build-out of the project. As described in Chapter 6 
of the Specific Plan, should City parking regulations change during the 
build-out of the project such that required parking is reduced, 
development seeking to utilize reduced parking requirements would 
require Substantial Conformance Review (SCR). This SCR requirement of 
the Specific Plan provides certainty that any future reduced parking, which 
could occur as a result of updated or new City parking requirements, 
would be analyzed by City staff to determine that parking requirements in 
place at the time are met.  
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J-45

J-46

J-45 See responses J-21 through J-29 regarding air quality; J-30 through J-38
regarding transportation, and J-46 through J-51 regarding police and fire. 
The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate 
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.). As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible. See response J-6 regarding recirculation. 

J-46 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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J-46
(cont.)

J-47

J-47 The comment provides information presented in the EIR and Appendix J.
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and no further 
response is required. 
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J-48

J-49

J-48 Public Services and Facilities are addressed in Section 5.15 of the EIR. As
concluded in that section, impacts would be less than significant. See 
Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

J-49 The comment provides background information about Fire Station 45 and
does not address the adequacy of the EIR; no further response is required. 
Stations 23 (for areas north of the San Diego River) and Station 5 (for 
areas south of the San Diego River) would serve the project. Fire Station 
45 serves as a backup station for the project. Section 5.15. of the EIR has 
been updated to reflect this clarification. 
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J-49
(cont.)

J-50

J-51

J-50 Comments noted. See Master Response 8 regarding public services and
facilities. 

J-51 See response J-6 regarding recirculation and Master Response 8 regarding
public services and facilities. 
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J-51
(cont.)

J-52
J-52 See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.
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J-52
(cont.)
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J-52
(cont.)

J-53

J-54

J-55

J-53 The Draft EIR evaluated transportation and circulation in Section 5.2 and
GHG Emissions in Section 5.9 and concluded the project would result in 
less than significant impacts.  

J-54 Comments noted. See also response J-53. Regarding recirculation, see
response J-6. 

J-55 Comment noted. GHG emissions were discussed and analyzed in Section
5.9; impacts were found to be less than significant. CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6 requires that project alternatives describe a reasonable 
range of alternative to the project that would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of a project. As disclosed, GHG Emissions 
were analyzed and determined to be less than significant, therefore, the 
development of an alternative that would either avoid or lessen GHG 
Emissions impacts is not required. 
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J-56

J-57

J-58

J-56 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-57 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-58 Cumulative effects of the project have been adequately addressed in
Chapter 6.0 of the EIR, which concluded that the project would result in a 
significant cumulative impact to air quality (operational). All other impacts 
were identified to have a less than significant cumulative impact. 
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J-59

J-60

J-59 See response J-58.

J-60 See Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion
project. 
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J-60
(cont.)

J-61

J-62

J-63

J-64

J-61 The transit stop would be constructed and operational at the end of Phase
I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). See also 
Master Response 6 regarding transit ridership and VMT.  

J-62 See Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion
project. 

J-63 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-64 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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J-64
(cont.)

J-65

J-66

J-67

J-65 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-66 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-67 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. See also response J-6. 
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J-67
(cont.)

J-68

J-69

J-70

J-71

J-72

J-68 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.  See also response J-58 regarding cumulative 
impacts and Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. 

J-69 As discussed in responses to the comments raised in this letter (comments
J-1 through J-68), the EIR adequately analyzed environmental effects
associated with the project. Recirculation is not required. See also
response J-6.

J-70 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

J-71 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. 

J-72 Comments noted. See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic,
Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion 
project, Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities; Master 
Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk, Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit, and response J-6 regarding recirculation. 
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J-72
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J.A Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by 

Linda Vista Planning Group (Letter J). See responses J-1 through J-72. 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 113 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 116 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J.A-1 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 117 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J.A-1 
(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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J.A-1
(cont.)
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J.A -1 
(cont.) 
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K-1

K-1 Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by
Linda Vista Planning Group (Letter J). See responses J-1 through J-72. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 126 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K-1 
(cont.) 
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K-1
(cont.)
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K-1
(cont.)
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K-1
(cont.)
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(cont.)
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K-1
(cont.)
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K-1
(cont.)
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K-1
(cont.)
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L-1

L-2

L-3

L-4

L-5

L-1 The comments provide background for the letter and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. No further response necessary. 

L-2 The Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements along Friars 
Road would be completed and operational prior to occupancy of the first 
Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU)  and therefore would be in place before 
any additional traffic is generated by the project. The ITS improvements 
along Fashion Valley Road would be completed and operational prior to 
occupancy of the 1,500th EDU. Frontage improvements for Friars Road 
would occur in concert with development of the adjacent lots along Friars 
Road. 

These measures would not be sufficient to mitigate to below a level of 
significance cumulative operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. Thus, as stated in the EIR, cumulative operational air quality 
impacts would be significant and unmitigated. 

L-3 The Riverwalk River Park would be completed in Phase II of project 
development. Parks within the North District would be completed during 
Phase I and II of the project. These parks would be accessible to the public. 

L-4 The Specific Plan caps building heights in the North and Central District at 
7 stories (not to exceed 85 feet from the highest adjacent finished grade). 
Along shared property lines with Courtyards and Mission Greens, building 
heights are further restricted to five stories (not to exceed 65 feet in height 
from the highest adjacent finished grade). 

L-5 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 
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L-5
(cont.)

L-6

L-7

L-6 See Master Response 2 regarding project phasing. 

Assumptions regarding construction sequencing, architectural coating, 
equipment type and mix, and duration of construction phases have all 
been reviewed and updated based on input from a licensed contracting 
company experienced in similar large-scale phased projects.  The most 
significant change relative to construction was overlapping demolition, 
site preparation, and grading required for Phase II into the building 
construction phase for Phase I. Similarly, demolition, site preparation and 
grading required for Phase III was overlapped into the building 
construction phase for Phase II. This assumption has been included in the 
updated analysis as a conservative assumption. These adjustments, as well 
as adjustments to the equipment mix, phasing durations and use of Tier 3 
equipment with Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters as required in the Specific 
Plan, were incorporated into the air quality emission modelling. Consistent 
with the Draft EIR, the updated Air Quality analysis confirms that 
construction emissions would not exceed thresholds, and air quality 
impacts associated with construction would be less than significant.  

L-7 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 
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L-7
(cont.)
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M-1

M-1 The comment identifies that the letter has been submitted on the behalf
of The Courtyards Homeowners Association. and provides general 
guidance regarding CEQA. The comment does not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 158 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

M-2

M-3

M-4

M-5

M-6

M-7

M-8

M-9

M-2 Analysis presented in Section 5.1 of the EIR identifies that the project site
is not within the noise contours for Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport 
or the San Diego International Airport. Therefore, the project would not 
result in any significant noise compatibility impacts associated with either 
airport’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).  

M-3 Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC Section 21099 (b)(2)), CEQA
Section 15064.3 and as described in EIR Section 5.2.2.1, automobile delay, 
as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular 
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact 
on the environment. Therefore, the evaluation of potential transportation 
impacts associated with the project reflects consistency with Senate Bill 
743, and the CEQA Section 15064.3, which establishes VMT as the 
appropriate metric to evaluate transportation impacts. Therefore, the EIR 
does analyze traffic impacts using VMT as shown in EIR Section 5.2.4.2. 
The project-specific Mobility Assessment includes LOS information 
relating to streets and intersections to identify the project traffic’s effect 
in the study area and recommend transportation improvements which are 
consistent with the transportation improvements identified in the Mission 
Valley Community Plan, and that improvements would be implemented 
consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan. However, LOS and 
automobile delay are no longer used as a metric to evaluate 
transportation significant impacts. See Master Response 6 regarding VMT. 

M-4 The project would provide a biological buffer through the establishment
of a 50-foot wide no use buffer and a passive park area. The no use buffer 
and passive park areas north and south of the river channel would be 
graded to provide flood capacity along the river and restored with native 
plant species appropriate within and adjacent to native wetland/riparian 
habitats. No uses would be allowed in the no use buffer (except proposed 
MSCP compliant trails attached to the two existing bridges on-site), and 
the passive park would only allow passive uses (i.e., walking/hiking trails 
and nature observation nodes). This would result in an overall buffering of 
the MHPA, river, and wetland habitat restoration from active park uses by 
a minimum of 55 feet (in the southwestern and northeastern portions of 
the project site) to a maximum of 590 feet (in the western portion of the 
project site), with an average distance of 175 feet. Additionally, boulders 
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or deterrent vegetation, as well as peeler log fencing, would be installed at 
the edge of this no use buffer to deter public access. These measures 
would ensure that habitats and sensitive biological resources within the 
San Diego River corridor are protected. 

M-5 Section 5.4 of the EIR provides a summary of the wetland alternatives for
Fashion Valley Road improvements that were evaluated in accordance with 
the ESL Regulations. These alternatives include: No Project Alternative, 
Wetlands Avoidance Alternative that analyzes alternative sites irrespective 
of ownership, and Wetlands Minimization Alternative that would 
substantively minimize wetland impacts. The No Project Alternative would 
result in no improvements to the Fashion Valley Road crossing of the river 
and would allow continued flooding of the roadway and areas upstream 
during heavy or prolonged rainfall events. Upstream flooding could result 
in soil erosion, removal of habitat, and wildlife displacement and/or 
mortality. Therefore, a No Project alternative is considered impracticable 
for avoidance of impacts to biological resources. Relative to the Wetlands 
Avoidance Alternative, Fashion Valley Road is the only existing roadway 
that crosses the river in the immediate vicinity; no alternative site exists for 
improvements to a roadway crossing of the San Diego River that would 
alleviate the flooding impacts to the roadway and immediate environs. 
Therefore, there is no other location suitable for the crossing.  

A traditional river crossing for the Fashion Valley Road improvements to 
minimize impacts would involve in-channel structural supports/culverts 
and would not allow for an open span of the river, nor would a soft 
channel bottom be left underneath. While this alternative would result in 
less impacts, it would result in the greatest permanent wetland impacts of 
all Fashion Valley Road alternatives considered, because construction of 
this alternative would require a larger footprint with deeper supports.  

Section 5.4 of the EIR also described the spanned bridge alternatives and 
concludes that a spanned bridge is infeasible. A spanned bridge solution 
would require significantly raising the entire profile of the roadway, which 
is not feasible due to adjacent property constraints (MTS trolley track and 
station and the Town and Country development). Construction of a 
spanned bridge would also require a much larger footprint with deeper 
supports, more temporary and permanent wetland impacts, and only a 
marginal increase in the soft bottom channel with essentially the same 
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flood conveyance properties over the proposed arch culvert. Specifically, 
due to site constraints of the adjacent Town & Country property, a larger 
spanned bridge is infeasible. Similarly, to the north, the MTS trolley tracks 
and station are constructed as a raised track and platform. Construction of 
a spanned bridge would result in placing Fashion Valley Road at an 
elevation that could result in less than minimum required clearance of 16 
feet beneath the existing trolley tracks and support structure.  

 
Therefore, as described in the Draft EIR, the various wetland impact 
alternatives were concluded as infeasible due to constraints associated 
with adjacent properties and increased wetlands impacts. 
 

M-6 Biological Resources, Section 5.4 of the EIR, provides an appropriate range 
of wetland impact minimization alternatives, which include: No Project 
Alternative, Wetlands Avoidance Alternative that analyzes alternative sites 
irrespective of ownership, and Wetlands Minimization Alternative that 
would substantively minimize wetland impacts. Additionally, Section 5.4 of 
the EIR addresses alternative bridge designs to minimize impacts. See also 
response M-5. 

 
M-7 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.  
 
M-8 The Mobility Assessment (Appendix L of the EIR) and Transportation 

Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix D of the EIR) estimate the expected trip 
generation  and include both average daily traffic (ADT) and peak hour 
traffic as a result of project implementation. The project is expected to 
generate approximately 41,186 total driveway trips. See Master Response 
6 regarding trip generation.  

M-9 The project would result in significant cumulative operational air quality 
impacts as disclosed in Section 5.5 of the EIR. The Specific Plan includes 
project design and regulations that assist in reducing air quality emissions. 
However, there are no feasible mitigation measures that can reduce the 
project’s operational air quality impacts to below a level of significance, as 
stated in the EIR. Thus, cumulative operational air quality impacts would 
remain significant and unmitigable.  
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M-10

M-11

M-12

M-13

M-14

M-15

M-16

M-17

M-10 As stated in Section 5.3, the primary noise source within the study area is
and will remain traffic. Other sources, including construction activities, use 
of yard/grounds maintenance equipment and other sources common in 
urban environments also contribute to ambient conditions. Section 5.8 of 
the EIR evaluates potential noise impacts from the project based on the 
project-specific noise study that considered both operational (traffic and 
HVAC systems) and construction (including vibration) noise.  

Traffic noise is predicted based on peak hour traffic volumes. The 
methodology first established baseline noise levels. Noise measurements 
were taken on and in proximity to the project site. A traffic noise model 
was developed for the surrounding street network to replicate measured 
noise conditions. Peak hour project traffic was added to the baseline traffic 
and compared to the City of San Diego residential exterior standard of 65-
dBA. As concluded in the Draft EIR, the project would result in less than 
significant operational noise impacts due to traffic because the project 
would not result in an increase in noise by 3 dBA or greater. 

Relative to HVAC systems associated with operation of the project, the 
Draft EIR concluded that there would be the potential for significant noise 
impacts associated with ground-level units, because it is unknown what 
type of HVAC units would be installed and where exterior units would be 
located.  Thus, mitigation measure 5.8-1 requires a site specific acoustical 
evaluation of HVAC noise be performed prior to issuance of building 
permits to ensure exterior stationary noise sources would not exceed 
applicable exterior or interior standards. 

Construction noise levels were estimated based on a mix of construction 
equipment. Construction noise varies depending on the number of pieces 
of equipment in operation and where construction is occurring, as well as 
the duration of activity throughout the day. Not all equipment operates 
simultaneously in the same area for the same duration. Further, 
construction noise is often masked by ambient traffic noise. In this case, 
traffic on Friars Road, Fashion Valley Road and I-8 would in part, mask 
construction noise. The EIR approximates construction noise based on 
referenced noise levels for each piece of equipment and conservatively 
assumes the equipment is operating in proximity to one another. Over a 
12-hour construction day, the variability in the type of equipment used
and the fact that the equipment both moves around the construction site
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and/or only operates periodically during the day, results in an average 
noise level that is less than the City of San Diego 75-dBA standard over a 
12-hour work day. As presented in Section 5.8, the nearest sensitive 
receptors proximate to future construction within the project site are units 
in The Courtyard condominium complex, located adjacent to the 
southwest corner of the subject property. These units are approximately 
30 feet from the property line. Construction noise levels at these units 
would be approximately 74.4 dBA.  Thus, while noise during construction 
may be audible at neighboring sensitive properties, it is not predicted to 
exceed the 12-hour (7:00 am to 7:00 pm) daily standard for construction 
noise (i.e., 75 dBA) and no significant construction noise impacts would 
occur. To minimize nuisance impacts associated with construction noise 
levels at neighboring sensitive properties, Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR 
provides Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would be implemented 
as part of the project. 

 
M-11 The City of San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404: Construction 

Noise (b), states that noise levels shall not exceed an average of 75 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) over a 12-hour period (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.). 
Thus, construction noise impacts are addressed based on compliance with 
the standard provided in the Municipal Code rather than an hourly noise 
level that is commonly used to address traffic noise or noise from other 
sources.  Use of an hourly standard for construction noise is not 
appropriate because of the variability in the construction process. Further, 
unlike traffic noise, there is no peak hour for construction operation where 
the noise is predictably higher than during other periods of the day. 
Construction noise is based on various factors like the number and type of 
equipment in operation, the equipment location and duration of 
operation. Noise levels are averaged over a 12-hour day rather than 
predicted for a peak hour. Noise levels would attenuate to approximately 
74.4 dBA at the closest sensitive receptors and  thus would be less than 
the 75 dBA limit required by the SDMC. The daily 12-hour average was 
measured to be 76 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. This results from periodic 
rather than constant use of equipment and other factors referenced 
above. Based on the discussion above, the 12-hour noise standard would 
not be exceeded during construction. See also response M-10. 
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M-12 Section 5.8, Noise, and Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of the EIR
discloses potential temporary noise impacts to sensitive bird species 
during construction that could be considered significant and outlines 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
The project would avoid direct impacts to the sensitive species observed 
or detected on-site including Clark’s marsh wren, Cooper’s hawk, double-
crested cormorant, yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, western bluebird, 
least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, least 
bittern, Vaux’s swift through pre-construction and nest avoidance 
measures as a part of Biological Resource Protection Measures for the 
project. Further, the project is required to comply with the avian breeding 
season requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA; 16 U.S. Code 
Section 703-711) and the California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503 
and 3503.5).  

M-13 To address the comment regarding the 3.1 dBA reported increase in
baseline noise levels at Receiver 1, Traffic Noise Model (TNM) input files 
were reviewed for consistency with the traffic numbers in the Mobility 
Assessment (May 2020). As a result, an error was identified in how the 
traffic volumes were divided between the westbound and eastbound 
travel directions on Friars Road east of Via Las Cumbres. The May 2020 
Noise Study showed 920 peak hour westbound trips while, in reality, 1,070 
trips occur in either direction. Correcting the error in trip distribution 
resulted in minor changes to baseline noise levels at receivers along Friars 
Road. With this correction, projected noise levels would increase from 67.9 
dBA to 69.1 dBA at Receiver 1, 68.3 dBA to 68.4 at Receiver 2, from 68.7 
dBA to 68.8 dBA at Receiver 3, and from 68.0 dBA to 68.1 dBA at Receiver 
8.    

Additionally, the distance between the noise sources (i.e., Friars Road and 
Fashion Valley Road) and receivers was reviewed to ensure accuracy 
between the locations used for calibrating the model and actual field 
conditions. It was determined that the distance between Receiver 1 and 
Friars Road/Fashion Valley Road was inaccurate. All other receiver 
locations were accurately plotted. Correcting this error results in a change 
in distance from 45 feet to 65 feet from the Friars Road westbound 
centerline to Receiver 1, which reduced baseline noise levels affected in 
the model. With distance corrected, noise levels at Receiver 1 decreased 
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by 1.7 dBA (i.e., 69.1 dBA to 67.4 dBA) for baseline conditions and 1.1 dBA 
(71.0 dBA to 69.9 dBA) with Phase I. 
 
With the distribution of westbound traffic and measurements corrected, 
the increase in noise levels resulting from Phase I project traffic at Receiver 
1 would be a 2.5 dBA(i.e., 69.9 minus 67.4) and not 3.1 dBA as presented in 
the May 2020 Noise Report. No other receiver locations would be affected 
with this correction. The greatest increase in noise associated with Phase I 
traffic would be 2.9 dBA, which occurs at Receiver 5. Therefore, the project 
would result in a maximum of 2.9 dBA increase in ambient noise levels, 
which is less than the less than the City’s 3.0 dBA increase criterion for 
determining significance.  
 
The Noise Study and Section 5.8 of the EIR have been revised to correctly 
show the ambient noise increase resulting from the project. The 
conclusions of the revised analysis do not affect the conclusions of the EIR 
and impacts would remain less than significant.  
 

M-14 As stated in Noise, Section 5.8 of the EIR, impacts would be potentially 
significant associated with operational stationary uses (ground-level HVAC 
systems) because the size and location of HVAC systems are unknown at 
this time. Therefore, mitigation measure MM 5.8-1 would be implemented 
to reduce potential impacts to below a level of significance. Through 
adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and 
enforced as a condition of approval, the mitigation measures would be 
enforced. 

 
Relative to the potential for significant noise impacts to result from events 
at a future amphitheater, the amphitheater has been removed from the list 
of potential uses at Riverwalk River Park. Thus, impacts that had been 
associated with that use would no longer occur. 
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M-15 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(c): “Measures to
mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse gas emissions may include, 
among others: (1) Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for 
the reduction of emissions that are required as part of the lead agency's 
decision.” The City adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP), pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(1)(A-F). A project relying on the CAP 
through compliance with the CAP Consistency Checklist may determine 
its incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively 
considerable, if the project complies with the requirements of the 
adopted GHG emission reduction plan. 

The project’s GHG emissions were analyzed in Section 5.9 of the Draft EIR. 
An assessment of the Specific Plan’s conformance with the CAP was 
conducted through the CAP Conformance Evaluation (Appendix C1); 
whereas future development projects were assessed through the CAP 
Consistency Checklist (Appendix C2). Both the Specific Plan and future 
projects associated with buildout of the plan would be consistent with the 
CAP. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively significant 
GHG emissions impacts and impacts were concluded to be less than 
significant. 

M-16 See response J-34.

M-17 CAP Consistency Checklist Step 2 CAP Strategies would be required of
future individual projects as a condition of approval. 
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M-18

M-19

M-20

M-21

M-22

M-18 As stated in Section 5.12 of the Draft EIR, the amount of impervious
surfaces would increase from approximately 13 acres (or approximately 
four percent of the project site) to approximately 60 acres (or 
approximately 20 percent of the project site), leaving the remainder of the 
site as pervious conditions associated with park development and open 
space. The project would construct a storm drain system that would 
adequately control and convey storm water runoff. The project would also 
avoid significant impacts to hydrology by increasing conveyance within 
the proposed major park. The major park would be widened and/or 
lowered to provide the offset of water surface impacts from floodplain and 
floodway encroachments. Furthermore, the project would increase 
conveyance of floodwaters at Fashion Valley Road by replacing the 
existing drainage facility with an arch culvert.  

As shown in Table 5.12-1 of the EIR, comparison of the existing and 
proposed condition shows that the proposed grading would not increase 
the 100-year water surface elevations; therefore, no rise would result. In 
addition, the water surface elevations upstream of Fashion Valley Road are 
lowered due to the proposed arch culvert. Table 5.12-2, Comparison of 
100-Year Water Surface Elevations, shows that the upstream water surface
elevations would be benefited (lowered) by the project, because the
project causes a decrease just upstream of Fashion Valley Road.

M-19 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

M-20 Water supply impacts were analyzed in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIR; more
specifically, a Water Supply Assessment was prepared, which is 
summarized in Section 5.13. The Draft EIR disclosed the project would be 
consistent with water demand assumptions of the regional water resource 
planning documents for the City, Water Authority, and MWD. There are 
sufficient water supplies over a 25-year planning horizon to meet the 
projected demands of the project, as well as the existing and other 
planned development projects within the PUD service area in normal, dry 
year and multiple-dry year forecasts.  

M-21 The project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community CPU EIR as
documented in responses M-22 and M-23, below. 
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M-22 Noise impacts are addressed in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
concludes that the project would result in less than significant 
construction noise impacts.  As presented in Section 5.8 of the EIR, while 
no significant construction noise impacts would occur, construction 
activities would include best management practices to minimize nuisance 
level noise. See response M-10. The BMPs effectively implement the 
requirements of the CPU Program EIR. 

The project incorporates all of the CPU Program EIR MM-NOS-1 
mitigation measures. As shown Section 5.8 of the EIR, the project BMPs 
include all five requirements: (1) combustion engines shall be equipped 
with a muffler of a type recommended by manufacturer and in good 
repair; (2) stationary noise-generating equipment, such as generators and 
compressors, should be located as far as practically possible from the 
nearest residential property lines; (3) construction equipment that 
continues to generate substantial noise at the project boundaries should 
be shielded with temporary noise barriers, such as barriers that meet a 
sound transmission class (STC) rating of 25, sound absorptive panels, or 
sound blankets on individual pieces of construction equipment. Stationary 
noise-generating equipment, such as generators and compressors, should 
be located as far as practically possible from the nearest residential 
property lines; (4) stationary noise-generating equipment, such as 
generators and compressors, should be located as far as practically 
possible from the nearest residential property lines; and (5) the notification 
should include a telephone number for local residents to call to submit 
complaints associated with construction noise.  
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M-23

M-24

M-25

M-26

M-27

M-23 The project does not propose to tier from the Mission Valley PEIR and is
therefore not required to provide fair-share contributions to mitigation 
measures identified in this document.  

The Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the EIR) analyzed the project’s 
effect in the study area and recommended transportation improvements 
that are consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan. Therefore, the 
EIR does not conflict with the Program EIR mitigation framework or MM-
TR-63 regarding transportation improvements or MM-TR-64 regarding fair 
share mitigation strategies for freeway improvements. MM-TR-63 states, 
“[f]uture specific plan proposals shall conduct transportation studies and 
include coordination between the City of San Diego, Caltrans, SANDAG 
and MTS to identify needed transportation improvements and 
transportation demand management measures.” MM-TR-64 states, “the 
City of San Diego shall continue to coordinate with Caltrans and SANDAG 
on future improvements, as future project-level development proceeds, to 
potentially develop “fair share” mitigation strategies for freeway impacts, 
as appropriate.” 

Neither MM-TR-63 or MM-TR-64 require the City to condition a Specific 
Plan project to pay a fair share or construct transportation improvements 
that are identified in the TIA and Mobility Assessment. MM-TR-63 requires 
a Specific Plan project proposal to conduct a transportation study, 
coordinate with Caltrans, SANDAG and MTS to identify needed 
transportation improvements and transportation demand management 
measures. The Mobility Assessment identifies transportation 
improvements as shown in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). 
MM-TR-64 only requires the City to “potentially develop a ‘fair share’
mitigation strategies for freeway impacts, as appropriate.”

In compliance with these mitigation measures, the City and the applicant 
coordinated with Caltrans, SANDAG, and MTS.  Caltrans coordination 
included meeting with Caltrans staff and discussing reviewing the local 
and regional transportation network, funding, timeline and Riverwalk 
project’s local and regional transportation (vehicular and non-vehicular) 
improvements.  SANDAG and MTS coordination included reviewing the 
status of the Mission Valley Community traffic model and working with 
MTS staff on the desired location and preliminary designs for the 
Riverwalk Trolley Station to supplement the existing Fashion Valley Trolley 
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Station on the MTS Green Line Trolley as well as bus stop locations, and 
vehicular and pedestrian crossings of the existing trolley tracks.  

M-24 The CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states that a “lead agency has
discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 
project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in 
absolute terms, per capita, per household or any other measure.” In 
accordance with the lead agency’s authority to use a project-specific 
threshold, the Draft EIR and TIA use a project-specific VMT threshold, 
based on guidance from the OPR Technical Advisory on analyzing VMT, 
consistent with the City’s draft Transportation Study Manual (June 10, 
2020).   

M-25 See response M-24.

See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

In addition, relative to the project’s compliance with the General Plan’s 
guidelines and standards for parks and recreation, the project would 
provide approximately 22 acres of population-based parkland. The project 
would provide approximately 55 acres of population-based parks, 
resulting in an excess of approximately 33 acres of park space provided 
beyond what is required by City standards. The project would also receive 
equivalency park credit for two pedestrian bridges within the Riverwalk 
River Park. Therefore, the project would more than satisfy its 
approximately 22-acre population-based park requirement through the 
provision of parks on-site.   

M-26  See response M-24.

M-27 The comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA. The comment
does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. No further 
response is required.  
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M-27
(cont.)

M-28

M-29

M-30

M-31

M-28 The EIR identifies mitigation to fully mitigate noise impacts, as discussed in
Section 5.8 and included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (Section 11.0). With implementation of MM 5.8-1, noise impacts 
would be reduced to below a level of significance.  

Relative to air quality, the EIR concluded that the project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. Due to the cumulative nature of the impact and the size and 
scope of the project, mitigation for the cumulative impact is infeasible, as 
concluded in Section 5.5. Thus, pursuant to CEQA Section 15126.6(a), a 
project alternative that avoids or substantially lessens the significant air 
quality impact was evaluated in Section 10.5.3 of the EIR. 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR addressed a range of alternatives 
that would either avoid or lessen the significant effects of the project. 
Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the decision-
makers are required to balance the benefits of a project against its 
unavoidable impacts when determining whether to approve a project.  A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared for the 
consideration of the decision-making body and left to its discretion to 
determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of the 
alternatives, or combination thereof. This allows for decision-makers to 
make findings of overriding considerations relative to alternatives and/or 
mitigation measures. Thus, as part of their decision-making authority, the 
City Council will need to adopt finding of infeasibility for Alternative 3 and 
also a Statement of Overriding Consideration for unmitigated air quality 
impacts. 

M-29 See response M-21 through M-23.

M-30 See response M-22.

M-31 See response M-23.
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M-32

M-33

M-34

M-35

M-32 As presented in Chapter 5.0 of the EIR, the project would result in
potentially significant impacts associated with biological resources, air 
quality, historical resources, noise, and tribal cultural resources. The EIR 
includes a reasonable range of alternatives to 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 in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).  

M-33 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR considers and
discusses alternatives to the project. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(a), the 
alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible 
project alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects. 
Further, as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), the EIR 
identifies an environmentally superior alternative. Chapter 10.0 provides a 
reasoned assessment of the alternative impact analysis.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations have been prepared for the 
consideration of the decision-maker and left to its discretion to determine 
whether to approve or deny the project or any of the alternatives, or 
combination thereof. 

M-34 CEQA Guidelines require that the project description include a statement
of the objectives sought by the proposed project. According to CEQA, a 
clearly written statement of the objectives helps the lead agency to 
develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and aids 
decision-makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding 
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project 
benefits. In accordance with CEQA Section 15124(b), Chapter 3.0 of the EIR 
includes a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. 
Chapter 3.0 also includes the underlying purpose of the project. 

M-35 Comment noted. This comment offers opinion of The Courtyards
Homeowners Association and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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N-1

N-2

N-1 The comment identifies that the letter has been submitted on behalf of
the Park Place Estates Homeowners Association. 

N-2 CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c) requires that the Notice of Availability
include, among other items, “[a] list of significant environmental effects 
anticipated as a result of the project, to the extent which such effects are 
known to the Lead Agency at the time of the notice.” The Notice of 
Availability for the EIR was prepared consistent with CEQA requirements. 
The “Recommended Finding” provided by the Notice of Availability does 
just that; it includes a list of environmental issue areas where the City has 
determined there could be a significant environmental impact. Chapter 5.0 
of the EIR analyzes each of those issue areas and makes a determination 
for each regarding significance. Therefore, the Notice of Availability does 
not need to be republished. 
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N-2
(cont.)

N-3

N-4

N-5

N-6

N-3 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(3), the Executive
Summary summarizes “each effect with proposed mitigation measures and 
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect.” CEQA does not 
require that the mitigation measures be described in detail. Table ES-1, 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the 
Executive Summary provides a brief synopsis of the impact, associated 
mitigation that includes reference specific mitigation measures, and level 
of significance after mitigation. 

N-4 See Master Response 1 regarding development intensity/density.

N-5 Table E-2, North District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations,
Table E-3, Central District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations, 
and Table E-4, South District Specific Zoning and Development 
Regulations, of the Specific Plan provide the exact acreage of each zone 
within the North, Central, and South District, respectively. Acreage by zone 
for the Park District is included in Table 2-5. The Specific Plan identifies 
total acreages for the proposed zones. See also Master Response 1 
regarding the project’s development intensity/density.  

N-6 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. 
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N-7

N-8

N-9

N-10

N-11

N-12

N-13

N-14

N-7 Table E-2, North District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations,
Table E-3, Central District Specific Zoning and Development Regulations, 
and Table E-4, South District Specific Zoning and Development 
Regulations, provide District-specific development regulations. 
Additionally, Table E-5 provides Tailored Development Standards that 
apply to various zones and/or lots within the Specific Plan. As shown in 
Table E-2 and Table E-5, the maximum FAR in the North District CC-3-9 
zone has been reduced from 6.0 to 4.0 in response to comments received. 
Tables E-2 through E-4 provide the maximum permitted density for 
residential development, which is one dwelling unit per minimum 400 
square feet of lot area as determined in accordance with LDC §113.0222 in 
the RM-4-10 and CC-3-9 zones. The Specific Plan has a Tailored 
Development Standard that would allow for one dwelling unit per 
minimum 200 square feet of lot area as determined in accordance with 
LDC §113.0222 in the CC-3-9 zone. However, the Maximum Project 
Density/Intensity would be limited as shown in Table 7-1 of the Specific 
Plan, which is a maximum of 4,300 residential dwelling units within the 
project. See also Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development 
intensity/density.  

N-8 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density and response N-7. 

The Specific Plan zoning has been revised. Park lots previously zoned CC-
3-9 (lots TT and VV) are now shown as OP-1-1 (Specific Plan Table 7-1 and
Specific Plan Figure 7-1).

N-9 Chapter 3.0 of the EIR analyzed build-out under the Specific Plan as
described in Specific Plan Chapter 7. 

N-10 As stated in the Project Description, Chapter 3.0 of the EIR, the project site
contains areas that are regulated by the City’s ESL regulations (LDC 
Section 143.0110), which include sensitive biological resources and areas 
mapped as Special Flood Zones. Additionally, the project site has historic 
resources (archaeological sites) that would be affected by the project. 
Therefore, a Site Development Permit is required in accordance with 
SDMC Section 126.0502.  
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N-11 As presented in Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result 
in significant impacts to public services and facilities. The Development 
Agreement is included in the Project Description. It defines the rights and 
duties of the City and the Developer regarding buildout of the project that 
is described in the Draft EIR and identifies extraordinary benefits resulting 
from the project. The Draft EIR considers the environmental effects of the 
physical changes on the environment resulting from the project. CEQA 
does not require the release of a Development Agreement with a Draft 
EIR. 

 
N-12 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development 

intensity/density. The EIR analyzed the Specific Plan and any future 
projects developed in accordance with the plan as described in Chapter 
3.0, Project Description.  

 
N-13 The project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan, which 

identifies the land use designations on the site as Residential (HD) (high 
density), Office and Visitor Commercial, and Potential Park/Open Space. 
City-wide zoning adopted with the Community Plan supports these uses: 
RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-1-1. The project and the land uses and 
zoning proposed align with the Community Plan. As presented in Section 
5.1 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in significant land use 
impacts. 

 
CEQA Guidelines §15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss inconsistencies 
with applicable plans that the decision makers should address. A project is 
consistent with the General Plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further 
the objectives and policies of the General Plan and not obstruct their 
attainment. Generally, a project need not be in perfect conformity with 
each and every general plan policy.  

 
Furthermore, per the City Significance Determination Thresholds, an 
inconsistency with a land use plan is not by itself a significant 
environmental impact; the inconsistency would need to relate to a 
secondary physical environmental issue to be considered significant under 
CEQA. As discussed in Section 5.1, the project would generally not conflict 
with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or 
Community Plan or other applicable land use plans. The project was 
assessed against the relevant goals and guidelines from the City’s General 
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Plan, Mission Valley Community Plan, and the San Diego River Park Master 
Plan. As further identified in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, land 
use impacts were determined to be less than significant.  

N-14 The project proposes a level of development that would represent transit-
supportive density of the proposed transit stop and other existing transit 
facilities, including the Fashion Valley Transit Center, just east of the 
project site. The Riverwalk Trolley Stop would be constructed and 
operational at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th 
equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  

For clarification, Phase I would include development of 1,910 multi-family 
units, 110,300 square feet of commercial retail space, 65,000 square feet of 
non-retail commercial space, 1.6 acres of park, and 3.11 acres of 
undeveloped park.  The transit stop would be constructed and operational 
at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling 
unit (EDU). Phase II would involve construction of 2,390 multi-family units, 
13,100 square feet of commercial retail space, 26.27 acres of developed 
park, and 53.48 acres of undeveloped park (including the Riverwalk River 
Park). Phase III would include development of 28,600 square feet of 
commercial retail space, 935,000 square feet of non-retail commercial 
space, 2.2 acres of undeveloped park. See Master Response 2 regarding 
project phasing.  

The goal of the City of Villages Strategy is “Mixed-use villages located 
throughout the City and connected by high-quality transit” (City’s General 
Plan page LU-6). “Transit First” is a section (Section B) of the Mobility 
Element of the General Plan. The goals of Section B. Transit First are: 

• An attractive and convenient transit system that is the first choice
of travel for many of the trips made in the City.

• Increased transit ridership. (City’s General Plan page ME-17)

“Transit First” references making transit the first choice of travel for trips 
made in the City. The project supports the goals of Transit First by 
providing a new transit stop to serve the Green Line Trolley which would 
be accessible to residents, employees, and visitors of the project, as well as 
those in the surrounding Linda Vista community. The transit stop would be 
constructed and operational at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of 
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N-14
(cont.)

N-15

N-16

N-17

N-18

N-19

N-20

N-21

the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  Additionally, transit subsidies 
would be provided as part of the Transportation Demand Management 
program. The project would provide transit subsidies to both residents 
and employees. For residential, the project would provide a 25% subsidy. 
The subsidy value would be limited to the equivalent value of 25% of the 
cost of an MTS “Regional Adult Monthly/30-Day Pass” (currently $72 for a 
subsidy value of $18 per month).  Subsidies would be available to 
residential tenants and would be offered from the completion of the first 
dwelling unit until ten years after the opening of the Riverwalk Transit 
Station.  The subsidy would be required of office and retail tenant 
employees as a lease condition. Transit subsidies reduce the cost of transit 
ridership, making transit more attractive to a wider population which has 
the potential to increase ridership.  

N-15 Street J and Street U are Mission Valley Community Plan Mobility Element
roadways that are envisioned as part of the build-out of the Mission Valley 
Community Plan. The project would provide irrevocable offers of 
dedication (IODs) toto ensure that the land through the project is available 
until such a time as funding is available to construct these regional 
roadways. Construction of Street J and Street U are not required for 
transportation VMT mitigation for the project. The IODs ensure that land is 
available so the Mission Valley Community Plan vision for these roadways 
is able to be implemented as part of a separate project. 

N-16 As disclosed throughout the Draft EIR, the project would result in impacts
that would be mitigated to below a level of significance with the exception 
of cumulative operational air quality impacts. See response M-23 
regarding the Development Agreement. See also Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit. 

N-17 The project is constructing all on-site streets and roadway improvements
required for implementation of the project. The project sets aside 
development areas as IODs for the future construction of Street J and 
Street U, as envisioned by the Mission Valley Community Plan for 
community build-out. The project would also contribute toward the 
construction of these roadways via its development impact fee 
contributions, in addition to providing the IODs.  
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N-18 See Master Response 2 regarding project phasing. The Riverwalk Transit
Stop would be constructed and operational at the end of Phase I prior to 
occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). The EIR evaluated 
the environmental impacts of the project, which includes the transit stop. 

N-19 The transit stop would be constructed and operational at the end of Phase
I prior to occupancy of the 3,386 equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). 

N-20 As outlined in the CAP Conformance Evaluation the Specific Plan provides
for the preservation of existing trees. Existing on-site tree specimens 
would be analyzed on an individual basis for preservation in their present 
or in a new location to the greatest extent feasible. All efforts would be 
made to preserve mature trees where possible. Existing trees would be 
analyzed and assessed in accordance with Council Policy 900-19 and the 
Conserve-A-Tree Program. This language is included in the Specific Plan in 
Section 3.6.1, Streetscape. Additionally, the Specific Plan includes Policy-55 
relative to existing trees along Friars Road: “Policy-55. To the greatest 
extent feasible, the existing trees lining the south side of Friars Road 
would be retained to reinforce the visual character of Friars Road.” 

The EIR provides an analysis of existing and future tree canopy in Section 
5.1. As stated in the EIR, a tree survey was undertaken for the project site 
based on the southern-most 18 holes south of the trolley tracks and 
excluded trees within the San Diego River channel. Per the EIR, it is 
estimated that the approximate canopy coverage for existing conditions, 
outside of the trolley track easement and San Diego River channel, is 6.7 
percent to 9.4 percent for the entire golf course. Tree coverage for the 
developed areas of the Specific Plan area showed an approximate 19.9 
percent tree canopy coverage. These canopy coverage percentages are 
conservative because they do not account for the Riverwalk River Park, 
which would provide an even greater amount of coverage with the 
addition of trees and shrubs throughout the park and revegetated areas. 

Action 5.1 of the CAP targets 15 percent urban tree canopy coverage 
citywide by 2020 and 35 percent urban tree canopy coverage citywide by 
2035. Development areas of the Specific Plan would achieve a minimum of 
approximately 20 percent tree canopy coverage and would contribute to 
the 2035 tree canopy coverage target. Although it is unknown at this time 
how much tree canopy would occur within the Riverwalk River Park and 
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N-21
(cont.)

N-22

N-23

N-24

N-25

San Diego River channel, trees planted in those portions of the project site 
would increase the site’s tree canopy coverage beyond the projected 20 
percent. The project would contribute to the targeted tree canopy 
coverage percentages of the CAP. 

Overall, the project was found to be consistent with the City’s CAP and 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

N-21 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

N-22 The project does not result in the significant loss of recreational
opportunities. The project site is currently developed as a single-use 
private golf course with driving range. While the golf course is a 
recreational amenity within the community, it is private and available only 
to those who can pay to use. As such, discontinuation of the golf course 
would result in a loss of zero acres of public park and recreation space. 

A portion of the project site is zoned OP-1-1 and designated for Potential 
Park/Open Space in the Mission Valley Community Plan. The project is 
consistent with the Community Plan’s requirement for a park within the 
Specific Plan area and includes 97 acres of parks and open space, 
including approximately 55 acres of publicly-accessible park space and 
enhancement of the San Diego River.  As disclosed in the EIR, land use 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

N-23 Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIR shows the project site relative to the FEMA 100-
year floodway and floodplain. As stated in Section 5.12, Hydrology, of the 
EIR, the project site is located within the 100-year floodplain of the San 
Diego River. The majority of the project site is located within Zone AE 
(100-year) floodplain of the San Diego River based on FEMA FIRM. The 
project would encroach into the floodplain and floodway. The project has 
been designed to ensure that the lowest floor is two feet above base flood 
elevation in accordance with Environmental Sensitive Lands Regulations. 
See also Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

N-24 The project provides a minimum buffer surrounding the MHPA as well as
the placement of boulders or deterrent vegetation and peeler log fencing 
at the edge of this no use buffer, which would deter encroachment by 
people and domestic animals into the MHPA. The project would adhere to 
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N-25
(cont.)

N-26

N-27

N-28

N-29

N-30

the MHPA LUAGs, which require that uses in or adjacent to the MHPA be 
designed to minimize indirect effects to the MHPA.  

Relative to animal encroachment, in order to discourage excessive 
predation of sensitive species by non-native predators, such as feral cats, 
all trash containers associated with the development project would be 
secured, and trash would be disposed of on a regular schedule such that 
containers would not overflow. In the park, trash receptacles would have 
covers to prevent rummaging by wildlife and would be located in 
proximity to potential picnic areas and other seating areas. Litter and 
trash removal within the MHPA and park space would be the responsibility 
of the land management entity.  The EIR adequately addresses the 
introduction of people and domestic animals in proximity to the MHPA 
and concludes that impacts would be less than significant  

N-25 See response N-23. The project would be consistent with policies of the
Mission Valley Community Plan that address flood hazards as outlined in 
the Land Use section of the EIR, Table 5.1-3, Mission Valley Community 
Plan Analysis. Further, the project would not result in impacts relative to 
flooding, as presented in Section 5.12, which includes a discussion of 
special flood hazard areas. Hydrology studies are not required to consider 
climate change. The project would comply with all City requirements 
regarding drainage and hydrology. 

N-26 The project’s circulation network, including proposed bicycle circulation
and facilities, is consistent with the facilities proposed in the Mission Valley 
Community Plan. The proposed bicycle facilities are shown in Draft EIR 
Figure 3-6, Bicycle Circulation Plan. As shown in Figure 3-6, the project 
would construct bike lanes on the portions of Street J (Class II bike lane) 
and Street U (Class IV two-way cycle track) to be developed by the project. 
The figures also show future Class II bike lanes for the roadways that 
would be constructed within the IODs (a future Class II bike lane for future 
Street J and a future Class IV two-way cycle track for Street U). The project 
would also provide dedication on its Hotel Circle North frontage to 
construct a 4-lane major roadway with a raised median and Class II bicycle 
lanes until the construction of a future 2-lane couplet with a Class IV two-
way cycle track. As such, land use impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. 
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N-27 See Master Response 2 regarding project phasing and Master Response
6 regarding the VMT analysis.. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the TIA 
considers the entire project buildout per the land uses described in EIR 
Section 3.2.1 and EIR Table 3-1. These uses are governed under the 
limitations of the Specific Plan.  A list of the project’s transportation 
improvements are included in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), 
which is included as Appendix A to the TIA (Appendix D to the EIR).  The 
TIP describes the implementation thresholds for transportation 
improvements, which are based on an Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) 
methodology and are not specifically tied to phases.  As a result, the 
transit stop, for example, would be constructed and operational at the 
end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th EDU.  The Final EIR Table 
3-2 has been revised to show that the transit stop would be constructed
and operational at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th

EDU. See also Master Response 6 regarding
transportation/circulation/transit. The EIR concluded that transportation
VMT impacts would be less than significant.

N-28 See Master Response 6 regarding trip generation and VMT as a metric to
evaluate significant transportation impacts under CEQA , as well as the 
VMT Analysis.  

N-29 See Master Response 6 regarding VMT analysis.

Fashion Valley Transit Center is an existing major transit stop within a half-
mile of portions of the project site. Additionally, the project-specific VMT 
analysis concluded that the project would result in a less than significant 
transportation VMT impact. Therefore, it is concluded that the EIR analysis 
is adequate without revision.   

N-30 See Master Response 6 regarding VMT Analysis. As evaluated in the
Transportation and Circulation Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would result in a less than significant transportation VMT impact. 
Therefore, the construction of new roads or other transportation 
improvements as mitigation measures or transportation improvements 
above and beyond those already identified is not required. 
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N-31

N-32

N-33

N-34

N-35

N-36

N-37

N-31 See Master Response 6 regarding project trip generation and response N-
83 on trip generation internal trip capture. The comment is unclear as to 
what is being referred to as worst-case scenario. See also Master Response 
6 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis regarding the use of the 
VMT metric to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. See also 
Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

N-32 The project used traffic counts from 2015 (consistent with the existing
counts collected for the Mission Valley Community Plan) for multiple 
reasons.  First, the LOS analysis was conducted to ensure consistency with 
the Community Plan.  Therefore, using an identical and consistent existing 
condition as the Community Plan would be reasonable.  Secondly, it was 
concluded that traffic counts later than 2015 were not appropriate given 
that the construction of the SR 163 / Friars Road Interchange - Phase I and 
the Hazard Center Drive extension projects were ongoing in the interim, 
which would alter traffic patterns and counts and thereby not reflect a 
typical existing condition.  Instead, traffic patterns in the area, disrupted by 
construction, would represent a temporary condition which might confuse 
the public more familiar with “typical” traffic patterns before major 
construction commenced.  As discussed on pages 35-36 of the Mobility 
Assessment, given that the counts conducted in 2017 were only marginally 
higher than 2015 counts and within the daily fluctuation of such counts, 
the 2015 counts were validated and reflect the appropriate “typical” 
existing condition available based on substantial evidence.  Therefore, 
based on the above, there is substantial evidence to support the lead 
agency’s determination that the 2015 traffic counts should serve as the 
appropriate existing condition for a LOS analysis to ensure consistency 
with the Community Plan as well as ongoing construction in Mission 
Valley.  

N-33 See responses N-15 through N-17 regarding the construction of Street J
and Street U. See Master Response 6 regarding the use of the VMT metric 
to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. 

N-34 The discussion of alternatives does not apply to technical studies. In
Section 5.2 of the EIR transportation and circulation impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) 
states that the discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives to the 
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project which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any of the 
significant effects of the project. An alternative that would either avoid or 
substantially lessen transportation and circulation impacts was not 
required, because the project would not result in a significant 
transportation VMT impact. The alternatives analyses presented in Chapter 
10.0 provides sufficient information about each alternative to allow for 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project as required by CEQA (Section 15126.6(d)). Additionally, CEQA does 
not require that alternatives provide the same level of analysis as the 
project. The alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 10.0 has been 
prepared in accordance with CEQA and is adequate. 

 
N-35 The EIR analyzes impacts of the project and the surrounding 

neighborhood in Section 5.3, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. 
As analyzed in the EIR, the project would result in a change to the existing 
character of the community of the area, as the site is currently developed 
as a golf course and the project proposes the development of an 
integrated infill mixed-use neighborhood. The project would be consistent 
with the planned character of the community of the area, both as 
presented in the Mission Valley Community Plan and as demonstrated by 
project incorporation of applicable Mission Valley Community Plan design 
guidelines, as shown in Table 5.3-1 of the EIR. The character of Mission 
Valley is evolving, particularly in the area of the project, where 
redevelopment projects are being implemented. The project is consistent 
with the planned land use and design guidelines of the Mission Valley 
Community Plan; therefore, visual effects and neighborhood character 
impacts were determined to be less than significant 

 
See also responses N-5, N-7, and Master Response 4 regarding 
neighborhood character/building heights/height limits and Master 
Response 5 regarding visual quality/views.  

 
N-36 The Specific Plan applies a maximum FAR of 4.0 for the North District and 

6.0 for the Central and South District. The building setbacks and height in 
the Specific Plan cannot be violated in order to achieve the maximum FAR. 
In essence, FAR is limited by the required building setbacks, maximum 
building height, etc. The project is compatible with the existing character 
of the surrounding neighborhoods (see response N-35 and Master 
Responses 4 regarding neighborhood character/building heights/height 
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limits and 5 regarding visual quality/views) and is consistent with the 
planned character of the site envisioned by the Mission Valley Community 
Plan.  Further, the maximum FAR in the North District CC-3-9 zones has 
been reduced from 6.0 to 4.0 in response to comments received. The 
design policies in the Specific Plan ensure that the project’s bulk and scale 
is in accord with the existing and evolving character of the surrounding 
communities. No significant impact would occur.  

N-37 As discussed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, the Mission Valley Community
Plan does not identify any designated public view corridors nor does it 
include designated public viewing areas that are considered significant. 
Although not specially identified as such in the Mission Valley Community 
Plan, the San Diego River is considered a significant visual resource within 
Mission Valley. The project would create view corridors from the north and 
south into the Riverwalk River Park. Additional view corridors would be 
provided from Friars Road through the development parcels of the North 
District and Central District toward the San Diego River. A major view 
corridor into the San Diego River would be provided from Fashion Valley 
Road. Impacts relative to view corridors would be less than significant. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 278 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

N-38

N-39

N-40

N-41

N-42

N-43

N-44

N-38 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s intensity/density. Biological
resources are addressed in Section 5.4 of the EIR based on the project’s 
proposed development intensity and density, disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of 
the EIR. 

N-39 See response D-14.

N-40 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. 

N-41 As detailed in responses N-93 through N-104, the Air Quality Report has
been updated to provide additional evidence supporting the Draft EIR air 
quality conclusions. The air quality modeling removed all mobile source-
related mitigation from CalEEMod and instead relied on vehicle trips and 
associated transit and mixed-use reductions presented in the Mobility 
Assessment (May 2020) and Transportation Impact Analysis (March 2020), 
which includes project design features that incorporate the CAPCOA 
recommended measures for reducing criteria air pollutant emissions from 
mobile sources, such as increasing density, increasing the diversity of 
developments, increasing location efficiency and destination and transit 
accessibility. As such, the air quality analysis has accounted for the feasible 
mitigation measures, which have been incorporated and accounted for in 
the trip generation estimates used in the analysis. 

In order to evaluate the potential risks from toxic air contaminants during 
construction activities, a Construction and Highway Health Risk 
Assessment was conducted (Appendix EE) that concluded health risks due 
to project construction would be below applicable thresholds with the 
incorporation of Specific Plan Reg-132, and Reg-196 through Reg-199). In 
addition, the Construction and Highway Health Risk Assessment 
concluded that, if development in the South District includes residences, 
those residences would not be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations from the highway vehicle toxic air contaminant emissions 
with the incorporation of Specific Plan Reg-196 through Reg-199.  

Further, in response to the comment about connecting the project-related 
emissions to potential health consequences, the thresholds of significance 
were based on the SDAPCD Air Quality Impact Assessment Trigger Levels, 
which were designed to identify those projects that would result in 
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significant levels of air pollution and to assist the region in attaining the 
applicable state and federal ambient air quality standards (SDAPCD 2016). 
The ambient air quality standards were established using health-based 
criteria to protect the public with a margin of safety from adverse health 
impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  Further, the health effects of 
criteria pollutants, such as NOX, which is a precursor to ozone, are 
discussed in the amicus brief filed by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) in the Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
(2014) 26 Cal.App.4th 704. The brief states that it “takes a large amount of 
additional precursor emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient 
ozone levels” (SCAQMD 2015b). In addition, the SCAQMD explained that it 
may be technically infeasible to accurately quantify ozone-related health 
impacts caused by NOx or ROG emissions from relatively small projects, 
due to photochemistry and regional model limitations (SCAQMD 2015b). 
Furthermore, the SCAQMD brief stated that a project emitting only 10 
tons per year of NOx or VOC/[ROG] (the Project is estimated to generate a 
similar order of magnitude of emissions) is small enough that its regional 
impact on ambient ozone levels may not be detected in the regional air 
quality models used to determine ozone levels” (SCAQMD 2015b). As 
such, negative health effects associated with criteria pollutants are highly 
dependent on a multitude of interconnected variables (e.g., cumulative 
concentrations, local meteorology and atmospheric conditions, the 
number and character of exposed individuals [e.g., age, health history]). 
Because of the reaction time and other factors involved in ozone 
formation, in this case, it would not be feasible to directly correlate project 
emissions of NOx with specific health impacts from ozone. The SCAQMD 
explains that this is in part because ozone formation is not linearly related 
to emissions; ozone impacts vary depending on the location of the 
emissions, the location of other precursor emissions, meteorology, and 
seasonal impacts (SCAQMD 2015b).  

N-43 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Energy is addressed in Section 5.7 of the EIR based on 
the project’s proposed development intensity and density, disclosed in 
Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 

As concluded in Section 5.7 of the Draft EIR, the project would increase 
demand for energy in the project area and SDG&E’s service area. However, 
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no adverse effects on non-renewable resources are anticipated. The project 
would follow UBC and Title 24 requirements for energy efficiency and would 
incorporate sustainable design features directed at reducing energy 
consumption. As such, the project would not result wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction 
or operation. No significant impacts would result. 

 
N-44 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development 

intensity/density. Noise is addressed in Section 5.8 of the EIR based on the 
project’s proposed development intensity and density, disclosed in 
Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 
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N-44
(cont.)

N-45

N-46

N-47

N-48

N-49

N-45 See response N-14 regarding the timing of the transit stop construction.
See Master Response 6 regarding trip generation. 

See response M-10 and M-11 relative to construction noise. 

With respect to operational noise, the calculations were based on traffic 
volumes contained in the Mobility Assessment (Appendix L of the EIR). 
Traffic associated with project operation would increase noise levels, 
particularly along Friars Road, with operation of Phase I. The methodology 
and modeling calculates the increase in noise over baseline conditions 
with the operation of peak hour traffic. Thus, while traffic noise associated 
with the project would increase, it would not increase to the extent that 
the City of San Diego impact threshold would be exceeded. Traffic noise 
associated with operation of Phases II and III would have a less than 
significant effect on overall noise levels within the study area with 
operation of Phase I. 

N-46 See response M-12.

N-47 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Greenhouse gas emissions are addressed in Section 5.9 
of the EIR based on the project’s proposed development intensity and 
density, disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 

Regarding the CAP Conformance Evaluation, see response M-15. 

N-48 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Hydrology is addressed in Section 5.12 of the EIR based 
on the project’s proposed development intensity and density, disclosed in 
Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 

Drainage studies are not required to consider climate change. The project 
would comply with all city requirements regarding drainage and 
hydrology. See also response N-25. 

N-49 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Public utilities are addressed in Section 5.13 of the EIR 
based on the project’s proposed development intensity and density, 
disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 
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As concluded in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIR, the project would not 
significantly increase the demand for water or services, and as such, would 
not trigger the need for new water facilities or the expansion of those 
facilities beyond what is proposed for the project. The project would be 
consistent with regional water resource planning, and there would be 
sufficient water supply to meet the projected demands of the project. 
Existing wastewater facilities are available to serve the project site; no new 
facilities would be needed. Subsequently, the project would not adversely 
affect existing wastewater treatment services and adequate services are 
available to serve the project without requiring new or expanded 
entitlements. The project would implement a project-specific Waste 
Management Plan to manage solid waste generated by the project during 
construction and operation and would not require new or expansion of 
solid waste facilities, including landfills. Therefore, impacts to utilities 
would be less than significant. 
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N-50

N-51

N-52

N-53

N-54

N-55

N-50 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Water quality is addressed in Section 5.14 of the EIR 
based on the project’s proposed development intensity and density, 
disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. As concluded in Section 5.14, the 
project’s impacts relative to storm water quality would be less than 
significant. 

N-51 The project has been designed for a one percent annual chance flood and
is in conformance with City requirements relative to flooding. Storm water 
design was completed in accordance with local, State and Federal 
regulations when it comes to hydrology and flooding.  

N-52 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Public services are addressed in Section 5.15 of the EIR 
based on the project’s proposed development intensity and density, 
disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR.  

N-53 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

N-54 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

N-55 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

See responses N-65 through N-107, which address issues raised by RK 
Engineering. 
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N-56

N-57

N-58

N-59

N-60

N-61

N-56 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.

N-57 See response M-25 and N-22.

N-58 See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density and Master Response 6 regarding the project’s 
transportation analysis.  

N-59  See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. Cumulative effects are addressed in Chapter 6.0 of the 
EIR based on the project’s proposed development intensity and density, 
disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. 

N-60 See response N-14.

N-61 Complete Communities has not been adopted. The draft Complete
Communities housing initiative would permit more density and allow more 
height than currently allowed by zoning ordinances throughout the City. 
The Complete Communities Initiative is voluntary. It would be speculative 
to assume that future projects would select to opt into the program. See 
Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development intensity/density. 
The maximum intensity and density of the project is still controlled by the 
Specific Plan, not Complete Communities. Even if Complete Communities 
was adopted and added to the Land Development Code, the Specific Plan 
limitations prevail over the Land Development Code when there is a 
conflict on the applicable rules. It would also be speculative for the City to 
assume how many landowners in Mission Valley would opt into the 
voluntary Complete Communities program in order to perform a 
cumulative impact analysis. CEQA does not require the City to engage in 
speculation about environmental impacts whether they are direct impacts 
or cumulative impacts.  
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N-61
(cont.)

N-62

N-63

N-64

N-62 See response N-34.

N-63 See response J-6.

N-64 The City, as Lead Agency, prepared the EIR as an information document
for use by the decision-makers and members of the general public to 
evaluate the environmental effects of the project. Findings for each of the 
significant effects identified in the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15091(a)(3) would be made for the project and provided to the decision-
makers for their consideration. Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, the decision-makers are required to balance the benefits of
a project against its unavoidable impacts when determining whether to
approve a project.  A Statement of Overriding Considerations has been
prepared for the consideration of the decision-making body and left to its
discretion to determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of
the alternatives, or combination thereof.
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N-65

N-66

N-65 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

N-66 Comment noted. This comment provides a general summary of the
project. 
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N-67

N-68

N-69

N-67 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments that
follow. 

N-68 See Master Response 6 regarding the existing Fashion Valley transit
station located within one-half mile of a portion of the project site, as well 
as the Master Response 6 regarding Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Analysis. A list of transportation improvements are included in the 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which is included as Appendix A to 
the TIA (Appendix D of the EIR). As shown in this Appendix, 
implementation thresholds for transportation improvements are based on 
an Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) methodology and are not specifically 
tied to phases.  The transit stop would be constructed and operational at 
the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th EDU. EIR Table 3-2 
and TIA Table A has been revised to show the construction and operation 
of the transit stop at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th 
EDU. 

N-69 See Master Response 6 regarding Project Trip Generation, Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) Analysis, and the use of the Mixed Use Development 
model to estimate internal capture for the project. 

The project trip credits were conducted using a Mixed-Use Development 
(MXD) model (see Mobility Assessment Section 7.2 for background on the 
development of the MXD model) that was prepared by the Regional 
Planning Agency (i.e. SANDAG) and has been used in several land 
development projects in the City of San Diego and Mission Valley 
Community. This MXD methodology accounts for site-specific and local 
characteristics such as the development density, walking and transit 
options, the mix of land uses on the site (commercial, office and 
residential), site context and regional accessibility. Moreover, the City of 
San Diego is the lead agency, and CEQA gives the lead agency the 
discretion to determine the methodology for trip generation calculations. 
Therefore, it is concluded that there is substantial evidence that the trip 
generation calculations were adequately conducted per City of San Diego 
standards and EIR analysis is adequate without revision. See Master 
Response 6 regarding VMT.  
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N-69
(cont.)

N-70

N-71

N-72

N-73

N-74

N-70 See Master Response 6 regarding the use of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Analysis regarding the use of the VMT metric to evaluate transportation 
impacts under CEQA that explains LOS is no longer considered the 
appropriate CEQA transportation metric to analyze transportation impacts. 
Therefore, impact criteria under LOS is not required to be included.  

The project is proposing transportation improvements at the intersections 
of Friars Road/Via Las Cumbres/Street F, Riverwalk Drive/Avenida Del Rio, 
and Hotel Circle Place/Hotel Circle North to comply with the General Plan 
requirements of obtaining congestion relief.  

N-71 A Mobility Assessment that addresses the project’s traffic effect on the
City’s circulation system has been prepared and included as Appendix L to 
the EIR. 

N-72 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-73 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-74 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 
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N-75

N-76

N-77

N-78

N-79

N-80

N-81

N-75 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-76 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-77 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-78 See Master Response 6 regarding the Existing Fashion Valley Transit
station and the Project-Specific VMT analysis. 

N-79 The commenter’s opinion on additional ITS improvements is noted. The
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the EIR analysis. No further 
response is required. 

N-80 Comment noted. As shown in the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Section of the TIA, the project includes three (3) alternatives under 
the Last Mile Transportation measure. Whichever alternative is chosen, the 
project would implement the TDM measure for the life of the project.  

N-81 See responses to N-15 and N-17 regarding construction of Street J and
Street U. 
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N-81
(cont.)

N-82

N-83

N-84

N-85

N-86

N-82 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

N-83 The City has its own requirements and standards to calculate internal trip
reductions as a part of the trip generation calculations and does not rely 
upon ITE. First, the comment incorrectly compares ITE’s internal capture of 
10 percent to the project trip credits of 18 percent; the project trip credits 
include both internal capture and credits for transit. Second, the 
commenter suggested ITE internal capture of 10 percent is based on 
national sampling of trips. The project is in San Diego, making it 
appropriate to use local data.  Therefore, per City guidelines, the project 
trip credits were conducted using a regionally and locally approved 
Mixed-Use Development (MXD) model (see TIA Section 7.2 for 
background on the development of the MXD model) that was prepared by 
the Regional Planning Agency (i.e. SANDAG). The MXD model has been 
used in several land development projects in the City and Mission Valley 
Community. This MXD methodology accounts for site-specific and local 
characteristics such as the development density, walking and transit 
options, the mix of land uses on the site (commercial, office and 
residential), site context and regional accessibility. Last, the City is the lead 
agency, not ITE, and CEQA gives the lead agency the discretion to 
determine the methodology for trip generation calculations, not third 
parties. Therefore, it is concluded that the trip generation calculations 
were adequately conducted per City standards and that no changes are 
required. 

N-84 The City standards require reporting delays for worst-case movements at
stop-controlled intersections. The Ulric Street / SR 163 Southbound Ramp 
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is not a stop-controlled intersection. Therefore, the Mobility Assessment 
analysis is adequate without revision. 
 

N-85 The City uses gross leasable area for commercial office trip generation 
calculations per the City Trip Generation Manual (see footnote 6 of Table 
1). The project’s office use includes 1 million square feet of gross floor 
area with 800,000 square feet of gross leasable area. Therefore, it is 
concluded that the trip generation calculations were adequately 
conducted per City standards and that analysis is adequate without 
revision. 

 
N-86 Comment noted. It is noted that HCM 2000 was used at these 

intersections. 
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N-86
(cont.)

N-87

N-88

N-89

N-90

N-91

N-87 The project used traffic counts from 2015 to ensure consistency with the
existing counts collected for the Mission Valley Community Plan. This was 
reasonable for multiple reasons. First, the LOS analysis in the Mobility 
Assessment was conducted to ensure consistency with the Community 
Plan. Therefore, using an identical and consistent existing condition as the 
Community Plan would be reasonable. Secondly, it was concluded that 
traffic counts later than 2015 were not appropriate given that the 
construction of the SR 163 / Friars Road Interchange - Phase I and the 
Hazard Center Drive extension projects were ongoing in the interim, which 
would alter traffic patterns and counts and thereby not reflect an accurate 
existing condition. Instead, traffic patterns in the area, disrupted by 
construction, would represent a temporary condition which might confuse 
the public more familiar with “typical” traffic patterns before major 
construction commenced. As discussed on pages 35-36 of the Mobility 
Assessment, counts conducted in 2017 generally found that peak hour 
intersection counts were approximately 1 percent lower than 2015 
conditions and street segment counts were approximately 5 percent 
higher than 2015 conditions. As this was within the daily fluctuation of 
such counts, the 2015 counts were deemed to be validated and reflect the 
most accurate existing condition available based on substantial evidence. 
Therefore, based on the above, there is substantial evidence to support 
the lead agency’s determination that the 2015 traffic counts should serve 
as the appropriate existing condition for a LOS analysis to ensure 
consistency with the Community Plan as well as ongoing construction in 
Mission Valley. Thus, the Mobility Assessment analysis is adequate without 
revision.  

N-88 For the Year 2050 analysis, the land use assumptions, traffic volumes, and
roadway network were referenced from the Mission Valley Community 
Plan Transportation Impact Analysis (May 2019). Information regarding the 
street network, including Streets J and U, is detailed in Section 13 of the 
Mobility Assessment.  
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The project would not result in a significant transportation VMT impact in 
Phases I, II, and III; see Master Response 6 regarding Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) Analysis. 

 
N-89 Intersection #54, #55, and #56 do not show project traffic distribution in 

2035, as they are not assumed to be constructed in the roadway network 
until Year 2050, consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan, as 
stated in response N-88. Intersection #52 is an existing intersection and is 
included in all study scenarios.  The EIR analysis is therefore adequate 
without revision. 

 
N-90 See Master Response 6 regarding. Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 

that describes the use of the VMT metric to evaluate transportation 
impacts under CEQA and explains LOS is no longer considered the 
appropriate CEQA transportation metric to analyze transportation impacts.   
 

N-91 See response N-90. 
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N-91
(cont.)

N-92

N-93

N-94

N-92  See response N-34.

N-93 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

N-94 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.
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N-94
(cont.)

N-95

N-96

N-97

N-98

N-95 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.

N-96 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.

N-97 The number of haul trips to remove demolition debris were projected
based on estimated square feet of surface area and converted to cubic 
yards with haul trips assigned for Phases I, II, and III. This information was 
utilized in the updated modeling which concluded that the construction-
related emissions associated with construction would not exceed the City’s 
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds.   

N-98 The Air Quality Report has been updated to assume that all building
exteriors would require architectural coatings consistent with the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2 
defaults. The updated modeling, which concluded that the project would 
result in a cumulatively net increase in ROG/VOC emissions, also accounts 
for the use of low-VOC paint (100 g/L for non-flat coatings) as required by 
SDAPCD Rule 67.   
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N-98
(cont.)

N-99

N-100

N-99 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.

N-100 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. As explained in
Master Response 3, the Construction and Highway Health Risk Assessment 
concluded health risks due to project construction would be below 
applicable thresholds with the incorporation of Specific Plan Reg-132 and 
Reg-196 through Reg-199. 
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N-100
(cont.)

N-101

N-102

N-103

N-104

N-101 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.

N-102 See response N-42.

N-103 See Master Response 6 regarding the project’s trip generation.

N-104 As described in Appendix F of the EIR, construction-related activities
would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants, but at levels that would 
not exceed the SDAPCD thresholds of significance. The thresholds of 
significance were based on the SDAPCD Air Quality Impact Assessment 
Trigger Levels, which were designed to identify those projects that would 
result in significant levels of air pollution and to assist the region in 
attaining the applicable state and federal ambient air quality standards 
(SDAPCD 2016). The ambient air quality standards were established using 
health-based criteria to protect the public with a margin of safety from 
adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  

Further, the health effects of NOX, which is a precursor to ozone, are 
discussed in the amicus brief filed by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) in the Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
(2014) 26 Cal.App.4th 704. The brief states that it “takes a large amount of 
additional precursor emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient 
ozone levels” (SCAQMD 2015b). In addition, the SCAQMD explained that it 
may be technically infeasible to accurately quantify ozone-related health 
impacts caused by NOx or ROG emissions from relatively small projects, 
due to photochemistry and regional model limitations (SCAQMD 2015b). 
Furthermore, the SCAQMD brief stated that a project emitting only 10 
tons per year of NOx or VOC/[ROG] (the Project is estimated to generate a 
similar order of magnitude of emissions) is small enough that its regional 
impact on ambient ozone levels may not be detected in the regional air 
quality models used to determine ozone levels” (SCAQMD 2015b). 
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N-104
(cont.)

N-105

N-106

Therefore, in this case, it would not be feasible to directly correlate project 
emissions of ROG/NOx with specific health impacts from ozone. The 
SCAQMD explains that this is in part because ozone formation is not 
linearly related to emissions; ozone impacts vary depending on the 
location of the emissions, the location of other precursor emissions, 
meteorology, and seasonal impacts (SCAQMD 2015b). In addition, 
implementation of Specific Plan regulation Reg-132, which requires the 
use of at a minimum Tier 3 engines with Tier 3 diesel particulate filters 
during construction, would minimize emissions of ROG and NOx.  

Finally, see Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk, which 
summarizes the health risk assessment performed and notes that the air 
quality exceedances would not expose sensitive receptors to cancer risk 
thresholds and non-cancer risk health thresholds that would be harmful to 
them.  Accordingly, to the extent the health impacts from exceeding the 
air quality thresholds can be known, they have been disclosed and the 
public should be encouraged that the implementation of design features 
assure the health risk exposures from exceeding air quality emissions 
thresholds remain insignificant. 

N-105 See response N-20.

N-106 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.   
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N-107
N-107 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Attachment to Letter N. 
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Attachment to Letter N. 
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Attachment to Letter N. 
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Attachment to Letter N. 
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Attachment to Letter N. 
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O-1

O-1 With the exception of minor differences in the introductory paragraphs,
comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by 
Linda Vista Planning Group (Letter J). See responses J-1 through J-72 
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O-1
(cont.)
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O-1
(cont.)
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O-1
(cont.)
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O-1
(cont.)
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