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Planning Department
Environmental & Policy Analysis Division FINAL

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCH No. 2013121076

SUBJECT:  UPTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE: CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ADOPTION of an update to the Uptown
Community Plan; Adoption of General Plan Amendments; Adoption of the Uptown Impact Fee
Study; Amendments to the Land Development Code; Repealing the Mid-City Communities Planned
District Ordinance (PDO); Repealing the West Lewis Street PDO; Rescinding the Interim Height
Ordinance; and Rezoning of the Community Plan areas with Citywide zones.

FINAL DOCUMENT September 15, 2016:

In response to comments received during public review and City staff input subsequent to
distribution of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), minor revisions,

clarifications and/or additions have been made to the document which do not change the

conclusions of the Final PEIR regarding the project’s potential environmental impacts and

required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Section 15088.5, these revisions, clarifications or

additions to the document - which are shown in strikeout/underline format, do not represent
“significant new information” and therefore, recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not warranted. No

new significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications, and similarly, no
substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would occur.

Additionally, in accordance with CEQA Section 15089, responses to comments received during
the public review period of the Draft PEIR have been included in this final document and are
located immediately after these Conclusions.

BACKGROUND:

The proposed Uptown Community Plan Update (proposed CPU) would be consistent with and
incorporate relevant policies from the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan, as well as provide a
long-range, comprehensive policy framework for growth and development in the Uptown
community. The Uptown Community Plan was originally adopted in 1988 and last amended in
2008.

The Uptown Community Plan Update (CPU) can be found on the Planning Department’s website
at:

https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/profiles /uptown

The proposed Uptown CPU provides detailed policy direction to implement the General Plan
with respect to the distribution and arrangement of land uses (public and private), the local
street and transit network, the prioritization and provision of public facilities, community and
site specific urban design guidelines, and recommendations to preserve and enhance natural
open space and historic and cultural resources within the Uptown community.

CPU implementation requires adoption of the Uptown Community Plan, amendments to the

General Plan to incorporate the CPU as a component of the General Plan Land Use Element,
adoption of a Land Development Code (LDC) ordinance that would rezone the Planned District
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Ordinance (PDO) areas within the CPU area with Citywide zones within the LDC and repeal the
existing Mid-City Communities PDO, the West Lewis Street PDO, and Interim Height Ordinance.
The project would also amend the mapped boundaries of the Uptown Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) to include CPIOZ-Type A and CPIOZ-Type B areas that
would limit building heights. A comprehensive update to the existing Impact Fee Study (IFS)
(formerly known as the Public Facilities Financing Plan) is also proposed for adoption resulting
in a new IFS for the Uptown community.

Uptown Community Plan Update

The Uptown Community Plan area consists of approximately 2,700 acres and lies just north of
Downtown San Diego. It is bounded on the north by Mission Valley, on the east by Park
Boulevard, and on the west and south by Old Town San Diego and Interstate 5. The Uptown
community is located on a level mesa that is divided by numerous canyons and bordered by two
major parks, Presidio and Balboa. The CPU area includes the neighborhoods of Mission Hills,
Middletown, Hillcrest, the Medical Complex, University Heights, and Bankers Hill/Park West.

Applicant: City of San Diego Planning Department
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has prepared the
following Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The analysis conducted identified that the project could result in significant impacts to the following
issue area(s): Transportation and Circulation, Noise (Ambient Noise and Construction), Historical Resources
(Built Environment and Historic Districts), and Paleontological Resources (Ministerial Projects).

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the significant

environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, identify possible ways to
minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.
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PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

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

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife (23)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

California Department of Transportation, District 11 (31)
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (39)
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
State Clearinghouse (46A)

California Coastal Commission (47)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Transportation Commission (51)

California Department of Transportation (51A)
California Department of Transportation (51B)
California Native American Heritage Commission (56)

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control District (65)

County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use (68)
County Water Authority (73)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Mayor’s Office (91)
Council President Lightner, District 1
Councilmember Zapf, District 2
Councilmember Gloria, District 3
Councilmember Cole, District 4
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8
Council President Pro Tem Emerald, District 9
Theresa Quiroz, Planning Commissioner
Planning Department

K. Steinert

A. Muto

J. Murphy

M. Pangilinan

L. Gates

B. Turgeon

T. Galloway

N. Bragado

H. Greenstein

G. Ghossain
Planning Department - cont.

S. Hajjiri

D. Russell

R. Malone
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M. Herrmann

S. Osborn

E. Vivero Ocampo
F.January

S. Mercer

K. Stanco

S. Morrison

M. Blake

Development Services Department
A. McPherson
J. Quinn

Transportation and Stormwater Department
M. Stephens

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - continued

Fire and Life Safety Services (79)

San Diego Fire - Rescue Department Logistics (80)
Library Department (81)

Central Library (81A)

North Park Branch Library (81T)

University Heights Branch Library (81]]])
Historical Resources Board (87)

Park & Recreation (89)

Wetlands Advisory Board (91A)

OTHER INTERESTED GROUPS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
San Diego Association of Governments (108)

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
Metropolitan Transit System (112)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

Metropolitan Transit System (115)

San Diego Unified School District (132)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Wetland Advisory Board (171)

Endangered Habitats League (182)

Endangered Habitats League (182A)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coast Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown, Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego Archaeological Society Inc. (218)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
Native American Distribution (225A-S)

Uptown Planners (498)

North Park Planning Committee (363)
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Golden Hill Community Planning Committee (259)
Friends of Switzer Canyon (260)

North Park Community Association (366)
UCSD Physical & Community Planning (478)
Middletown Property Owner's Association (496)
Barry Hager, MISSION HILLS HERITAGE (497)
Hillside Protection Association (501)
Banker's Hill Canyon Association (502)
Climate Action Campaign

Allen Canyon Committee (504)

Greater Golden Hill Community Development Corporation
Walt Scott Chambers

David Swarens

Angela Landsberg

Vicki Granowitz

Robert Barry

Stuart White, Mission Hills Business Improvement District
Ann Wilson, Community Housing Works
Kim Adler

Ernestine Bonn

Roy Dahl

Anu Delouri

Jim Frost

Ann Garwood

Dave Gatzke

Younger Glenn

Robert Grinchuk

Beth Jaworski

John Lamb

Deidre Lee

Don Liddell

James Mellos III

Janet O'Dea

Jennifer Pesqueira

Scott Sandel

Michael Seidel

Jake Sutton

Andrew Towne

Leo Wilson

Tom Mullaney

Gary Boner

Eric Bowlby

Rhett Butler

Bruce Coons

lan Epley

Neil Ferrier

Tom Fox

Sharon Gehl

Rich Gorin

Jonathan Hale

Elizabeth Hannon

Richard Ledford

Bruce Leidenberger

Joe Naskar

Jeanne Rawlings

Ken Tablang

Gerrie Trussell
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Chris Ward

Tony Winney
Kristin Harms
Scott Kessler
Angela Landsberg
Susan Riggs-Tinsky
Gary Weber

David Swarens

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

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

0:9) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental document were
received during the public input period. The letters and responses are incorporated herein.

June 10, 2016

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director Date of Draft Report
Planning Department

September 15, 2016
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Kurtis Steinert, AICP / Denise Russell

Page 6 of 6



ATTACHMENT 7

Uptown Community Plan Update PEIR
Letters of Comment and Responses

Letters of comment to the Draft PEIR were received from the following agencies, organizations, and
individuals. Several comment letters received during the Draft PEIR public review period contained
accepted revisions that resulted in changes to the final PEIR text. These changes to the text are
indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings. The letters of comment and
responses follow.

AT Calrans DISTICE 1T ittt ettt sttt b et s b st b et s be s b bbb neene RTC-7
A2 SANDAG . ...ttt ettt b e bt b et bt bea et bt bt b e st b et be e b st ne e ene RTC-10
A3 San Diego Unified SChOOI DISEIICE ..ccuvcivirieririirinieeeenisienteesesiessesesesressessesessessessessssessessessssessens RTC-15
A4 StAte CleariNENOUSE ....ciiieieeceete ettt s b e s e s b st s e s b s b e s esasbesbensesessesbens RTC-16
B1  Building INAUSTIY ASSOCIAtION ..c.vivviriieiiiirierteienie sttt sttt st st st st e b sbesaesssesbesbessesssessesbesseens RTC-20
B2 Climate Action Campaign (Coast Law Group on behalf of) ....c.cccecvvninevniniinerncnineeeenens RTC-24
B3 HillCrest HiStOry GUIIA ..c.oueieieiieeee ettt sttt RTC-35
B4 MiddIetOWN AQVISOIY GIrOUP ....ccirireesienierierteteniesieseessessesiessessessessesssessessessesssensessessasssensessessasss RTC-36
B5  Mission Hills Business IMprovement DiStriCt.......ccocueverirerrienenieniennienieneseesenieseseessenseseseens RTC-40
B6  MiSSION HillS HEITAZE ..c.vieeiieieiieeee ettt ettt RTC-44
B7  MiSSION HillS HEITAZE .couviiiriieieiesieneetetesestetet sttt sttt st s eb e s sbessa e b sbesbesssenbesbesbasns RTC-46
B8  Mission Hills TOWN COUNCIT .couiiiiriiririeiinentcteieseseetesie e se et siesis et sbesasesbesbesbessnessesbessasns RTC-74
BO  RESCUE HillCrEST ..ttt sttt be bbb st e nesbesbens RTC-76
B10 Rincon Band of LUISENO INAIANS.....ccviiiiriiiiininieieeseseeeesesressesesessessesessessessessesessessessesessassens RTC-82
B11 San Diego CanYONIandS ......ccccieviiriririiiniinenietenieseseesestesiesieessesiessesssessessessesssensessessassaensessessasss RTC-83
B12 San Diego County Archaeological SOCIELY.......cveveeririinieinesieee ettt RTC-85
B13 San Diego County BOArd Of SUPEIVISOIS.....ccviverieeriniiieesesiesieesesessesessestessessssessessessesessessens RTC-86
B14 UCSD Physical & Community PIANNING .....cccociiriniriiiieninentenienesessesieseseessessesiessesssessessessesns RTC-87
BT5  SAVE HIllCr@St . ittt sttt st be bbbt b e s bbbt b sbe s e e sbesbenaenees RTC-89
B16 Save Our Heritage OrganiSatioN .......coceviervieriieriienieniesieste st st st st st st st st sasesasesasesasesasens RTC-90
B17 Save Our Heritage Organisation (Brandt-Hawley Law Group on behalf of) ......ccccecevenennnns RTC-91
B18 Uptown Gateway Council (Allen Matkins on behalf of).....ccccoevevrninenninnieeeene RTC-98
B19  UPLOWN UNITEA ..eouiiiiieiiieiiseneeteste sttt sttt st sve st sbesbe st e aesbesbesss e b e sbesbeessensessassasssensansas RTC-264
B20  UPTOWN PlanNerS...cuiceeiiiirinteitenie e steste st steseeesaestestesssessestestesssessessessesssensessessesssensessessesssensanses RTC-284
B2T  UPTOWN PlANNEIS..cieuiiiiriiriiieiesiesiertetee sttt st sttt et sttt s bbbt sbesbesbeaesasbesbebensesessessensons RTC-288
B22  UPLOWN PlanNerS...iuiceiiiiiiiieteitesie st st estesvesieestesbestessaessesbestes s essesaessesssensessessesssensessassesssensenses RTC-289
(O I N 1= o TR 1= i OO RTC-293
C2  ASKIEY, JONN ittt s b e bbb e b e b b et enaereeben RTC-294
C3  BECKET, BOULY cuiviiieeiiiriiieteesii sttt sttt sttt a s s b b s sesbe s b b e e s s e sbesb et esasbesbesenassesbesbensesassesn RTC-297
C4  Becker, ENZADELN ..ottt RTC-298
C5  BOCKET, GaAIY . iisieieiiiriiieieesisieteest sttt st sttt e s b s b et s e sse s b e s b e s e e s asbesbessesassesbesesessessessansesassensen RTC-299
CO  BeliNSKY, TiNA ciiiiiiiieiiniirtetesiesie sttt sttt et st et e st b sat et e besbesaeessenbesbesseensenbesbesseensensessesanens RTC-300
C7  Biggs, ShanNon & Bryan LIANEG .......ccceerereiriniereineeesiese ettt RTC-301
C8  BilIC, LYIA. ittt ettt sttt sttt st b e RTC-306
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(@0 T = ToT o o =T U CT= T YOO OO S U POP OO P PP PR PRPROROO RTC-307
G O = ToT ol g U= G C =T oYU PP RTC-308
CTT BUDY, LB ettt ettt st s b e st e b e b s b et esasbesb et esassesbesbensesassesen RTC-309
C12 BUOMPENSIErO, JOB & MAICI@ . ccuiieeieiiiiiriteieiesieeieete sttt st sttt sae s b RTC-312
C13 Burnett, Addie & DONAIA STrOCK ....cccvveuirieiririeirieeeeteerieeseee ettt RTC-314
CT4  CRAVEZ, JOBI ettt ettt sttt et st s b e a s s s bt e e esesbesaensesessesbensesassessens RTC-316
C15  DaAVIS, SEBVE .ottt ettt sttt sttt st st st st e st e satesatesatesaeesatesatesaaesanesanesanesanesanesanens RTC-317
C16  DUIAY, CArNA .iiciiriireeieieniestetene sttt ettt eteste st st et et e s b saeesbesbesbesatessesbessesasensesbessesnsensessessaens RTC-318
G A = o a1 o o 1T T U U U OO U U USRS UR PP RTC-319
C18  EAAINGS, RYAN..itititiiiieietnteete ettt sttt b e bbb bt e e bt s b st e e eneebeebes RTC-320
C19  Eldred, CYNTRIA ettt sttt ettt s e sss e b sbesaaesbenbesbessaensensesbasanens RTC-335
C20  EMEIICK, CArOl wuivuieieiiriirieteientestetete sttt et st st et et st sat et esbesbesaasssenbesbessasnsensesbessasnsensessessaens RTC-337
C27T EPIRY, 1AN ittt ettt et h e bt a e bt e et beeben RTC-348
C22 EPIBY, AN ettt sttt sttt s sttt b sa e b e b s i e b e b shesaa e s e besbesre et e nbeshesaaens RTC-349
C23  EPIBY, AN ittt sttt sttt s st b e bbb b s ae et e besbesre et e nbesbesaaens RTC-351
L@ Y = Y = Y 1= TSP RTC-353
C25  FaIrDOUIN, GAIY eieiiiiriinieteniesie sttt st st et et sbesae st essesbesaesssessesbesaasssensesbessssnsensessessesnsensessessnens RTC-354
C26  GANAGAN, TIM eiieiiiiiiriereetee sttt sttt et sbe s e st et sbesaesss e besbesbessbenbesbessaessensesbessaensensessessnens RTC-355
C27  GAIETLEL JASON ittt ettt ettt et ettt et e b e e b e et e e b e e beeabeebeeabeeabeeaseeaseesseenseenseenseenbeenbeenseenrenn RTC-357
C28  GAlOLLl, TFACEE .eivueeeieiiiirieetete sttt ettt sttt sbe st st et sbesae st et e sbesbesssenbesbesseessenbesbessaensensessesanens RTC-358
C29  GAUI, TOM ittt sttt sttt s s st et s b sae st et e sbesbessbe b e sbessaessenbesbassnensensessesanens RTC-359
(@ T =Y oY Y o= o o TR SRRSRPR RTC-362
C3T  GOXIN, RICNAIA ittt sttt st et s besae s b e b sbesae e s e sbesbessaensensesaesanens RTC-377
C32  HAIMS, KFISTIN ieiieeieeieeieeie ettt ettt s st s e e b st e b e s b e sabesabesabesasesasesasesasesasesasesasens RTC-379
C33  HEIBEIT, VANESSA ..ucceeceeeiiiieeieieeeeetete ittt te st e st et e b ssa e s et e sbesss e st esbesbesssensesbessesssensessessenns RTC-384
C34 Hilsen, Dene & Charles DEBAITY .....cccviiieviiriinineerienie ettt seessesaesre s essessesresssessessesaessnens RTC-388
C35  HUNLINGLON, KAIEN ettt ettt ettt ettt st b e s b e s esn e s s e saneenseeanees RTC-389
(@C TR [eY aTa Yo T T 2 To] F=1 T HR OO RTC-390
C37  Killian, ATNENG c..c.eeiiiriiiceerretees ettt ettt b s a st e s b s e e ssesbesbensenassesren RTC-391
C38  LaPrath, BriaN ..c..ccccvinieieininieieesenissesese st ssesessessessesessesbessesaesassessessesassessessessssessessensossssessen RTC-393
(@1 B I - o1 (=] g CT- 1= | 1= OO SRRPRR RTC-394
CAO  LEE, DOIMAIE ettt sttt sttt sttt b et b st b be e e b RTC-395
CAT LB, DEINAIE ettt sttt sttt nnes RTC-396
CA2  LEE, DEINAIE ..voeiceeeeeiecteeteeteste sttt te sttt et s re s v et et e st e e ae e e et e s b e sseessasbesbesseessetesbesseensessessesneans RTC-498
C43  Leicht, Mark & KQtherine ......c.cceceiririeneeenirceeceneeeee ettt e RTC-401
CA4  Lia, MAri@ BUIKE ..c.eoiiiiniieieiesiesteteste st sttt st st et et sbesat et e b e sbesaaessesbesbessaensenbesbessssnsensessesanens RTC-402
CA5 LM, PAUI ettt sttt b e s bt b e bttt beebn RTC-434
C46  MacMillian, Jill & GIEN FEYE ...ccivieieiirierteterie sttt sttt st sees et sresaeesesbesbessaensessesuesanens RTC-435
CA7  MaBNUS, PAmMEIa .....ccoiiiririiiinientetcie sttt st sttt sttt et s b saess et e sbesaaessenbesbessaensensessesanens RTC-436
L@ I \V = Y €T =T o TP RTC-437
CA9  MCCOMD, ROGEI ittt sttt sttt et st sttt b st s b et sbesaa e b e besbessaessenbesbesssensensessesanons RTC-438
C50  MEICEI, PAtFICIA ooveectieiieiteeieeieete ettt ettt et ettt s st et s b s b st e s b e s b e s s e sasesasesnbesabesnsesasesasens RTC-439
C5T  MISENY, PrEteSI ettt sttt sttt s b e st aesbe b st ebe b RTC-440
C52  MOOMJIAN, SCOE ..iiiiiiiiiiieieeieete ettt ettt ettt et et st e st e s b e s b e s b e s b e sasesaseensesasesasesasesasens RTC-441
C53  NALAl, SANAIO .ivuiiiiiiiireeterese ettt ettt et st sae s b et e sbesaassb e besbessaessenbesbessaensensessesanens RTC-448
G54 OO, Fred oottt ettt sttt sttt s sttt b e s bt e bbb et saesbe st e e eneesesben RTC-449
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C55 Packer, Laura & O'Connor, ) Robert & (e mail from Packer)......ccovveeeeeevvevreecieecireeceeeennes RTC-450
C56 Rice, Speedy & JUAY Clarke.......couecivirinieieininieieesenestee s sbe s ee s sbessesassessessessesassesses RTC-511
C57  RIAEll, DANIEI w.cueeeieiiriiieieiriirieteesesest ettt st et s a e sb e sb s e e sbesbessesassassesbensesassessen RTC-514
C58 RODDIE RODEIO ...ttt sttt s s be s b e sbesbe e e e s besbesbe e s e sbesbesnnens RTC-515
C59 Rosas, Maya & Michael Brennan, Dana Hook, Soheil Nkhahab .........cccoccvviveniecnininennenne, RTC-516
CO0  SCREEIEN, EMIIY oottt ettt b e b esb e s b s e e s s e sbesbenaenassesben RTC-518
CBT  SCOLL DOUE .ottt sttt sttt s st a e s b s bt e e b s b e e bt e enbesbesbe e e e nbesresnens RTC-519
CB2  SEISUN, VEIENG ..ottt sb s st sb e s st nesb e sresatens RTC-520
€63 SNANSKE, DONNQ vttt ettt sttt sttt b et b e b se s nnes RTC-522
C64  Smith Adair, ChFISTOPNEN ...couiiiieieieee ettt RTC-523
CB5  SPOONET, SAraN uiiiiiiiiiieieiese ettt sttt ettt st et s besae s b e besbesaasssenbesbessasnsensessesanens RTC-525
CB6 PO STCIAIN cvivivreeeiriiieeeesistet et st st et se sttt e st st e e e e sae s b e s s e s e e s e s b e sbesaesesbesbeseseesessessansesassesn RTC-526
C67 Tagget-Burton, Dawn & LOrenzo BUION .....c.cocuieviiriiiiieiieeteteeeeee e RTC-536
CB8  TalL, LAUIIE cerueeeieeieeteeie ettt ettt ettt ettt st sa e st s b st e st e sa b e sabesabesabesabesasesasesnsesasesasesnsesasens RTC-538
CB9 VA SASOIULIONS ..ottt sttt sttt sttt et sbesae st e sbe s b e sbesss et e sbesaasssenbesbessasnsensessessnens RTC-541
LG T = o - [ o TR LN TSP RTC-542
C771 WeEDSTEL, BEOKY .ottt ettt sttt ettt s b e s b saa et e besbessasnbesbesbasanens RTC-543
C72 WONE, STEPNEN & SANAY ..cutiiiriiriiiiiiesierteterie ettt sttt e st st sssssesbesbessesssesbesbesssensensessesanens RTC-544
C73  WIAY, FIANCIS wotiriieieiiriieieetesie sttt sttt sttt sb e sbe st et s bt s bt st e b s bt s bt s e e sbesbesbeennenbesbesnens RTC-545
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Master Response Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures

The following response is a master response addressing a number of comments that were received
regarding India Street Improvements U17A and U17B identified in the Mobility Study (Appendix C of
the PEIR) and corresponding mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 identified in
Section 6.3 of the PEIR. It should be noted that the comments were primarily opposed to the
implementation of the referenced mitigation measures, but did not raise a specific issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR.

Summary of Comments

There were a number of comment letters received for the Uptown CPU PEIR regarding both the
Uptown CPU Mobility Study Improvements for India Street (U-17A and U-17B of the Mobility Study)
and the related mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 in the Uptown CPU PEIR.

All of the comment letters expressed opposition to the implementation of the proposed Mobility
Study Improvements and the associated mitigation measures presented in the Draft PEIR. In
addition, many of the comments included opposition to the removal of the southbound lane of India
Street between Sassafras Street and Redwood Street and stated that such a removal would
negatively impact the local residents in accessing their homes. Many of comments went on to
identify impacts to sidewalks, parking, and pedestrian safety that would result from road widening.

Several commenters requested the India Street improvements in the Mobility Study and the
associated mitigation measures in the PEIR be deleted.

A number of comments addressed safety concerns for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles along the
segment of India Street, particularly between Redwood Street and Vine Street.

Lastly, there were additional comments on the increase in the level of traffic using India Street as a
result of the construction of the Rental Car Center for the San Diego International Airport and a
request that traffic from the Rental Car Center be routed to Pacific Highway instead of India Street.

Response

Implementation of India Street Improvements (TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19)

Improvements U17A and U17B in the Uptown Mobility Study correspond to mitigation measures
TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 in the PEIR. As further detailed below, the proposed Candidate
Findings (“Findings”) included as an attachment to the Staff Report, provide a discussion of the
infeasibility of these measures. As a result, these measures are not proposed for implementation.
The following information is provided to further clarify the information included in the PEIR and
Mobility Study (Appendix C of the PEIR) related to these mitigation measures.

RTC-4
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India Street from Washington Street to Winder Street (Impact 6.3-18)

Implementation of mitigation measure TRANS 6.3-18 would reduce the significant impact along the
segment of India Street from Washington Street to Winder Street (Impact 6.3-18) by restriping the
roadway to as 2-lane collector with continuous left-turn lane.

A number of commenters objected to implementation of this measure as it would remove parking
that supports adjacent businesses and would remove a buffer between the pedestrian walkway and
the street, making the pedestrian environment less safe. The proposed Findings included as an
attachment to the Staff Report shows that this improvement would conflict with the proposed CPU
Mobility Element goals for “safe, walkable neighborhoods which utilize pedestrian connections and
improved sidewalks to create a comfortable pedestrian experience.” Mobility Element Policy MO-4.9
also supports implementing road diets and traffic-calming measures where appropriate to improve
safety and quality of service, and increase walking and bicycling in Uptown. Mobility Element Policy
MO-7.13 supports on-street parking on all streets to support adjacent uses and enhance pedestrian
safety and activity. Thus, this measure would be infeasible because it would conflict with proposed
Uptown CPU Mobility Element goals and policies.

India Street from Glenwood Drive to Redwood Street (Impact 6.3-19)

Implementation of mitigation measure TRANS 6.3-19 would reduce the significant impact along the
segment of India Street from Glenwood Drive to Sassafras Street and From Sassafras to Redwood
Street. From Glenwood Drive to Sassafras Street the measure includes widening the roadway to a 4-
lane one-way collector and from Sassafras Street to Redwood Street the measure would widen the
road to a 3-lane one-way collector. Implementation of these measures would change the
configuration of India Street from two northbound one-way lanes to four northbound one-way lanes
from Glenwood Drive to Sassafras Street. From Sassafras Street to Redwood Street, the measure
would include widening the northbound portion of India Street to three lanes.

As discussed in the proposed Findings included as an attachment to the Staff Report, widening these
roadway segments would increase crossing distance for pedestrians, require the removal on-street
parking spaces that support adjacent businesses, and would impact residential and commercial
structures by removing usable frontage for road purposes and potentially impacting structures. The
proposed Findings show that the improvements would conflict with proposed CPU Mobility Element
goals and policies including policy MO-4.9 that supports implementing road diets and traffic calming
measures where appropriate to improve safety and quality of service, and increase walking and
bicycling. Additionally, the proposed Findings show that the improvements would conflict with
Mobility Element Policy MO-7.13 that supports on-street parking on all streets to support adjacent
uses and enhance pedestrian safety and activity. Therefore, under the proposed Findings, the
mitigation measures would not be implemented and impacts related to traffic on India Street would
remain significant and unavoidable.

It should also be noted that the existing southbound lane along the segment of India Street from
Sassafras Street to Redwood Street would remain. Some commenters were under the impression
that the mitigation measure would remove the southbound lane; however that was not part of any
mitigation measure. Table 13 of the Mobility Study showed a change from two lane collector (one
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way) to a three lane collector (one way) where the southbound lane exists. However, the photo
overlays showing improvements in this location did not include removal of the south bound lane
(Figures 63 and 64 of the Mobility Study). These photos do show that to implement the improvement
would require the removal of sidewalks and would encroach on the adjacent properties/buildings.

Safety Concerns

Many comments raised both exiting safety concerns and potential hazardous conditions that would
result if the aforementioned improvements were implemented. Since implementation of mitigation
measures TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 would not be implemented due to conflicts with the
proposed Uptown CPU Mobility Element, implementation of these measures would not create or
exacerbate any existing safety concerns in the area. Additionally, the proposed Uptown CPU Mobility
Element includes a policy framework that promotes pedestrian and bicycle improvements, including
enhancing sidewalks and bicycle lanes and retaining on-street parking to support adjacent
businesses.

Removal of Measures from the PEIR

The referenced mitigation measures for India Street will not be removed from the PEIR or the
Uptown Mobility Study because this would conflict with Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines
which requires that an EIR discuss and consider measures that would minimize significant effects.
Although the improvements are not recommended and the proposed Candidate Findings (included
as an attachment to the Staff Report) show mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 to
be infeasible, the measures are retained in the PEIR since they could reduce the potential impacts
along these segments.

Rental Car Center Traffic

Regarding the request to reroute traffic from the Rental Car Center, the Rental Car Center is outside
of the Uptown CPU area. Additionally, the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority prepared an
EIR for the Airport Master Plan (State Clearinghouse Number 2005091105) that evaluated impacts
associated with implementation of the Airport Master Plan including a consolidated rental car center
that is now operational. Imposition of new mitigation measures to address Rental Car Center traffic
is outside of the scope of the PEIR for the proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary
actions.
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A1-2

A1-3

Letter A1

A1-2

A1-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates the California Department of
Transportation's (Caltrans’) participation in the public review
comment process and acknowledges Caltrans' stake in the
transportation network serving the proposed CPUs.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment makes reference to information
included in the draft PEIR and does not suggest an inadequacy or
request a change.
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A1-4

Al-4

A1-5

A1-6

Comment noted. Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines states that
mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments, or
otherwise incorporated into the associated plan or policy. While the
PEIR includes a number of mitigation measures addressing freeway
segments and meters, impacts to Caltrans facilities are considered
significant and unavoidable because the City does not have
approval authority over freeways and there is uncertainty related to
the timing of implementation of the improvements and whether
they will occur prior to the occurrence of impacts. However, policy
MO-4.7 of the proposed Uptown CPU supports continued
coordination between the City and Caltrans and the Final PEIR has
been revised to clarify that the City will continue to work with
Caltrans to identify options for fair-share contributions toward
impacted segments where feasible.

Comment noted. This comment provides information provided
regarding multi-modal and bikeway improvements and does not
suggest an inadequacy or request a change in the PEIR.

Comment noted. Any action related to the proposed Mystic Park
Concept will be closely coordinated with Caltrans, as an agreement
between Caltrans and the City would be required. The
recommended park feasibility study for this proposed conceptual
park would address historic resource issues, vehicular, pedestrian
and traffic circulation, reconfiguration of freeway on-ramps, new
traffic signalization, community recreation needs, other issues to be
determined, and a preliminary cost analysis.
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A1-7

A1-7

This is a closing comment. All comments will become part of the
public record.
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A2-1

A2-2

Letter A2

A2-1

A2-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates the San Diego Association of
Governments' (SANDAG's) participation in the public review
comment process.

This comment makes reference to a recommended bicycle lane
within Robinson Avenue, which would require the removal of a
center turn lane. All bicycle facilities are subject to project-level
analysis and review prior to implementation. Policy MO-2.9, which
requires coordination with SANDAG on the planning and
implementation of regional bicycle facilities, would ensure the
appropriate review takes place prior to implementation of any
recommended bicycle facility.

The inconsistencies between Figure 3-6 of the PEIR and Figure 6.3-5
of the proposed Uptown CPU, which both depict planned roadway
classifications under the proposed Uptown CPU, have been
corrected.

This comment also points out that there may not be room for the
transit and bicycle facilities planned within Fourth Avenue, Fifth
Avenue, and University Avenue. All planned facilities will require
project-level review and coordination with SANDAG prior to
implementation in order to ensure the appropriate conditions prior
to project implementation of facilities. Accommodating bicycle
facilities into existing streets will be evaluated and determined at
the project level. Lastly, both Rapid and streetcar routes will be in
mixed traffic; therefore, the depiction of 2 lanes on Fourth Avenue
and Fifth Avenue is accurate. Streetcar, Rapid, and local bus service
will also be in mixed traffic; therefore, the depiction of 4 lanes on
University Avenue is accurate.
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A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

Reference to the pedestrian improvements of the Uptown Bikeways
Project have been added to Section 6.3.1.6c.

Figure 6.3-5 of the PEIR and Figure 3-2 of the proposed Uptown CPU
have been updated to show Class Il bicycle facilities on Fourth
Avenue south of Laurel Street. Additionally, Figure 7 of the Mobility
Study (Page 15), and Table 2 of the Mobility Study (Page 16) have
been updated.

Comment noted.
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A2-6

A2-6

Comment noted. Responses to the attachment are provided in the
following response to comments.
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A2-7 A2-7 References to San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan have been
updated throughout the document and the requested language
added to Section 5.1.5 of the Final PEIR.

)8 A2-8 The requested changes regarding Bus Rapid Transit were made to
A2- Section 2.3.3.2, Public Transportation.

A2-9 A2-9  The corrections to the referenced measures have been made in the
Final PEIR.

RTC-13




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

A2-10

A2-10 The comment provides recommendations for adding additional

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to further
mitigate regional transportation impacts and increase mobility
choices throughout both communities, including:

e Promoting the use of on-demand ride sharing;

e Designating preferential and conveniently located parking
spaces for carpools, vanpools, and other shared mobility
options;

e Consider additional parking management strategies;

e Encourage developers to incorporate TDM measures into
development through entitlement; and

e Partner with the SANDAG TDM program, iCommute, to promote
and incentivize regional services that promote alternative
transportation.

The Mobility Element goals for both CPU's align with the
recommendations provided by SANDAG. Specifically, one of the key
Mobility Element goals in the Uptown CPU is for inter-agency
coordination to implement comprehensive mobility strategies and
project opportunities and identification of funding sources. The
proposed CPU also incorporates specific policies consistent with
SANDAG recommendations. For example, Policies MO-6.1 through
MO-6.4 call for the City to encourage TDM strategies such as
alternative work schedules and bicycle and ride sharing. Policies
also support dedicated car-sharing parking spaces and providing
electric vehicle charging stations. Thus, as discussed in Section 6.3.3
of the Draft PEIR under Issue 2, the proposed CPU and associated
discretionary actions would be consistent with adopted policies,
plans, or programs supporting TDM.

Additionally, language has been added to Section 6.3.5 of the Final
PEIR to recognize that at the project-level, significant impacts at
locations outside of the jurisdiction of the City could be partially
mitigated in the form of TDM measures that encourage carpooling
and other alternative means of transportation consistent with
proposed CPU policies.
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A3-1

A3-2
A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

Letter A3

A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates the San Diego Unified School
District's participation in the public review comment process.

The requested revision regarding Grant School has been made in
the Final PEIR.

The number of students for grades 6-8 has been updated in the
Final PEIR.

Urban Discovery Academy Charter has been removed from
Figure 6.12-1.

Comment noted.
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A4-1

A4-2

Letter A4

A4-1

A4-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This is a closing comment acknowledging the
City's compliance with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements.
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B1-1

B1-2

B1-3

Letter B1

B1-2

B1-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Building Industry
Association's (BIA's) participation in the public review comment
process.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment states that areas of concern are in
downzoning, potential historic districts, and height restrictions,
which are further detailed in the following comments.
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B1-5

B1-6

The City does not agree that the proposed Uptown CPU is
inconsistent with the goals of the City of Villages strategy and the
Climate Action Plan (CAP) because one of the main goals of the
proposed Uptown CPU is to provide higher densities along transit
corridors. The entire Uptown community is not a Transit Priority
Area as this comment suggests; rather, portions of the Uptown
community are designated as a Transit Priority Area. While the
proposed Uptown CPU density distribution ultimately results in
decreased residential densities in some areas, the highest densities
are located where they will be best served by existing and planned
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities, balanced with commercial
and mixed-use distributions that also support a multi-modal
network. This land use pattern provided by the proposed CPU
achieves the overall goals of the City of Villages and CAP. Refer to
PEIR Section 6.1.3 for a discussion of project consistency with
applicable plans including the City's General Plan and refer to
Section 6.5.3 for a discussion of the proposed Uptown CPU's
consistency with the CAP.

While the expected build-out of the Uptown Community would
involve approximately 2,000 less residential units than projected
under the adopted Community Plan, the future population under
build-out of the proposed CPU would be an estimated 55,700. This
is not 6,000 fewer residents than the adopted Community Plan, as
this comment suggests. Rather, build-out of the proposed Uptown
CPU would result in approximately 3,000 less residents than the
population estimate of 58,870 at build-out of the adopted
Community Plan. It is important to note that though the proposed
CPU would result in a lower population at build-out than the
adopted Community Plan, it does not “push out” any existing
residents and still allows for a population increase of almost 20,000
residents compared to the community’s current population.
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B1-5

B1-6

Comment noted. The City does not agree that the project
description is flawed and does not overstate the amount of units
that could be constructed under the proposed Uptown CPU. The
planning estimate for the amount of housing units that could occur
in the future was based on assumptions regarding what could
reasonably develop in the future based on community plan land
use designations for both the adopted and proposed community
plan land uses. Generally, the analysis assumed that vacant
parcels, parcels developed below the maximum residential density,
and parcels along commercial mixed-use corridors had the greater
potential for future development and the analysis assumed the
maximum number of residential dwelling units per acre to
determine the potential dwelling units. Building height was not a
factor in limiting the maximum number of dwelling units unless
existing parcels were already developed as mid- to high-rise,
residential-only or mixed-used buildings with Type-1 construction
(concrete and steel frame). Additionally, based on the analysis that
was conducted for the Interim Height Ordinance the maximum
residential densities in the commercial-mixed use areas of the
Uptown community could be achieved for development projects
with building heights that were 50 feet or greater.

Comment noted. This comment does not relate to an inadequacy
with the PEIR; thus; a detailed response is not provided.
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B1-7

B1-8

B1-9

B1-10

B1-11

B1-9

B1-10

B1-11

Comment noted.

The supplemental development regulations to the Historical
Resource Regulations are intended to protect the potential historic
districts identified in the Historical Resources Survey and/or by the
community and would only apply to structures that have been
identified as being a contributing resource to a potential historic
district. The regulations are not arbitrarily applied, rather they are
applied only to specific properties that contribute to the character
of the Potential Historic District. The traditional designation
process would still occur in order to designate an official Historic
District; however, the supplemental development regulations
would protect potential historic districts until such time the formal
designation review occurs.

The potential historic districts were identified through the efforts of
the Historical Resources Survey and community outreach. The
proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions
including the supplemental development regulations have been
made available to the public and through an extensive public
review process.

Comment noted. This comment is an opinion of the BIA and does
not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR. Therefore, a detailed

response is not required.

Comment noted.
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B2-1

B2-2

Letter B2

B2-1

B2-2

Please see responses to comments B2-2 through B2-9.

The comment states that the Climate Action Plan (CAP) does not
currently serve as a CEQA Qualified GHG Reduction Plan, and that a
project-level consistency determination is an essential component
of CEQA GHG impacts assessment. The comment also states that
inconsistency with a land use plan or policy is likely to result in a
finding of significant environmental impact. The comment states
that land use plans are an important part of achieving the GHG
reductions identified in the CAP, and that the Uptown CPU fails to
“ensure CAP consistency in 2020 and beyond.”

The CAP was originally adopted in December 2015, and while it was
anticipated that it would serve as a qualified GHG reduction plan for
purposes of tiering under CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15183.5, it provided that future implementing actions were
necessary in order to serve as such a plan. However, on July 12,
2016, the City Council adopted an amendment to the CAP, which
included a CAP Consistency Checklist, and other amendments to the
text of the CAP, which resulted in the CAP serving as a qualified GHG
reduction plan. At that same time, the City Council also adopted a
GHG Significance Determination Threshold (GHG Threshold).
Following signature by the Mayor on July 19, 2016, the checklist and
thresholds are being implemented immediately. The Uptown
Community Plan Update (CPU) EIR tiers off of the GHG analysis set
forth in the CAP Final EIR, which was certified on December 15,
2015, with an addendum certified on July 12, 2016 that specifically
addressed the adoption of the GHG Threshold.

As discussed in PEIR Section 6.5, the proposed Uptown CPU is
consistent with the adopted CAP, and contains goals and objectives
that implement all of the five primary CAP strategies. Please see
PEIR pages 6.5-7 through 6.5-11 for a discussion of consistency with
the CAP strategies. It is concluded that the Uptown CPU would be
consistent with each of the CAP strategies by:
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e Increasing the number of residential units and commercial
development within the Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) within the
community to support transit;

e Implementing transit-oriented development, particularly within
and around two Community Villages and three Neighborhood
Villages;

e Promoting pedestrian improvements in TPAs;

e Promoting sustainable building techniques for construction and
operation of buildings that could include solar energy
installations, electric vehicle charging stations, and solar water
heating;

e Supporting waste reduction, recovery, and recycling;

e Encouraging the planting of native and drought-tolerant
landscaping; and

¢ Increasing the tree canopy

Regarding the need to achieve overall compliance with the targets
identified in the CAP, please also refer to CAP Chapter 3 which
provides for annual monitoring and reporting to ensure CAP
reduction targets are met. Please also see response to comment
B2-3.
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B2-3

B2-3

The commenter states that the Draft PEIR fails to assess the
significance of GHG emissions by considering the extent to which a
project increases emissions compared to the existing environmental
setting. The existing GHG emissions are set forth on Draft PEIR
pages 6.5-6 and 6.5-7, and specifically in Table 6.5-3. This
information is also provided in Table 3 of the GHG Supplemental
Report, which is included as Appendix E-2. To analyze the
significance of GHG emissions, the Draft PEIR then estimates
projected GHG emissions under the Uptown CPU as set forth in
Draft PEIR Table 6.5-3 (this information is also provided in Table 7 of
the GHG Supplemental Report, included as Appendix E-2). Table 6.5-
3 of the Draft PEIR explicitly shows the increase from existing
conditions and the proposed Uptown CPU (a total increase of
13,518 MT CO,E increase over existing conditions).

A two-step process was then used to determine whether the
increase of 13,518 MT CO,E in GHG emissions over existing
conditions is significant. Whether that increase is significant was
determined by (1) whether the Uptown CPU emissions would
exceed the emissions in the Adopted Community Plan, and if so,
whether the increase in GHG emissions is a direct result of
implementing CAP strategies and the General Plan’s City of Villages
Strategy, and (2) whether the Uptown CPU is consistent with
applicable policies and plans, including the CAP. Please see DEIR
pages 6.5-6 through 6.5-11 for additional discussion.

As shown in the Draft PEIR, GHG emissions would increase over
existing levels with build-out under both the Adopted Community
Plan and proposed Uptown CPU due to the increase in
development that would take place under both plans, but that the
increase resulting from proposed Uptown CPU would be less than
under the Adopted Community Plan. Looking at the Adopted
Community Plan - not as a future baseline - but rather as a
measure for determining significance of increased GHG emissions
over existing emissions is instructive because it ensures that the
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GHG emissions from the proposed Uptown CPU do not exceed the
levels assumed in the CAP. Since implementation of the CAP is what
ensures that the City meets Citywide GHG emissions reductions, it is
important to look to whether any proposed changes to the
assumptions in the CAP would affect the ability to achieve the CAP
Citywide reductions. Because the proposed Uptown CPU would not
increase emissions beyond what was assumed in the CAP - and in
fact would reduce emissions - the proposed change in land uses
would not significantly alter the assumptions in the CAP.

Additionally, with respect to Step 2 of the analysis, the Draft PEIR
looked to see whether the proposed Uptown CPU would be
consistent with the CAP and its strategies. Please see Draft PEIR
pages 6.5-6 through 6.5-11 for additional discussion. Consistent
with CAP Strategy 3, the Uptown CPU proposes increased density
within TPAs in order to plan for reduced GHG emissions citywide.
This necessary increase results in an increase in GHG emission
levels in area, energy, waste, water, and construction emission
sources (due to the increased density and new development);
however, it results in a decrease in mobile emission sources. This
decrease in mobile emissions is due to the continuing increase in
regulations that improve vehicle efficiency. Additional decreases in
mobile GHG emissions that are not reflected in the emission
calculations would occur because density would increase in the
TPAs, and trips would decrease due to increased use of alternative
transportation modes. The document prepared by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) entitled Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures demonstrates that, by
increasing transit accessibility, a shift in travel mode is facilitated
along with reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The effectiveness
of these land-use strategies ranges from less than 1 percent up to a
maximum 30 percent reduction in communitywide VMT and are not
additive. For example, where high-density mixed-use development
is located within a 5- to 10-minute walk from a transit station with
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high-frequency transit or bus service and is combined with walkable
neighborhood design, a total VMT reduction up to 24 percent can be
achieved. This is consistent with the CAP's GHG emissions
reductions targets which are based on reductions in VMT from
increasing the bicycling, walking, and transit mode shares within
TPAs, and from decreasing commuter miles traveled, which results
in a reduction in mobile emissions compared to the business as
usual scenario. The Uptown CPU is consistent with the reductions
estimates in the CAP because it promotes effective land use and
implements the City of Villages strategy.

It is important to note that when modeling GHG emissions, the
default CalEEMod trip generation rates and trip lengths were
modeled for the existing condition, buildout of the Adopted
Community Plan, and buildout of the proposed CPU. Actual trip
lengths in San Diego County are shorter than these model default
trip lengths. Additionally, as discussed, the CPU would reduce VMT
due to the increased density in TPAs. These reductions are not
reflected in the emission calculations presented in the DEIR. Thus,
the GHG emission calculations included in the DEIR are
conservative.

As shown in CAP Appendix A, the CAP VMT reductions in 2035 are
Citywide reductions for labor force commuter trips. Some
communities may have higher reductions, while some may have
less due to a variety of factors, such as average commuter distance
for a particular community. The CAP reductions are Citywide
reductions, and due to the nature of community planning, are not
always appropriate to be distributed equally amongst each
community. For example, an increase in GHG emissions in one
community may actually be necessary to alter the overall land use
pattern in the City to achieve the reductions assumed for more
effective land use Citywide.
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From a GHG perspective, increased density in a TPA correlates with
lower GHG emissions. For example, CAPCOA's Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures demonstrates that transit
ridership increases with density, which justifies enhanced transit
service. Higher density also allows City residents to take advantage
of non-auto modes of transportation as such facilities become
available. Therefore, focusing development inside TPAs rather than
outside TPAs is consistent with CAP Strategy 3. This can be found on
page 6 of the City of San Diego Climate Action Plan Consistency
Checklist Technical Support Documentation. On the other hand,
focusing development outside of a TPA would tend to be
inconsistent with the CAP even though GHG emissions may not
increase (because no new development would occur). Therefore,
while looking at the increases or decreases in GHG emissions on a
particular community plan update is instructive, it is not
determinative as to overall Citywide consistency with the CAP.

In addition, the CAP recognizes that reductions can be achieved in
multiple ways and that flexibility in implementation is necessary. As
shown on pages 42 and 43 of the CAP, the annual monitoring and
reporting would identify any potential deficiencies in reductions and
the CAP could be amended to address those deficiencies. The
annual monitoring and reporting program is the appropriate place
to monitor Citywide GHG emissions reductions, not an individual
community CPU EIR. Furthermore, new development within the
Uptown CPU area that is subject to CEQA review would be required
to complete the CAP Consistency Checklist to ensure project
consistency with the CAP. As stated above, the City is implementing
this requirement immediately for development projects.

Therefore, implementation of the Uptown CPU, in combination with
implementation of the CAP overall, along with the CAP's annual
monitoring and reporting, ensures achievement of the CAP's overall
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Citywide emissions reductions, and nothing in the land uses
proposed in the Uptown CPU would be inconsistent with the
promotion of effective land use to reduce VMT, or the ability to
achieve the alternative mode shares assumed in the CAP.

Please also see response to comment B2-4 and B2-5.
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B2-4

B2-5

B2-4

B2-5

The commenter states that the CAP relies on community plan
updates to alter land use patterns and shift density to TPAs. The
Uptown CPU is consistent with these CAP goals. Specifically, the
commenter cites to CAP Strategy 3, which includes a supporting
measure to locate a majority of all new residential development
within TPAs. The Uptown CPU is consistent with this supporting
measure in that it focuses new development and increased
densities in two Community Villages (Hillcrest Core - West and
Hillcrest Core - East) and three Neighborhood Villages (Mission Hills,
Bankers Hill/Park West, and Middletown). These TPAs are served by
several local and rapid bus routes, providing several options along
Washington Street, University Avenue, Reynard Way, Fort Stockton
Drive, First Avenue, Fourth Avenue, Fifth Avenue, Sixth Avenue, and
Park Boulevard, as well as connections to the adjacent communities.
Planned transit routes within the Uptown CPU area include BRT,
light rail transit (LRT), and streetcar improvements. Please also see
response to comment B2-3.

Please see responses to comments B2-3 and B2-4. Regarding
modeling VMT reductions, please see DEIR Chapter 6.5 page 6.5-2
which discusses reductions in VMT. The Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions propose an increase in multi-family
residences. The VMT from residents of these new developments
would be less due to the reduced trip lengths. Although this
reduction was only counted for new development proposed under
the proposed CPU and associated discretionary actions, this would
reduce overall mobile emissions by 5.2 percent in the Uptown CPU
area. This is supported by CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas
Mitigation ~ Measures measure LUT-4, Increase Destination
Accessibility. Additionally, it is important to note that the GHG
emission calculations did not take into account any reductions in
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) that result from the transit-oriented
land use pattern. For example, CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse
Gas Mitigation Measures identifies several features included in the
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proposed Uptown CPU that would reduce VMT. CAPCOA measure
LUT-1, Increase Density, is identified as means to reduce VMT and
the corresponding GHG emission by up to 30 percent. By including
a wide variety of land uses in the Hillcrest Core - West and Hillcrest
Core - East Community Villages and the Mission Hills, Bankers
Hill/Park West, and Middletown Neighborhood Villages, the CPU
would achieve CAPCOA measure LUT-3, Increase Diversity of Urban
and Suburban Developments (Mixed-Use), which is considered
capable of reducing VMT and the corresponding GHG emission
between 9 to 30 percent because residents would be in the same
area as retail and office buildings.  The concentration of
development around the TPAs that are served by alternative
transportation facilities would achieve CAPCOA measure LUT-5,
Increase Transit Accessibility, which may result in up to a 24.6
percent reduction in VMT and corresponding GHG emissions. If the
VMT reductions resulting from the inclusion of these factors into the
proposed Uptown CPU were taken into account in the impact
analysis, the reduction in GHG emissions in comparison with the
Adopted Community Plan would have been even greater.

The commenter also notes that modeling for specific CAP goals is
achievable. The City is continuing to explore a variety of ways to
inform our data gathering and monitoring efforts for CAP
implementation and GHG reductions.
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B2-6

B2-7

B2-8

B2-6

The commenter asks how a community plan that increases GHG
emissions over existing conditions can result in GHG reductions.
Please see response to comment B2-3. As discussed in response to
comment B2-3, the reductions assumed from implementation of
Strategy 3 come from a decrease in mobile source emissions tied
directly to labor force commute trip length (see page A-31 through
A-38 of Appendix A to the CAP). This increase in density in a
community is anticipated to bring the labor force that is forecast to
increase through 2035 to TPAs connected to employment centers in
nearby communities. Implementation of the rest of the other CAP
strategies would address the increase in other source emissions
due to implementation of the CAP Strategy 3. In other words, any
increases that result from the Uptown CPU also result in decreases
in mobile source emissions. Therefore, even if a community plan
increases overall GHG emissions within a particular community, if
the community plan achieves mobile source reductions, that part of
the assumed reductions in the CAP has been realized;
implementation of the CAP overall is what would ensure that the
City meets its targets identified in the CAP.

It is also important to note that in the GHG emissions modeling
done for the Adopted Community Plan and the Uptown CPU, the
CalEEMod assumptions utilized to forecast GHG emissions were
conservative and reflected the default from CalEEMod Version
2013.2.2. This approach to modeling does not take into account the
emissions reductions of the Citywide ordinances and programs in
the CAP to be implemented by the City, and which are not
specifically relevant to the proposed CPU (i.e., Citywide energy,
water or waste policies). For example, the first Goal under Strategy 2
of the CAP is to achieve 100 percent renewable energy Citywide by
2035. The CalEEMod energy default values are based on studies
from the California Energy Commission, and not on achieving 100
percent renewable energy. Likewise, the Citywide efforts in CAP
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B2-7

B2-8

B2-9

B2-6 (cont.)

Strategy 1: Energy and Water Efficient Buildings would result in
fewer emissions from sources associated with the provision of
water, and CAP Strategy 4: Zero Waste would decrease the expected
emissions from waste sources over what was accounted for in the
CalEEMod modeling. In this manner, emissions projections for the
Adopted Community Plan and for the Uptown CPU do not account
for the GHG emissions reductions of the CAP. The emissions
projections were produced to give a means of comparing the
difference in land use emissions, i.e., the effect that changing the
adopted land uses would have on the production of GHG emissions.

Please see response to comment B2-3.

Regarding the comment's footnote which suggests that greater GHG
reductions may be needed for new development, please see the
City's CAP Consistency Checklist, which is included as a CAP
Appendix. The CAP Consistency Checklist provides for greater
reductions from new development that is subject to CEQA.
Regarding the Uptown CPU's overall consistency with the CAP,
please see response to comment B2-3.

Please see response to comments B2-1 through B2-8.
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B3-1

Letter B3

B3-1

Comment noted. This comment states the Hillcrest History Guild's
(HHG's) support of the Density Redistribution Alternative. The
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the Draft PEIR. The
City appreciates the HHG's participation in the public review
comment process and will consider all comments during the
decision-making process.
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B4-1

B4-2

B4-3

Letter B4

B4-1

B4-2

B4-3

The numbers referenced on the Uptown CPU and the Draft PEIR
are different. The 380600 number is the project number, while the
2100258 number is reference to a billing number for City staff. The
Final PEIR correctly refers to the project number.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Staff Report for a discussion of
the extensive public outreach that has been done regarding the
proposed Uptown CPU. Also refer to Section 4.2, Community
Outreach and Plan Development, of the PEIR. This comment also
notes that the Middletown Advisory Group (MAG) objects to the
proposed expansion of India Street from West Olive Street and
Washington Street. Although widening of India Street is identified
as a mitigation measure in the PEIR, this measure is not
recommended for implementation since it would conflict with the
goals of the proposed Uptown CPU. Please refer to the master
response regarding India Street mitigation measures included in
the introduction to these responses to comments.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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B4-4

B4-5

B4-6

B4-4

B4-5

B4-6

Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment makes reference to the recent opening of the San
Diego International Airport Rental Car Center and that fact that the
traffic counts conducted for the Traffic Impact Analysis would not
have included the increased traffic from the Rental Car Center.
Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the baseline
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an
impact is significant is normally established at the time the notice
of preparation is prepared. The notice of preparation was issued
on December 23, 2013, long before the 2016 opening of the Rental
Car Center. Additional explanation regarding the baseline traffic
counts is provided in Section 6.3.3, Impact Analysis, of the PEIR.
Additionally, this comment requests that vehicles exiting the Rental
Car Center be redirected to reduce traffic delays. However, this is
outside of the boundaries of the Uptown community, and outside
the scope of the Uptown CPU and PEIR.

This comment makes reference to the significant impacts to traffic
identified along India Street. The PEIR appropriately discloses the
findings of significant and unavoidable impacts to intersections and
roadway segments. In addition, rerouting traffic from the airport
and Rental Car Center, as suggested by the MAG, is outside the
scope of this PEIR and would not be an enforceable mitigation
measure because it is not related to an impact resulting from the
proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions.
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B4-7

B4-8

B4-9

B4-10

B4-7

B4-8

B4-9

B4-10

Additional clarification regarding the measures not carried forward
as part of the proposed Uptown CPU has been added to the
applicable locations in Section 6.3, Transportation and Circulation,
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. As noted in Table 13 of Appendix C, Mobility
Study, the improvements listed for India Street are not
recommended as part of the proposed Uptown CPU and are not
proposed for implementation.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU maps appear to be
correct. West Spruce Street does connect to India Street. Access to
all the other streets mentioned in the comment letter is solely from
West Spruce/India Street. Because of the map's scale, the gap
between West Spruce Avenue and Horton Avenue is difficult to see,
but there is a gap in the figure and it was considered in the traffic
analysis. However, the map in the Mobility Study does incorrectly
show that a connection between West Spruce Avenue and Horton
Avenue that will be corrected. While there was an error in the
Mobility Study map, the model used in preparation of the analysis
of potential impacts of the proposed Uptown CPU for traffic
circulation did not include any connections with West Spruce
Avenue that would provide additional ingress/egress to West
Spruce Avenue other than India Street. Furthermore, the
referenced Mobility Study Improvements (U17A and U17B) would
be inconsistent with the proposed Uptown CPU polices and thus,
would not be implemented due to infeasibility.
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B5-1

B5-2

B5-3

B5-4

B5-5

Letter BS

B5-1

B5-2

B5-3

B5-4

B5-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Mission Hills Business
Improvement District's (MHBID's) participation in the public review
comment process.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The proposed changes in densities are intended to meet
the primary CPU objectives, which include developing a multi-
modal transportation network, maintaining or increasing the
housing supply, increasing economic diversification, and preserving
neighborhood character, among other objectives. Higher densities
have been proposed in areas along transit corridors to promote
existing and planned transit investments.

This comment makes reference to unacceptable levels of service at
multiple intersections, as identified in the Traffic Impact Study
(Appendix B-1a to the PEIR) and notes that the MHBID does not
support recommended mitigation measures that aim to eliminate
existing on-street parking. However, none of the recommended
mitigation proposed as part of the Uptown CPU include the removal
of parking. While multiple mitigation measures were identified to
reduce potentially significant impacts, most are not proposed as part
of the Uptown CPU due to inconsistency with the overall mobility
vision and other proposed CPU policies. As discussed in Section
6.3.5, Mitigation Framework, only mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-5,
TRANS 6.3-7d, TRANS 6.3-24a, TRANS 6.3-27, and TRANS 6.3-39 are
proposed for implementation with the proposed Uptown CPU.

This comment also recommends that new mixed-use development
be required to provide public parking spaces to accommodate
customers of commercial uses. However, policies in the proposed
Uptown CPU already promote parking availability within mixed-use
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B5-6

B5-7
B5-8
B5-9

B5-10

B5-11

B5-12

B5-6

B5-7

B5-8

B5-9

B5-10

B5-11

B5-12

B5-5 (cont.)

development area. For example, Policy MO-7.1 calls for the City to
implement creative parking programs with new development such
as in-lieu programs managed by the community parking district that
would contribute to the construction of new parking structures.
Additionally, Policy MO-7.2 requires the City to consider public
parking structures with shared parking arrangements to supplement
parking needs and serve Uptown businesses. Policy MO-7.3
encourages implementation of below-ground parking structures for
new development with inadequate surface parking space and Policy
MO-7.13 calls for the provision on-street parking on all streets to
support adjacent uses. These, along with multiple other policies
aimed at providing adequate parking for residents, visitors, and
customers of businesses provided in the CPU, would help to ensure
adequate parking for all land uses within the community.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. All comments and responses will become part of
the public record, and all comments will be considered during the
decision-making process.
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B6-2

B6-3

Letter B6

B6-1

B6-2

B6-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates Mission Hills Heritage's
(MHH's) participation in the CPU and public review comment
process.

Comment noted.

This comment suggests that the analysis of the Density
Redistribution Alternative inaccurately concluded that the
alternative would reduce residential density along transit
commercial nodes because Reynard Way is not a transit
commercial node. However, as discussed in the Introduction and
Economic Prosperity Element of the proposed Uptown CPU,
neighborhood pedestrian commercial uses are located along
Reynard Way. While the proposed Uptown CPU does not identify
Reynard Way as a “Neighborhood Center/Node”, it is identified as a
“Connector Street” and is the main north-south residential collector
in the southern portion of the community. In addition, as noted in
this comment, the roadway is identified in Appendix B of the City's
CAP as within a San Diego Association of Governments Transit
Priority Area (TPA). As described in Section 6.4, Transportation and
Circulation, Reynard Way is lined with sidewalks and curbs on both
sides of the street, is identified by the City as a Class Il (Bike Route)
facility, and is served by local and rapid bus routes. Several transit
stops are located along Reynard Way, and the Middletown Trolley
Station is accessible from Reynard Way by way of Laurel Street and
Kettner Boulevard. Because TPAs are areas identified for focused
funding and other policy tools to further promote non-vehicular
transportation, and the proposed Uptown CPU policies will
continue to improve the existing alternative transportation
infrastructure, Reynard Way's success as a transit commercial node
will only increase. In addition, the Density Redistribution Alternative
would not only result in lower densities along Reynard Way, but
also along other transit commercial nodes, further inhibiting the
ability of the Density Redistribution Alternative to meet the CPU
objectives.
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B6-4

B6-5

B6-4

B6-5

See response to comment B6-3.

Comment noted.
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B7-1

B7-2

Letter B7

B7-1

B7-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates Mission Hills Heritage's
(MHH's) participation in the CPU and public review comment
process.

The City does not agree there is a deficiency in the mitigation
measures in the PEIR. While the policies and design guidelines of
the community plan would not apply in a ministerial review process,
the policies alone do not reduce the significance of impacts.
Application of applicable zoning and Land Development Code (LDC)
regulations would apply to future development and reduce the
significance of impacts. Thus, development allowed under a
ministerial process is restricted by its zoning and development
regulations of the Land Development Code which would ensure
changes to community character would be less than significant.
Development within areas subject to CPIOZ-Type A regulations that
does not meet the criteria under CPIOZ Type A would be required to
meet findings for a Site Development Permit related to a proposed
project and would be reviewed against proposed CPU policies.
Additional detail has been added to Section 6.2 of the Final PEIR,
under Issue 2 to further clarify what the anticipated physical
changes would be in relation to the height of future development
relation to the existing condition. As shown, impacts associated with
future ministerial development would be less than significant with
application of applicable zoning and LDC regulations.
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B7-3

B7-3

The Table of Contents of the PEIR has been updated in response to
this comment.
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B7-4

B7-5

B7-4

B7-5

Section S.3, Areas of Controversy, of the PEIR has been updated to
identify stakeholder concerns and comments regarding the
distribution of densities as an area of controversy.

The use of proposed policies to reduce potential impacts is
appropriate at this program-level review of the proposed CPU,
which would guide all future development within the community.
While the focus of the PEIR is on how the policies would minimize
impacts, other existing regulations would also reduce potentially
significant impacts such as the LDC that has requirements for
setbacks and encroachments into environmentally sensitive lands
which would apply to all development including ministerial projects.
Though the PEIR analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated with build-out of the proposed CPU and associated
discretionary actions, it does not analyze or propose any one
specific development project. Future development projects
implemented in accordance with the proposed Uptown CPU would
be subject to a separate project-level environmental review and
would be required to be consistent with the proposed Uptown CPU
land use plan, applicable policies, development regulations, and
design guidelines. Therefore, projects implemented in accordance
with the proposed Uptown CPU are not anticipated to result in
significant impacts to visual effects and neighborhood character.
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B7-6

B7-7

B7-6

B7-7

See response to comment B7-2 and B7-5. Additionally, it is not clear
from the comment how one individual project could substantially
alter the character of an area.

See response to comment B7-2 and B7-5.
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B7-8

B7-8

Feasible mitigation (mitigation measure HIST 6.7-1) was applied.
However, as discussed in Section 6.7.7, Significance of Impacts after
Mitigation, even with implementation of the mitigation framework,
the degree of future impacts and applicability, feasibility, and
success of future mitigation measures cannot be adequately known
for each specific future project at this program level of analysis.
Therefore, while the proposed mitigation is anticipated to reduce
impacts at the project-level, it cannot be certain until each project is
designed and brought forward for consideration.
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B7-9

B7-10

B7-9 Impacts related to parks and recreation facilities from
implementation of the Uptown CPU would be less than significant
because implementation of the proposed CPU includes policy
support for increasing the acreage of population based parks in the
CPU area, which is further supported by the proposed Uptown IFS.
See response to comment B7-5 regarding the program-level
analysis. The proposed Uptown CPU is not proposing any specific
development project; rather, it creates a policy framework to guide
future development and encourage implementation of the project's
primary objectives within the Uptown community, which include
increasing recreation opportunities and new public open spaces.

B7-10 See response to comment B7-2 and B7-5.
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B7-11

B7-12

B7-11

B7-12

The housing and population build-out projections of the adopted
Uptown Community Plan have been added to Section 2.3.1.2 of the
PEIR in response to this comment.

While it is possible for heights over 50 feet in the Mission Hills
neighborhood and 65 feet in Hillcrest and Bankers Hill/Park West
neighborhoods may be permitted, the Site Development Permit
review process would require a consistency review of the project
with the adopted CPU; thus, consistency with the Urban Design
element would ensure a significant impact to the existing scale of
older neighborhoods would not result.
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B7-13

B7-14

B7-15

B7-13

B7-14

B7-15

Table 3-3, Conversion to Citywide Zoning, lists the Mid-City
Communities Planned District Ordinance (PDO), West Lewis Street
PDO, and Residential Zones that would be replaced with citywide
zoning. Section 3.4.3.2 Applicable Citywide Zones provides
descriptions of the zones that would apply to the Uptown CPU area.
These zones were primarily selected to be consistent with existing
maximum allowed residential densities in similar PDO zones. To
address differences in zoning development standards such as Floor
Area Ratio (FAR), setbacks, lot coverage, etc., citywide zoning
development standards were used since citywide zones represent
the optimal correlation between residential density and
development standards. Additionally, the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) is being used to implement
building heights that were identified in the plan update process and
to establish maximum building heights where none are provided
under citywide zoning. As discussed in the PEIR, the proposed
Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions would result in
higher densities in some areas and lower densities in others, and
these resulting differences from existing conditions. Per Section
6.1.4, Significance of Impacts, the proposed change from the PDO to
citywide zoning would not create any conflicts or inconsistencies
with the adopted Land Development Code. See Section 6.2, Visual
Effects and Neighborhood Character and Section 6.3,
Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR for a discussion of the
potential impacts to neighborhood character and traffic, as well the
cumulative effects related to those resources. The Final PEIR has
also been revised to further expand on the anticipated land use
changes in Section 6.2.3 under Issue 2.

Table 2-1 provides acreages of existing land uses in the Uptown
community.

Figure 2-4, Land Uses under Adopted Community Plan - Uptown,
depicts the current land uses, including Low Density Residential,
under the adopted Community Plan. Figure 3-1, Proposed Land Use
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B7-16

B7-16

B7-15 (cont.)

- Uptown, depicts the proposed land uses under the proposed
Uptown CPU. A comparison of these two figures can provide an
accurate depiction of the levels of densities and land use types of
the adopted Community Plan and the proposed CPU; however,
specific location of these land uses changes cannot be provided
because intensification of land uses will occur over time by private
property owners where the land use plan allows these changes.
While the proposed CPU envisions a reduction in the number of
single family units, an increase of multi-family units would more
than accommodate residences by increasing the overall availability
of housing in the Uptown CPU area. Thus, while redevelopment of
existing residential land uses, by its nature, causes a temporary
displacement of residents, redevelopment with higher density
housing increases the housing stock available to residences and
helps the City meet its housing goals. Additionally, no specific
project-level development is proposed at this time; the proposed
Uptown CPU merely provides a framework in which redevelopment
may occur.

See response to comments B7-2 and B7-5. Proposed Uptown CPU
policies related to height and massing in residential neighborhoods
emphasize conforming to the predominant scale of the
neighborhood, the incorporation of development transition, and
designing the massing of combined lots to respond to the rhythm of
both adjacent development and the prevailing development on the
block. Required consistency with these policies would be similar to
the consistency review required for discretionary projects under the
West Lewis Street PDO regulations. Development allowed under
ministerial processes is restricted by zoning and regulations of the
Land Development Code, which would ensure that changes to
community character are less than significant. Guidance on the
screening of on-site parking is provided in the Mobility Element of
the proposed Uptown CPU.

RTC-54




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-55




LETTER

RESPONSE

ATTACHMENT 7

B7-17

B7-17 See response to comment B7-2 and B7-5.
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B7-18

B7-18 Table 6.5-3, GHG Emissions for the Uptown Community Plan Area,

of the PEIR has been updated with the 2035 emissions reported in

the Supplement Analysis to the Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Appendix
E-2 of the PEIR).
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B7-19

B7-20

B7-20

B7-19 This comment is noted. Suspension of development is not required

to protect potential historic districts because the proposed
amendments to the Historical Resources Regulations include
supplemental development regulations to assist in the preservation
of specified potential historic districts until they can be intensively
surveyed and brought forward for designation. See Section 6.7.4,
Issue 1 of the PEIR which explains that in response to the identified
lack in protections for potential historic districts, amendments to
the Historical Resources Regulations are proposed to provide
supplemental development regulations to address how and where
modifications can be made on residential properties identified as
potentially contributing to specified potential historic districts.
Development that does not comply with the regulations of the
supplemental development regulations would be subject to a
Neighborhood Development Permit with deviation findings and
mitigation. The amendments to the Historical Resources
Regulations are scheduled to be brought to City Council with the
proposed North Park CPU, prior to the Uptown CPU. However,
ultimately the PEIR concludes that impacts to Potential Historic
Districts would be significant and unavoidable because at a
program level of analysis, the degree of future impacts and
applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation measures
cannot be adequately known for each specific future project at a
program level of analysis and impacts to potential historic resources
would be significant and unavoidable. In addition, Potential Historic
Districts would not be fully protected until they are intensively
surveys, verified, and designated. Therefore, this comment does not
identify an impact not already analyzed in the PEIR.

See response to comment B7-19 regarding the mitigation
framework and finding of significant and unavoidable impacts to
potential historic districts. Additionally, potential historic districts
must be evaluated against the City's Historical Resources Board's
criteria for a historic district; have the required documentation

RTC-58




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

B7-21

B7-21

B7-20 (cont.)

completed, including a Designation Request and Historical Report;
and be discussed at two Historical Resources Board meetings.
Additional noticing, site visits, and board hearing must also be
completed prior to implementation of historical district boundaries.
These requirements, while relatively extensive, are intended to
ensure that historic districts are appropriately designated and do
not impose unnecessary development restrictions while also
ensuring the quality and significance of established historic districts
within the City.

Though there would be a deficiency in park and park equivalences
at build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU, the existing conditions
include a deficit in parks and park equivalencies. In addition,
through the proposed Uptown CPU effort, 37.40 acres of proposed
new population-based park land and park equivalency sites have
been identified. The policy framework provided by the proposed
Uptown CPU also supports acquisition and development of new
public parks and park equivalencies, and encourages new private
development to include recreational facilities. The project does not
include construction of new facilities, but provides policy support
for new parkland. Thus, implementation of the proposed Uptown
CPU and associated discretionary actions would result in a less than
significant impact associated with the construction of new facilities
in order to maintain performance objectives for parks.
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B7-23

B7-22 See response to comment B7-15 regarding displacement.

B7-23 Build-out for both plans is 2035 (see Section 3.6, Plan Build-out, of

the PEIR for explanation). The disparity of 9,190 dwelling units at
build-out of the adopted Community Plan between what is stated in
the PEIR and the adopted Community Plan is due to use of different
development assumptions used at the time when the adopted
Community Plan was approved. The dwelling unit capacity
assumptions in Appendix | of the adopted Community Plan
assumed that development would occur at the mid-range of the
allowed residential density range in residential areas of the
community. It also assumed that one half of the commercial areas
would develop with residential units where ten percent of that area
would be built at the maximum density permitted and that ninety
percent of that area would be built at the lower “average” of the
density range. The proposed Uptown CPU assumes that for areas
likely to develop within residential and commercial areas, new
projects would develop at the maximum of the density range, which
more accurately reflects the development that has been occurring
in the Uptown Community. This same assumption was used to
calculate build-out estimates for the adopted Community Plan in
order to appropriately compare it to the proposed Uptown CPU.
Using the same assumptions and methodology, the proposed
Uptown CPU would generate more housing units at build-out
compared to the build-out assumed when the adopted community
plan was approved.

Additionally, the estimated build-out of the adopted Community
Plan differs from SANDAG's growth forecast because SANDAG uses
actual population trajectory estimates, while the build-out of the
Community Plan is simply based on complete build-out of all
allowed land uses.
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B7-25

B7-24

B7-25

See response to comment B7-5 regarding the program-level
analysis.

Chapter 10, Alternatives, of the final PEIR has been updated to
reflect the correct 2035 build-out greenhouse gas emission
estimates. This correction does not change the result of the
analysis. On July 12, 2016, the City Council adopted an amendment
to the CAP, which included a CAP Consistency Checklist, and other
amendments to the text of the CAP, which resulted in the CAP
serving as a qualified GHG reduction plan. At that same time, the
City Council also adopted a GHG Significance Determination
Threshold (GHG Threshold) that is being implemented as of July 19,
2016. The PEIR tiers off of the GHG analysis set forth in the CAP
Final EIR, which was certified on December 15, 2015, with an
addendum certified on July 12, 2016 that specifically addressed the
adoption of the GHG Threshold. See Section 6.5.2, Significance
Determination Thresholds, for an explanation, which discusses that
the proposed CPU and associated discretionary actions would have
less-than-significant impacts if emissions from build-out are less
than those generated by build-out of the adopted Community Plan,
or if the increase in GHG emissions is a direct result of
implementing CAP strategies and the City of Villages Strategy.
Because build-out of the No Project Alternative would generate
higher GHG emissions than the proposed CPU and would not
implement land use changes consistent with CAP strategies and the
City of Villages Strategy, the No Project Alternative would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with GHG emissions.
Therefore, the excerpt from Section 10.1.2 of the PEIR, as
referenced in this comment, is correct and no change in the level of
significance is required.
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B7-26

B7-27

B7-26 The information in the referenced second excerpt has been
removed from the PEIR.

B7-27 The data has been corrected in the final PEIR to reflect the 2035
estimates. See response to comment B7-26 regarding build-out of
the Adopted Community Plan with Removal of the Interim Height
Ordinance Alternative versus the No Project Alternative. See also
response to comment B7-25 regarding inconsistency with the CAP
and the associated significant and unavoidable impact.
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B7-28 See response to comment B6-3 regarding Reynard Way as a transit
commercial node.
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B7-29 While the General Plan does not establish levels of density increases

required to remain consistent with the City of Villages Strategy, the
strategy aims to direct new development projects away from
natural undeveloped lands into already urbanized areas and/or
areas where conditions allow the integration of housing,
employment, civic, and transit uses. It is a development strategy
that mirrors regional planning and smart growth principles
intended to preserve remaining open space and natural habitat and
focus development in areas with available public infrastructure.
Therefore, it is appropriate to assume that because the Density
Redistribution  Alternative  would facilitate transit-oriented
development and mixed-use development to a lesser degree than
the proposed Uptown CPU, it would achieve consistency with the
City of Villages Strategy to a lesser degree. As such, the City does not
agree that the requested change should be made to the final PEIR.
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B7-30

B7-30 The issue is not solely the provision of alternative transportation, it

is the provision of alternative transportation that serves
development. Therefore, reducing development along the
alternative transportation network would not result in the same
quality of a functioning multimodal network as would an alternative
transportation network that serves higher densities. As such, the
City does not agree that the requested change should be made to
the final PEIR.
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B7-31

B7-31

The statement regarding the loss of GHG efficiencies of providing
development in proximity to transit is not irrelevant; rather, it is
necessary to appropriately portray the potential impacts associated
with the Density Redistribution Alternative. See comment B7-25
regarding CAP consistency and subsequent CEQA GHG analyses.
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B7-32

B7-32 See response to comments B7-29 through B7-31. Based on the
reasons provided in these responses, the City does not agree that
the requested change should be made to the final PEIR.
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B7-33

B7-34

B7-34

B7-33 This comment suggests that the PEIR is deficient, pointing to the

reasons cited in this letter's previous comments. The City does not
agree that the PEIR is deficient for the responses provided in the
previous responses to this comment letter.

See response to comments B7-16 and B7-20 regarding the

program-level analysis and appropriateness of the mitigation
framework included in the PEIR.
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B8-1

B8-2

B8-3

B8-4

B8-5

Letter B8

B8-1

B8-2

B8-3

B8-4

B8-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates Mission Hills Town
Council (Council's) participation in the CPU and public review
comment process.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR. An extensive public outreach process
has been in place throughout the Uptown CPU process,
providing an opportunity for the public to provide input and
public comment on the potential historic districts.
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B8-6

B8-7

B8-8

B8-9

B8-6

B8-7

B8-8

B8-9

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR.

This comment requests that a traffic study be conducted for
Reynard Way to determine if the two-way left-turn lane could
be eliminated, supporting a Class Il buffered bicycle lane and
landscaped median. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required. Implementation of a Class Il bicycle facility along
Reynard Way would require project-level environmental
review.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR.
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B9-1

B9-2

BO-3

B9-4

Letter B9

B9-1

B9-2

B9-3

B9o-4

Comment noted. The City appreciates Rescue Hillcrest's
participation in the Uptown CPU and public review comment
process.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR. See Chapter 4.0, History of Project Changes Related to
CEQA, of the PEIR for a description of the community outreach
undertaken. Also see the Staff Report for a discussion of the
stakeholder involvement and outreach efforts.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR. This City has considered input from all Uptown
stakeholders, including residents, business owners, community
leaders, public officials, and other interested parties.

RTC-76




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

B9-5

B9-6

B9-7

B9-8

B9-9

B9-5

B9-6

B9-7

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR. The future residential population was
estimated based on the total number of dwelling units at full build-
out of the proposed CPU land uses, and not necessarily on regional
growth predictions alone. In other words, the estimated population
at future build-out of the proposed CPU equals the total estimated
capacity of the proposed CPU residential land uses. This comment
states that under the adopted Community Plan, Uptown's
population at 20 years following plan adoption in 1988 would be
approximately 38,700. However, the adopted Community Plan at
20 years following adoption is not same as the adopted
Community Plan at build-out, and should not be used to compare
against the proposed CPU population at build-out. The build-out of
the adopted Community Plan would support an estimated
population of 58,870, which is greater than the estimated
population at build-out of the proposed CPU (55,700).

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR. The Mobility Element. Public Facilities, Services
and Safety Element and Recreation Element of the proposed
Uptown CPU have identified capital improvement needs and
include policies for the continued provision and enhancement of
transportation infrastructure, recreation, and public services.

The PEIR includes a plan-to-ground analysis identifying the
anticipated impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions
compared to existing ground conditions. The proposed CPU is also
compared with the adopted Community Plan to provide context
and background for the analysis.
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B9-8

B9-9

The Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) is
intended to ensure that development proposals are reviewed for
consistency with the use and development criteria that have been
adopted for specific sites. It would not arbitrarily implement
heights of 100 feet and 120 feet, as this comment suggests. Rather,
the CPIOZ would require discretionary review in certain areas
related to building height to ensure consistency with the proposed
Uptown CPU design and development criteria. Under the high-rise
building policies in the proposed Uptown CPU’s Design Guidelines
by Building Type, areas within the Uptown CPU area could be
permitted to develop with buildings up to 100 feet in height.
However, areas also covered by a CPIOZ Type A would be subject to
ministerial review for development that does not exceed 50 feet
within Mission Hills and 65 feet in Hillcrest and Bankers Hill/Park
West. CPIOZ Type B areas would be subject to a discretionary
review process that would implement the proposed Uptown CPU
policies and recommendations, particularly those related to
building height consistent with the Urban Design Element. Ensuring
consistency with the proposed Urban Design Element policies
through this process is necessary to preserve the existing
neighborhood character and avoid potential impacts.

The PEIR is not required to demonstrate that the height allowed
under the current Interim Height Ordinance (IHO) would be
adequate to meet the goals of the Climate Action Plan (CAP). The
proposed Uptown CPU was developed over a lengthy process of
stakeholder input and evaluation of consistency with the City of
Villages strategy and the City's CAP. Increasing density in the areas
subject to the proposed CPIOZ areas would further implement the
City of Villages strategy and the City's CAP by increasing density in
areas with transit access.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR. See response to comment B9-8 regarding the
use of the CPIOZ as a tool to ensure development consistency with
the proposed Uptown CPU design and development criteria.

RTC-78




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

B9-10

B9-11

B9-12

B9-13

B9-10

BO-11

B9-12

B9-13

This comment does not raise an inadequacy regarding the PEIR.
See response to comment B9-8.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy
regarding the PEIR. A Transit-Oriented Development Density Bonus
zone is not included in the project description of the proposed
Uptown CPU.

The PEIR discloses potentially significant and unavoidable impacts
to potential historic districts in Section 6.7, Historical Resources, of
the PEIR and provides a mitigation framework including
supplemental development regulations that would protect
potential historic districts in the interim until they can be formally
designated. As noted in Section 6.7.4, Impact Analysis, while the
Hillcrest Potential Historic District survey was not initially identified
as a potential historic district by the 2004 and 2006 survey work,
the area may be eligible under Historical Resources Board Criteria
A and C. In order to bring the Hillcrest Potential Historic District
forward for designation, additional, intensive-level research would
be required to evaluate the district and define a precise boundary,
period of significance, significance criteria, and contributing and
non-contributing resources.

This comment cites policies related to historic district protections
included in the proposed Uptown CPU and requests the City
prioritize implementation of a Hillcrest Potential Historic District.
Refer to response to comment B9-12. The comment does not
suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.
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RA-14

B9-15

B9-16

BO9-17

B9-14

B9-15

B9-16

B9-17

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR and does not require a detailed response. Policies EP-2.1,
EP-2.2, and EP-2.3 have been removed from the proposed Uptown
CPU and replaced with policy EP-2.1 that calls for the support of
programs and strategies for attracting, supporting, and retaining
small businesses in Uptown.

Comment noted. Parks and recreation facilities included in Table 7-
1 of the proposed Uptown CPU that are within public lands and
public right-of-ways would be under control of the City.

Comment noted. This comment identifies the Density
Redistribution Alternative, which is the environmentally superior

alternative, as the Council's preferred alternative.

Comment noted.
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B10-1

B10-2

B10-3

Letter B10

B10-1

B10-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians'
(Rincon Band's) participation in public review comment process.

Comment noted. As detailed in Appendix G-1, Prehistoric Cultural
Resources study, of the PEIR, a Sacred Lands File check with the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was conducted, and a letter
formally inviting the applicable tribal representatives to consult on the
CPU process at a group meeting was sent in 2014. Follow-up emails or
telephone calls were completed; however, no responses were
received and no tribal representatives were present at the meeting.
One request during a follow-up call was received from the Kwaaymii
Laguna Band of Mission Indians, requesting that qualified
archaeologists be retained by the City for survey and monitoring
efforts.

The PEIR includes mitigation measures to require tribal involvement
during future development to ensure inadvertent findings are
handled according to the customs and traditions of the applicable
tribe as requested by the commenter. Specifically, as detailed in
mitigation measures HIST 6.7-2 within Section 6.7 of the PEIR, prior to
issuance of any permit for a future development project implemented
in accordance with the proposed Uptown CPU that would directly
affect an archaeological or tribal cultural resource, the City shall
require an evaluation for the potential presence of archaeological or
tribal cultural resources. The measure requires Native American
participation for field surveys when there is likelihood that the project
site contains prehistoric archaeological resources or traditional
cultural properties. Where a recorded archaeological site or Tribal
Cultural Resource (as defined in the Public Resources Code) is
identified, the City would be required to initiate consultation with
identified California Indian tribes pursuant to the provisions in Public
Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2., in accordance with
Assembly Bill 52. Thus, the PEIR includes adequate mitigation to
ensure that the appropriate tribes would be consulted during
implementation of the CPU.
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B11-1

B11-2

B11-3

B11-4

Letter B11

B11-1

B11-2

B11-3

B11-4

Comment noted. The City appreciates San Diego Canyonlands’
(Canyonlands') participation in the public review comment process.

Implementation of trails identified within the proposed Uptown CPU
would be evaluated on a project level as each trail improvement is
proposed. Erosion would be considered as part of this project level
review. In general, addressing erosion issues would be an important
factor for future trail implementation.

See response to comment B11-2.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR. The City will be coordinating planning
activities within the canyons as requested by the commenter.
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B11-5

B11-6

B11-7

B11-8

B11-9

SDCL and the Friends of Maple Canyon very much appreciate the content of this element and we have made
identical comments to the City Transportation and Storm Water Department (“TSW™) that is planning to repair or
replace 14 storm drains leading into Maple Canyon in fall of 2017. City Planners and the Uptown Planners
official community advisory group should follow up with TSW regarding this important element of the Update.
While new trailhead locations might be identified prior to the installation of these 14 new storm drains, trail
routes and trail designs should only occur subsequent to their installation.

Conservation Element Policy CE-2.6 states. “Habitat restoration efforts should aid wildlife mo by
providing vegetative cover and controlling and directing access to designated trails.”

Directing access to designated trails is an important solution toward reducing erosion of Maple Canyon’s slopes
caused by unapproved, unsustainable “social” trails. Currently there are no designated trails on the cast side of
Maple Canyon, and there is only one trailhead on the west side (at 3 Ave. and Quince St.) that leads from the top
of the slope to the bottom of Maple Canyon.

SDCL is in the middle of a Canyon Enhancement Planning stakeholder process for Maple Canyon in which
community stakeholders are discussing a number of potential trailheads for access to Maple Canyon, none of
which are decided at this point. We hope to make presentations to both the Bankers Hill Community Group and
Uptown Planners in the coming months.

The Recreation Element does identify a proposed trailhead at the "West Maple Canyon Pocket Park" (RE-
130) on the cast side of the canyon. This is one, of many trailheads being considered by the Canyon Enhancement
Planning stakeholders group for Maple Canyon. but again, nothing is decided at this point.

defi

SDCL and the Friends of Maple Canyon respectfully request | ge and/or a | process within the
Update that will make allowances for additional or improved trails or other approved amenities, without
requiring a C ity Plan A | under the following conditions:
1. The enhancement plans do not conflict with other City-approved land use plans and policies, including
the Update:
2. The Uptown Planners approves any proposed enhancements;
3. The enhancement plans will be considered under a separate CEQA review process (if CEQA review is

required).

Subject to the foregoing three conditions. and if approved by the City, trails and amenities could be designed and
installed where needed and appropriate for the trail type, without requiring a Community Plan Amendment.

Going forward, SDCL will prioritize our Canyon Enhancement Planning process in other City canyons to
complement all of the City's community plan updates. Considering the dozens of canyons SDCL serves
throughout the City that are in need of enhancement, restoration, and improved access, requiring a Community
Plan Amendment to approve every aspect of these specific kinds of enhar ts would be u rily
cumbersome. We hope you agree.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
/‘.
=2
Eric Bowlby,
Executive Director
San Diego Canyonlands
Canyons - The Geographic DNA of San Diego

B11-5

B11-6

B11-7

B11-8

B11-9

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR.

Comment noted. The information provided about the SDCL's
Canyon Enhancement Planning (CEP) stakeholder process is
acknowledged.

Comment noted. The City acknowledges the efforts of the CEP
stakeholders in siting a trailhead at the West Maple Canyon Pocket
Park.

Figure 7-1 in the proposed Uptown CPU displays the approximate
location of existing and proposed parks and recreation facilities,
and open space including trails. Trail locations shown on the figure
are approximate, and are provided to illustrate general trail
alignments and connections to the community. Final alignments will
be determined as specific trail improvement projects are
implemented. The proposed Uptown CPU does not preclude
additional trails from being proposed and developed in the future.
Trails may be proposed and implemented without an amendment
to the community plan. However, any new or improved trail facilities
that are intended to meet the park equivalency requirement would
require an amendment to the community plan to record the park
equivalency credit and to be included in the Impact Fee Study.

Trails and park amenities such as benches, interpretive signs,
fencing, etc. may also be proposed and installed without a
requirement for a community plan amendment. Within the
proposed Uptown CPU, Table 7-1, Population-Based Parks and
Recreation Facilities Inventory and Recommendations include
flexibility for the trail improvements. As an example, the following
language provides necessary flexibility: “Design and construct trail
amenities such as benches, interpretive signs, protective fencing,
native landscaping, trash and recycling containers, overlooks, etc.,
where needed and appropriate for the trail type, as determined and
approved by City.”

Comment noted. The City appreciates the efforts of the CEP group’s
efforts to compliment the City’s CPUs. Refer to response B11-8.
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B12-1

B12-2

Letter B12

B12-1 Comment noted. The City appreciates San Diego County
Archaeological Society, Inc.s participation in the CPU and
public review comment process.

B12-2 Comment noted.
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B13-1

B13-2

B13-3

B13-4

Letter B13

B13-1

B13-1

B13-1

B13-1

Comment noted. Refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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B14-1

B14-2

B14-3

Letter B14

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO UCSD

BERKELEY * DAVIS « IRVINE * LOS ANGELES » MERCED « RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO + SAN FRANCISCO {7

DIRECTOR. 9500 GILMAN DRIVE

PHYSICAL AND COMMUNITY PLANNING LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA 92093-0074

TELEPHONE: (858) 534-4589

August 4, 2016

Via U.S. & Electronic (Mail PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov)

Mr. Kurtis Steinert, Senior Environmental Planner
City of S8an Diego Planning Department

1010 Second Avenue, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Uptown Community Plan Update; Project No. 21002568 - Comments on DEIR

Dear Mr. Steinert:

T'write with respect to providing comments to the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
proposed Uptown Community Plan Update.

As San Diego’s only Academic Medical Center, UC San Diego Health is the region’s premier
destination for those requiring complex multidisciplinary care. UC San Diego Health Hillerest
(Hillerest Medical Center) is home to the area’s only Regional Burn Center, which covers

San Diego, Imperial and Riverside Counties, and portions of Arizona, and is a designated
Level I Trauma Center. Thus it provides an important function both within the region and as a
critical public service facility for the Hillerest community.

UC San Diego is in the initial stages of the process of preparing a new Long Range Development
Plan (LRDP) which will serve as a guide for future development at the Hillerest Medical Center
until 2035, As part of the accompanying LRDP Environmental Impact Report (EIR), traffic and
circulation associated with the Hillerest Medical Center will be evaluated. This work will reference
and take into account the findings of the “UCSD Hillcrest Medical Center Traffic Circulation Study”
- January 2013 prepared by KOA Corporation Planning and Engineering.

SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

B14-1

B14-2

B14-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates University of California, San
Diego's participation in the CPU and public review comment
process.

Comment noted. This comment in informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment in informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.
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B14-4

B14-5

B14-4

B14-5

Comment noted. This comment in informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Policies included in the proposed Uptown CPU support traffic
operational improvements to facilitate ingress and egress to and
from the UC San Diego Medical Center in Hillcrest. Any future
project proposed by the UC San Diego Medical Center would
require submittal of a transportation technical study to
Development Services Department and Transportation and Storm
Water Department for review and approval. Discussion of the
referenced KOA report in the proposed Uptown CPU is not needed
since there is an existing policy framework supportive of facilitating
ingress and egress to and from the UC San Diego Medical Center.
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B15-1

B15-2

B15-3

Letter B15

B15-1

Comment noted. The City appreciates Save Hillcrest's participation
in the public review process.

B15-2 This comment requests that historic districts be returned to the

plan. It is unclear what is meant by this comment; however, historic
districts and associated policies are included in the Historic
Preservation Element of the proposed Uptown CPU.

B15-3 The City conducted an extensive outreach program as detailed in

Section 4.2, Community Outreach and Plan Development, of the
PEIR and discussed in the Staff Report. While the City incorporated
stakeholder input in the proposed Uptown CPU, it is impossible to
meet all needs of every stakeholder involved. This comment also
suggests that the PEIR is flawed; however, no specific examples or
issues are provided that would allow the City to provide a detailed
response.
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B16-1

B16-2

Letter B16

B16-1

B16-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Save Our Heritage
Organisation’s participation in the public review process. The LGBTQ
Historic Context Statement is a separate document on a different
track than the Uptown CPU. Once completed, the LGBTQ Historic
Context Statement will guide the identification, evaluation and
preservation of LGBTQ resources Citywide, including the Uptown
planning area, and will be used in conjunction with all other
applicable contexts and surveys when evaluating resources in
Uptown.

Comment noted. As discussed in Section 6.7.4, Impact Analysis,
while the Hillcrest Potential Historic District survey was not initially
identified as a potential historic district by the 2004 and 2006 survey
work, the area may be eligible under Historical Resources Board
Criteria A and C. As discussed in the proposed Uptown CPU, in order
to bring the Hillcrest Potential Historic District forward for
designation, additional, intensive level research would be required
to evaluate the district and define a precise boundary, period of
significance,  significance criteria, and contributing and
noncontributing resources. The PEIR discloses potentially significant
and unavoidable impacts to potential historic districts in Section 6.7,
Historical Resources, of the PEIR and provides a mitigation
framework including supplemental development regulations that
would protect potential historic districts in the interim until they can
be formally designated.
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B17-1

B17-2

Letter B17

B17-1

B17-2

Comment noted. Specific concerns reference in this comment
are responded to through the following response to comments.
The City appreciates the Save Our Heritage Organisation’s
(SOHO's) participation in the public review process.

Processing of a historic district requires an intensive-level survey
that includes a context, statement of significance, period of
significance, boundary justification, and survey of all properties
within the district that documents all modifications over time, as
well as public workshops and multiple hearings before the
Historic Resources Board (HRB). Completion of this process for
22 identified potential historic districts, which include 59
potentially significant properties, within the Uptown planning
area concurrent with the adoption of the CPU was not logistically
feasible due to timing, cost, and the extensive effort that has to
be undertaken. However, the PEIR incorporates all feasible
mitigation measures available to reduce the significance of
potential impacts to historical resources, and CEQA does not
require an inclusion of fiscally infeasible mitigation. The
proposed amendments to the Historical Resources Regulations
include supplemental development regulations to assist in the
preservation of specified potential historic districts until they can
be intensively surveyed and brought forward for designation.
Additionally, the proposed Historic Preservation Elements (HPE)
of the CPU includes policies to intensively survey and prepare
nominations for the potential historic districts (Policy HP-2.2).
Nonetheless, the PEIR concludes that even with implementation
of the mitigation framework, the degree of future impacts and
applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation
measures cannot be adequately known for each specific future
project at a program level of analysis.
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B17-3

B17-4

B17-5

B17-6

B17-7

B17-3

B17-4

Mitigation measures HIST 6.7-1 calls for avoidance, which is
preferred, or site-specific mitigation of historic resources impacts
for any development implemented in accordance with the
proposed CPU. The proposed CPU provides adequate flexibility
and incentive for preservation of historic resources. In addition,
the Municipal Code currently provides incentive opportunities,
including Conditional Use Permits to facilitate adaptive reuse and
Planned Development Permits to allow for deviations from
development standards to achieve a better project, such as one
that preserves and incorporates a designated historic resource.
Inclusion of the measures recommended in this comment is not
needed to further reduce significant historical resources impacts.
Even if those measures were added, the degree of future impacts
and applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation
measures would not be known for each specific future project at
a program level of analysis and impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable.

The proposed supplemental development regulations are not
proposed as a mitigation measure; rather they are part of the
project. Implementation of the supplemental development
regulations would occur concurrent with approval of the
proposed Uptown CPU. Thus, the protections for potential
historic districts would be in place immediately with adoption of
the proposed CPU and a timeline for implementation of the
regulations is not needed. A draft work program for intensively
surveying and processing the potential historic districts has been
developed with input from the community, and will be further
refined as it is implemented. Significant and unavoidable impacts
are identified even after implementation of the mitigation
framework because the degree of future impacts and
applicability, feasibility, and success of future mitigation
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B17-5

B17-6

B17-4 (cont.)

measures cannot be adequately known for each specific future
project at a program level of analysis. Mitigation measure HIST
6.7-1 and CPU policies protecting historic resources will be
implemented to avoid or reduce impacts resulting from
development to the greatest extent feasible. Policies included in
the proposed CPU would be implemented at the time of CPU
adoption.

As stated in response B17-4 above, the supplemental
development regulations (amendments to the Historical
Resources Regulations) are a project feature and will be
implemented ahead of the adoption of the CPU as they are
scheduled to go before the City Council prior to the proposed
CPU. Thus, the supplemental regulations would be enforceable
as it would become a part of the Historical Resources Regulation
upon approval and would be implemented accordingly.

The Draft PEIR did consider the proposed supplemental
development regulations in the analysis; therefore, the PEIR does
not require revision. The amendments to the Historical
Resources Regulations are identified as part of the project in
Chapter 3. Refer to Table 3-1 which identifies adoption of zoning
amendments to the Historical Resources Regulations and
amendments to the Neighborhood Development Permit
regulations to address Potential Historic Districts as project
components.

Applicability of the supplemental development regulations is
detailed in the proposed code language
(https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/draft_potential_hist
oric_district_regulations_05312016.pdf) which specifies that the
regulations would apply to single dwelling unit or multiple
dwelling unit development on a premises within a potential
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B17-7

B17-6 (cont.)

historical district as specified in a land use plan when the
premises has been identified as a potential contributing resource
to the potential historical district. The regulations do not apply to
all buildings within a potential historic district unless they are
specifically identified as a contributing resource. The regulations
would not apply to structures that are not identified as
contributing resources to the potential historic district because
non-contributing resources do not add any value to the potential
historic district and their alteration would not further detract
from the Potential Historic District.

See response to comment B17-6 regarding applicability of the
supplemental development regulations. The PEIR will not be
revised. As proposed, the PEIR identifies the community
identified potential historic districts in an effort to fully disclose
the potential environmental impact. However, the supplemental
development regulations will only apply to the potential historic
districts identified during the reconnaissance survey efforts. The
decision makers will ultimately decide what potential historic
districts will be subject to the supplemental regulations. Multiple
Property Listings (MPLs) are not potential historic districts and
are protected through current regulations requiring evaluation of
resources 45 years old or older.
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B17-8

B17-9

B17-10

B17-11

B17-12

B17-8

B17-9

The Draft PEIR already considered the proposed amendments to
the Historical Resources Regulations and additional revisions are
not required. See response to comment B17-4; potential historic
districts will be immediately protected with the proposed
amendments to the Historical Resources Regulations
(https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/draft_potential_hist
oric_district_regulations _05312016.pdf). These regulations
provide immediate protections until a formal Historic
Designation determination can be made in accordance with
policies HP-2.1 and HP-2.2. Projects that do not comply with the
requirements of the supplemental regulations will be required to
process a discretionary Neighborhood Development Permit, at
which time project-specific mitigation may be identified. The
Historical Resources Board is an appointed body with authority
over historical resources in the City and are well-practiced in
designating individual historical sites, establishing historical
districts, and reviewing development projects that may affect
historical resources. At least 4 of the Board members meet the
U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards, and all Board members receive training on a yearly
basis on the identification and preservation of historic resources.
Historical Resources staff members also meet the U.S. Secretary
of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards, and attend
professional seminars, trainings and conferences.

The PEIR will not be revised as requested in this comment.
Window replacements within the original openings, which are the
only window modifications exempt from a permit, do not in and
of themselves preclude a building from contributing to a historic
district. Thus, the proposed supplemental development
regulations do not require revisions and PEIR revisions are not
warranted. Additionally, the proposed CPU include policies to
better inform and educate the public, including businesses, on
the merits of historic preservation as well as to promote the
maintenance and restoration of privately owned historical
resources through incentive programs.
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B17-10

B17-11

B17-12

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR. The amended Land Development Code regulations
would be enforceable through Neighborhood Code Compliance.
A permit would not be issued without compliance and
consistency with all applicable regulations.

The PEIR will not be revised as requested in this comment. Infill
guidelines applicable to non-contributing resources would not be
needed because existing zoning and land development code
requirements would provide adequate regulations for bulk and
scale appropriate to each specific Potential Historic District

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR, rather it addresses the proposed amendments to the
Historical Resources Regulations. This comment suggests that
corner properties would not be appropriately protected. Since
circulation of the draft PEIR for public review, the City has
prepared revisions to the supplemental regulations for potential
historic districts to specifically address corner lots, and to define
the term “original primary facade.” The City does not agree that
alterations to the rear third of a building would facilitate
inharmonious change and awkward projections, as this comment
suggests as the entirety of the structure would still be subject to
applicable zoning limitations and would generally not be visible
from the street.
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B18-1

B18-2

B18-3

B18-1

B18-2

B18-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Uptown Gateway
Council's (Council's) participation in the public review process.

Comment noted.

This comment expresses concerns with the proposed Uptown
CPU's ability to meet the goals of the General Plan and the
Climate Action Plan (CAP). It is important to note that
implementation of the CAP is not based solely on an increase in
residential densities; but focuses on providing residential
density within transit priority areas. The proposed Uptown CPU
expresses the goals of the CAP by providing high residential
densities within transit priority areas compared to existing
conditions. While densities are reduced compared to the
existing plan in some areas, the proposed Uptown CPU
maintains the transit-oriented development focus with the
highest densities allowed within transit priority areas. The
proposed Uptown CPU also expresses General Plan policies
through site-specific recommendations to both implement
citywide goals and policies and address community needs.
Lower residential densities in some areas are required to
ensure that the bulk and scale of development maintain the
existing neighborhood character as well as public views of
canyons and open space. The proposed land uses locate the
highest intensity uses along transit corridors where existing and
future commercial, residential, and mixed-use development can
support existing and planned transit investments in the
community. Commercial uses are also used strategically by the
proposed Uptown CPU to encourage commercial uses along
transit corridors. This transit-oriented development pattern is
necessary to meet the goals of the General Plan’s City of Villages
Strategy and the CAP. Therefore, placing lower-density, single-
family residential uses outside near canyons and where transit
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B18-3 (cont.)

and mixed uses are generally less common, and placing higher-
density residential uses along main transit corridors and near
mixed-use commercial and employment areas would further
the goals of the City of Villages Strategy and the CAP.
Additionally, while redevelopment, by its nature, causes
temporary displacement, the proposed Uptown CPU would not
result in the permanent displacement of residences. See also
Section 6.1.3 and Section 6.5.3 for discussions on the proposed
CPU's consistency with the General Plan and CAP.
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In this regard, the CPU as currently proposed is inconsistent with the General Plan and the
CAP. The CPU abandons key City policies by reducing rather than increasing densities. Asa
result, the Council cannot support the proposed CPU. We urge the City to pause and reconsider its
vision for Uptown in a manner that will accommodate population growth while reducing
greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions. To do so, the City will need to significantly revise the CPU to
address the issues raised in this letter.

For the same reasons, the PEIR in its current form fails to meet the minimum requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The PEIR also must be revised to address
the various deficiencies outlined below.

Attached hereto are a number of exhibits prepared by the Council's experts, These reports
from the Atlantis Group Land Use Consultants (Exhibit A), Safdie Rabines Architects (Exhibit B)
and Scott Moomjian (Exhibit C) are hereby incorporated into this letter. This letter also
incorporates by reference the following correspondence previously submitted to the City:

o Letter from Marcela Escobar-Eck to Marlon Pangilinan, dated December 1, 2015;
o Letter from the Council to Jeff Murphy, dated June 8, 2016.

For the City's convenience, these letters are attached hereto as Exhibit D and Exhibit E,
respectively. We respectfully request City responses to the comments contained in all of the
attachments.

CEQA

The primary purpose of CEQA is to "[i]nform governmental decision makers and the public
about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities."! To ensure that public
agencies consider the full environmental consequences of a project, the EIR is considered to be the
"heart" of CEQA.2 An EIR "serves not only to protect the environment but also to demonstrate to
the public that the environment is being protected."® In addition, an EIR "demonstrate[s] to an
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological
implications of its action."*

' 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15002(a)(1).
2 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15003(a).
314 Cal. Code Regs. § 15003(b).
4 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15003(d).

B18-4

B18-5

B18-6

B18-7

The proposed Uptown CPU would result in a net loss in total
residential units compared to the adopted Community Plan and
would reduce densities along some transit corridors where
existing height limits would allow development that is out of
character with the existing setting. However, the proposed
Uptown CPU places the highest residential densities within close
proximity of transit and commercial services and near job
centers, which furthers the City of Villages Strategy and goals of
the CAP. For more discussion on the proposed CPU's
consistency with the General Plan and CAP, see Section 6.5.3,
Impact Analysis.

Comment noted. This comment introduces deficiencies
identified in the PEIR, which are specified in later comments.

Comment noted. Responses to comments included in the
exhibits are provided beginning with B18A-1 and on.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.
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Toward that end, the California Supreme Court has explained that:

Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is
a document of accountability. If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the
public will know the basis on which its responsible officials either
approve or reject environmentally significant action, and the public,
being duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which it
disagrees. The EIR process protects not only the environment but
also informed self-government.’

The law is well-settled that an EIR "should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis
to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes into account [] environmental consequences."® Although "CEQA does not
require technical perfection in an EIR," the courts do look for "adequacy, completeness, and a good
faith efforts at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an EIR's environmental
conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational document."’

An EIR "must contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of a public agency.
An agency's opinion concerning matters within its expertise is of obvious value, but the public and
decision-makers, for whom the EIR is prepared, should also have before them the basis for that
opinion, so as to enable them to make an independent, reasoned judgment."® Failure to comply
"with the information disclosure provisions of [CEQA] which precludes relevant information from
being presented to the public agency . . . may constitute a prejudicial abuse of discretion . . ."?

Project Description

"An accurate. stable and finite description of a project is basic to an informative and legally
sufficient EIR. A curtailed or distorted description of the project may stultify the objectives of the
reporting process."'’ An inaccurate project description renders the resulting environmental analysis
invalid."!

The PEIR defines the CPU as "the comprehensive update to the Uptown Community Plan,
which is intended to guide development through 2035 build-out of the Community Plan. . . . The

5 Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 390.

® 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15151.

" 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15003(i).

8 Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 736,

% Pub. Resources Code § 21005(a).

""" Kings County Farm Bureau, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at p. 738.

" Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4" 70, 80-89.

B18-8

B18-9

B18-10

B18-11

B18-12

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

This comment restates information from Chapter 3, Project
Description, of the PEIR and does not identify a deficiency in the
PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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proposed CPU provides detailed policy direction to implement the General Plan with respect to the
distribution and arrangement of land uses (public and private); local street and transit network;
prioritization and provision of public facilities, community, and site-specific urban design
guidelines; and recommendations to preserve and enhance natural open space and historic and
cultural resources within the Uptown community."'? A specific project objective is to "[m]aintain
or increase the housing supply through designation of higher residential densities along major
transit corridors,"!3

Towards that end, the PEIR states that residential density "would be increased from the
adopted Community Plan in some areas and reduced in some areas to help achieve [project]
objectives."" The next sentence of the PEIR, however, reveals a basic flaw in the CPU, which
seriously undermines the City's efforts to further the General Plan policies. The PEIR indicates that
the "CPU results in an overall communitywide reduction of future housing units at Community Plan
build-out when compared to the adopted Community Plan.""® This information is buried in the
Land use Element text of the Project Description chapter.

The PEIR subsequently includes an analysis of Uptown Land Use Distribution at Plan
Build-Out.'® Table 3-9 purports to "describe[] the existing and proposed residential development
anticipated from application of land uses shown on the proposed Uptown Land Use Map on vacant
and underutilized parcels, according to analysis undertaken for the CPU."'7 Table 3-9 indicates
that, contrary to the statement cited above with regard to the ultimate reduction in future housing
units, vacant and underutilized parcels would see a 41% increase in total housing units between
Existing Development and Proposed Plan Build-out.'® There is no analysis demonstrating how the
City arrived at that conclusion.

If Table 3-9 is attempting to compare the number of residential units that exist today to the
number of residential units that are anticipated at build-out of the CPU, such analysis is not helpful
since it presents an apples to oranges comparison. If, instead, Table 3-9 is attempting to compare
anticipated residential build-out of the existing Community Plan to anticipated residential build-out
of the CPU, that analysis contradicts the statement cited above — that the "CPU results in an overall
communitywide reduction of future housing units at Community Plan build-out when compared to
the adopted Community Plan."'® These apparently conflicting statements create confusion and

12 PEIR, p. 3-3.

3 Ihid.

" PEIR, p. 3-4.

15 Ibid; emphasis added.
' PEIR, pp. 3-30 — 3-31.
17 PEIR, p. 3-30.

'8 PEIR, p. 3-31.

19 PEIR, p. 3-4.

B18-13

B18-14

B18-15

See response to comment B18-4 regarding the reallocation of
densities in support of a mixed-use, transit-oriented land use
pattern.

This comment suggests a discrepancy in the PEIR; however, the
statements in question are not in error. The PEIR evaluates
impacts of the project against existing conditions and provided
information about build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU for
context. Existing development is not the same as build-out of
the adopted Community Plan. Existing development refers to
the land uses as they exist today; build-out of the adopted
Community Plan refers to the land uses at full implementation
of the Community Plan. For purposes of the PEIR, build-out of
the adopted Community Plan was assumed to be at year 2035.
See Section 2.3.1.1, Existing Land Use, and Section 2.3.1.1 and
2.3.1.2 of the PEIR for a discussion on the existing land uses and
adopted Community Plan. Table 2-2, Existing Land Use and
Population versus Adopted Community Plan, was added to this
section to provide details on these buildout numbers. As shown,
the adopted community plan would result in an increase in total
housing units compared to existing development in the
community.

Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the
environmental setting for which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant is the physical environmental
conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published. That said, the PEIR provides information on the
existing conditions and build-out of the adopted CPU for
comparison against the proposed Uptown CPU (Tables 2-2, 3-9
and 3-10). See response to comment B18-14 regarding the
difference between the statements related to existing
development and those related to build-out of the adopted
Community Plan.
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highlight the basic problem of the CPU — it fails to provide density required to implement the B18-16 The statements identified in this comment are not PEIR

General Plan and CAP. inconsistencies, as the comment suggests. See response to
B18-16 Further, Table 3-9 is directly contradicted by the GHG Emissions chapter of the PEIR. comment B18-14 regarding the difference between the

According to Table 6.5-2 of the PEIR, the CPU would result in 32,680 dwelling units (5,500 single- icti

family units; 27,180 multi-family units).?° In contrast, the current Community Plan would result in Sta.tements related to EXIStlng devglopment and those related to

34,600 dwelling units (5,540 single-family units; 29,060 multi-family units).>! Based on this table, build-out of the adopted Community Plan.

CPU build-out would result in a total of 1,920 less units (40 less single-family; 1,880 less multi-

family units) than build-out of the existing Community Plan.*?

B18-17 Comment noted.

B18-17 In addition, the CPU itself notes that when compared to the existing Community Plan, the

project will result in "a reduction in residential densities."> In light of this acknowledgement,

coupled with the information included in the GHG Emissions chapter, it appears that the single _ : : :

sentence buried in the text of the Project Description is accurate — the CPU would in fact reduce the B18-18 Comment noted. See the preV|ou.s response to comments in this

number of dwelling units in Uptown. letter for responses to the speC|f|c PrOJeCt Descrlptlon concerns.
B18-18 In summary, the PEIR's Project Description is flawed — either it is internally inconsistent or The pI’OjeCt dESCI’iptiOI’\ is not inte ma“y flawed. The prOJECt does

siimp]y inaccurgtc. In any e:fent, the ]f'rojecl Descript_ion fails to com[_)ly_with the information _ meet the Objective of maintaining or increasing the housing

disclosure requirements of CEQA as it does not provide a clear description of the proposed project, . X . . . .

and it must be revised. supply through the designation of higher residential densities

Land Tse along major transit corridors compared to existing conditions,

B18-19 The law is well-settled that a project is consistent with an applicable land use plan if, which is the baseline for the environmental review.

"considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not

obstruct their attainment.">* CEQA requires that an EIR "shall discuss any inconsistencies between B18-19 The Clty does not agree that the PIER does not address

the proposed project and applicable general plans . . . "** Despite that clear direction, the PEIR fails
to address the project's inconsistencies with the General Plan, Rather, the PEIR takes the position
that the CPU "would build upon the goals and strategies in the General Plan,"?

Under the City of Villages strategy, the General Plan aims to direct
new development projects away from natural undeveloped lands into
already urbanized areas and/or areas where conditions allow the

2 PEIR, p. 6-5-7; see also, PEIR Appendix E-1, p. 7 (Table 2); PEIR Appendix E-2, p. 2 (Table
2).

21 Ibid.

2 Jbid.

2 CPU, p. LU-31,

2 Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154 Cal.App.4® 807, 817.

2514 Cal. Code Regs. § 15125(d).

26 PEIR, p. 3-2,

consistency with the General Plan. PEIR section 6.1.3 of the PEIR,
Issue 1, provides an analysis of conflicts with applicable plans
including the General Plan. The analysis concludes that the
proposed Uptown CPU would be consistent with the General
Plan.
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integration of housing, employment, civic, and transit uses. Itisa
development strategy that mirrors regional planning and smart growth
principles intended to preserve remaining open space and natural
habitat and focus development in areas with available public
infrastructure.?’

Since the CPU would reduce residential development in Uptown, then the CPU is
.nconsistent with the General Plan's City of Villages strategy. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is an
analysis prepared by the Atlantis Land Use Group that identifies the General Plan goals and policies
that the CPU fails to implement. As can be seen, the CPU does not "place an emphasis on directing
growth into mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly and linked to an improved
regional transit system."?® Instead, the CPU's density reductions stand in the way of General Plan
implementation. As a result, the proposed project is not consistent with the General Plan as stated
in the PEIR.?

For the same reasons, the project is not consistent with the goals of the San Diego
Association of Governments' San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, which seeks to "develop
compact, walkable communities close to transit connections and consistent with smart growth
principles."*’ The reduced densities that will result with adoption of the CPU would not "establish a
pedestrian-oriented, urban, and mixed-use community village that would reduce reliance on the
automobile and promote walking and [the] use of alternative transportation” in Uptown.3!

Moreover, attached hereto as Exhibit B is an analysis prepared by Safdie Rabines
Architects, which identifies the complications that will arise with implementation of the CPU. As
explained therein, the development regulations proposed in Uptown would further inhibit
development, pushing residential densities even lower than acknowledged in the PEIR,

Ultimately, the PEIR does not satisfy the informational disclosure requirements of CEQA
because it [ails to recognize the land use impacts that will occur with implementation of the CPU.
As a result, the PEIR must be revised.

2T PEIR, p. 5-1.

2 PEIR, p. 6.1-8.

2 PEIR, pp. 6.1-2-6.1-11.
30 PEIR, p. 6.1-13.

3 fbid.

B18-20

B18-21

B18-22

B18-23

See response to comment B18-3. Also see response to the
referenced Exhibit A in responses B18A-1 through B18A-9.

Project consistency with SANDAG's San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan is addressed in the PEIR section 6.1.3 of the PEIR,
Issue 1. As discussed in that section, the CPU proposes to
establish a pedestrian-oriented, urban, and mixed-use
community village that would reduce reliance on the
automobile and promote walking and use of alternative
transportation. Policies contained within the proposed Uptown
CPU Land Use and Mobility Elements serve to promote bus
transit use as well as other forms of adopted plan, the proposed
Uptown CPU would assign the most intensive land uses in areas
proximate to transit, consistent with smart growth principles.
See also response to comment B18-3.

Comment noted. Responses to Exhibit B are provided beginning
with response to comment B18A-1.

Comment noted. Refer to responses B18-3 and B18-14
regarding land use analyses.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The PEIR's GHG emissions analysis is likewise flawed. The PEIR states:

If emissions from build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU and
associated discretionary actions are less than those that would be
generated by build-out of the adopted Community Plan, impacts
related to GHG emissions would be less than significant provided the
proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions
implement the land use strategies identified in the [CAP]. If
emissions are greater than those of the adopted Community Plan,
impacts related to GHG emission could still be less than significant if
the increase in GHG emissions is a direct result of implementing CAP
strategies and the General Plan's City of Villages Strategy.>

Based on the reduced densities that will occur with implementation of the CPU, the project
is not quantitatively or qualitatively consistent with the recently adopted CAP. Thus, the project's
GHG impacts are potentially significant.

Despite the fact that the GHG analysis recognizes that the CPU would reduce residential
densities in Uptown, the PEIR improperly determine that implementation of the CPU would result
ina VMT reduction when compared to build-out of the existing Community Plan.** Therefore, the
PEIR concludes that vehicle emissions would decrease from 380,530 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent ("MTCO:E") to 372,922 MTCO:E, a 7,608 MTCO:E reduction. The PEIR does not
explain how this alleged reduction would be achieved in the face of the CPU's density reduction.

In fact, the CPU's density reductions will force development out of a recognized Transit
Priority Area ("TPA") and into natural, undeveloped lands — in direct contrast to the goals of the
CAP. Moving development away from existing public infrastructure and away from the
employment opportunities available in Uptown and nearby Downtown would result ina VMT
increase. Pushing residents out of Uptown threatens to take the City back to the days before the
City of Villages strategy and CAP were adopted, when development boomed in the suburbs, far
from transit and mixed-use development opportunities. The PEIR's conclusion that the CPU would
decrease vehicle emissions is not adequately explained, and if emissions would increase under the
CPU, then the proposed project would severely undermine the City's ability to meet the CAP's
ambitious GHG emission reduction goals.** This concern must be thoroughly vetted so that the
public and decisionmakers can fully understand the issue.

32 PEIR, p. 6.5-5.
% PEIR, Appendix E-1, p. 60; PEIR, Appendix E-2, p. 4.
3% PEIR, p. 6.5-7.

B18-24

B18-25

B18-26

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not require a detailed response.

See response to comment B2-3 and B18-3 for a detailed
discussion of the methodology used to calculate emissions and
for a discussion of project consistency with the CAP. Also refer
to Appendix E-1 and E-2 of the PEIR for further detail about the
methodology used to calculate emissions.

The City does not agree with the statements made in this
comment. The proposed CPU would not force development into
natural, undeveloped lands nor will it push current residents out
of the Uptown community. Rather, any new development or
redevelopment consistent with the proposed Uptown CPU
would occur on infill sites. As explained in Section 6.5.3, Impact
Analysis, of the PEIR, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) can be
reduced by decreasing the planned number of single-family and
multi-family residences, as well as increasing residential density
within proximity to transit and commercial services. The
proposed Uptown CPU implements both of these strategies:
decreases residential densities in some areas while increasing
residential density in other areas, located near planned or
exiting transit infrastructure and commercial uses combined
with policies that promote a walkable and bicycle-friendly
neighborhood design. See also response to comment B18-3
regarding proposed CPU consistency with the CAP.
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Moreover, the CPU also would result in a qualitative inconsistency with the CAP. The CPU
density reduction frustrates compliance with Action 3.1 of the CAP, as the project is not consistent
with the General Plan.** Moreover, the project would nor comply with Action 3.2 of the CAP as the
CPU would reduce residential densities, which in turn would suppress pedestrian improvements in a
TPA and decrease commuter walking opportunities.®® And, contrary to Action 3.6, the CPU's
resid}c;mtial reduction would net implement transit-oriented development in the Uptown Community
area.

The PEIR's failure to address these issues results in an inadequate GI1G emissions analysis.
The City must revise the PEIR to accurately reflect the impact caused by the CPU to ensure that the
public and decisionmakers have access to all of the necessary information.

Historical Resources

Next, the PEIR's historical resources analysis is flawed. It improperly assumes historicity
for a significant portion of the Uptown Community Plan area, despite a lack of substantial evidence
to support the assumption. As explained in detail in Exhibit C, there are numerous flaws in the
Uptown Community Plan Area Draft Historic Resources Survey Report ("Survey Report") prepared
for the PEIR.

First, the overly inclusive nature of the Survey Report will in practical effect "actually
increase[] the potential for the designation of properties which were formerly determined by the
survey to be ineligible for determination."*® Second, the potential historic district and Bungalow
and Apartment Court Multiple Property Listing analyses are inadequate.*” As a result, the PEIR
cannot and should not rely on the Survey Report.** The Council urges the City to not adopt the
Survey Report and reconsider the Historical Resources chapter of the PEIR.

Population and Housing

Contrary to the statement made in the PEIR that "the proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions would not displace people or existing housing," that is what will happen with
project implementation.*! The PEIR's unsupported conclusion that the CPU will not have any
potential population and housing impact is erroneous.

3 PEIR, p. 6.5-10.

6 Thid.

37 Ibid.

3 Exhibit C, pp. 2-3.

¥ Id. at pp. 3-7.

40 PEIR, pp. 6.7-8 — 6.7-18.
4 PEIR, p. 7-3.

B18-27

B18-28

B18-29

B18-30

Comment noted. See response to comment B18-26.

The City does not agree that the GHG emissions analysis
presented in the PEIR is inadequate. See response to comment
See response to comment B2-3, B18-3, and B18-26 for a
detailed discussion of the methodology used to calculate
emissions and for a discussion of project consistency with the
CAP. Also refer to Appendix E-1 and E-2 of the PEIR for further
detail about the methodology used to calculate emissions.

This comment makes reference to the historical resources
analysis of the PEIR and states that assumed historic resources
in the Uptown community lack evidence to support their historic
value. The Uptown Community Plan Area Historic Resources
Survey was prepared consistent with standard preservation
practice, and included research and preparation of a Historic
Context Statement; fieldwork to identify individual properties
and historic districts which may be significant and eligible for
designation; a preliminary inspection and assignment of a
California Historical Resource Status Code; and documentation
in a database. A full discussion of the survey methods and
results is available in the Historic Resources Survey document.
Refer to responses B18C-1 and on for responses regarding the
stated “flaws” in the Historic Resources Survey Report.

The Uptown Community Plan Area Historic Resources Survey
was prepared consistent with standard preservation practice. All
individual resources, potential historic districts and Multiple
Property Listings (MPLs) were evaluated for potential
significance against the City's designation criteria based upon
the historic context statement and input from community
cultural and historical interest groups. Reconnaissance surveys
are intended to indicate where historic resources may be
present, and are never intended to provide detailed evaluation
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B18-31

B18-30 (cont.)

or final resolution regarding the historic status of a property, as
the comment suggests. They are an informational tool which
serves as a base-line for future property-specific and sometimes
intensive evaluation. In addition, the inclusive nature of the
Historical Resources Survey Report supports policies of the
General Plan and concerns of the community for historic
preservation. Refer to response C52-7 for responses regarding
the corrections to the Status Codes.

While redevelopment, by its nature, causes temporary
displacement of housing, the proposed Uptown CPU would not
result in the permanent displacement of residences.
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B18-32

B18-33

B18-34

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
Attorneys at Law

Kurtis Steinert

August 8, 2016

Page 9

As shown herein, the density reduction that will occur in Uptown will force residents out of
the urban core and into areas of the City lacking public transit and job centers. Therefore, the
project may result in potential direct and indirect population and housing impacts and those impacts
must be evaluated in the PEIR. By not providing this analysis, the PEIR prevents the public and
decisionmakers from understanding the true impacts of the project.

Alternatives

CEQA requires that an EIR describe a "range of reasonable alternatives to the project,"*

"An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and
public participation."* An alternative need not reduce every impact, it just has to substantially
reduce any significant impact.** That is because "it is practically impossible to imagine an
alternative that would provide substantial environmental advantages in all respects."** Further, an
agency is not precluded from including an alternative that would substantially reduce some impacts,
but increase others, so long as the alternative's significant impacts are also analyzed in the BIR.*¢

The PEIR's alternative analysis fails to comply with these principles as it does not include an
increased density alternative.*’ Since the PEIR includes a flawed Project Description, the
environmental analysis fails to adequately analyze the project's significant land use and GHG
emissions impacts, among others. An increased density alternative, which would place more homes
in Uptown and advance the far-reaching goals of the General Plan and the CAP, would alleviate the
land use and GHG emissions impacts outlined in this letter. In addition, an increased density
alternative — such as the one proposed in the Council's June 8, 2016 letter (Exhibit E) — would
satisfy the project objective that seeks to maintain or increase the housing supply along transit
corridors.**

4214 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).

- Ibid.

* 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(c).

Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App.4™" 523, 546.

14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(d).

4T The Analysis of Adopted Community Plan with Removal of the Interim Height Ordinance
Alternative is not the same as an increased density alternative.

4 PEIR, p. 3-3; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).

P
&

B18-32

B18-33

B18-34

See response to comment B18-3.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and
does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

As discussed in Chapter 6.0, the proposed Uptown CPU and
associated discretionary actions would result in significant
and/or cumulative environmental impacts related to
transportation, noise, historical resources, and paleontological
resources. The range of alternatives considered in Chapter 10.0,
Alternatives, includes appropriate alternatives that would
reduce these significant impacts, consistent with Section
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. Two of the alternatives provide
for increased density, including the Adopted Community Plan
with Removal of the Height Ordinance Alternative and the
Proposed CPU Policies with Adopted Community Plan Land Use
Map Alternative. As discussed in previous response to
comments in this letter, the proposed Uptown CPU is consistent
with the General Plan and the CAP. See response to comment
B18-3. Therefore, an alternative that would reduce significant
impacts due to inconsistency with these planning documents is
not required.
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B18-35

B18-36

B18-35

B18-36

See response to comment B18-34.

Comment noted.
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B18A-1

B18A-2

B18A-1

B18A-2

Comment noted. Responses to specific inconsistencies
suggested by the commenter are provided in the subsequent
responses to comments.

Comment noted.
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B18A-3

B18A-3

Comment noted.
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR, PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 3/2001 To 12/2004
City of San Diego Development Services Department San Diego, CA

«  Management of 85 professional and administrative staff who are directly responsible for the management of all
development permits within the City of San Diego

. Administer conflict resolution sessions with customers, staff and community groups

. Prepare and present written and cral reports to citizen groups, commissions, boards and City Council

. Management representative at all Planning Commission and City Council hearings relating to land use,
development projects, redevelopment interface and planning policy issues

. City’s lead negotiator on Development Agreements

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC), REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DIRECTOR 10/1999 1o 3/2001
City of San Diego Planning Department San Diggo, CA

. City's lead negotiator on the most complex Disposition and Development Agreement negotiated for the
Redevelopment Agency. The development of the property resulted in a $500 million redevelopment project which
will provide housing, employment and educational centers as well as an Arts and Culture Center. Over $200
million in Tax Increment will be generated to the Redevelopment Agency over the life of the project

. City's liaison with the Coastal Commission for the entitlement of the property, and with the U.S. Department of the
Navy for the conveyance of NTC. Negotiations resulted in a no-cost conveyance of NTC to the City.

PROGRAM MANAGER, PROJECT MANAGEMENT DIVISION 1/1999-10/1999
City of San Diego Planning and Development Review Department San Diego, CA

. Management of 35 professional and 25 administrative staff directly responsible for the management of
development permits within the City of San Diego. Developed and monitored budget

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT MANAGER/FISCAL PERSONNEL MANAGER 11/1996-1/1999
City of San Diego Community and Economic Development Department San Diego, CA

. City's Project Manager for the 5,000-acre Black Mountain Ranch Master Planned Community. Processed and
managed all aspects of the entitlement, engineering and construction document permits. City’s lead negotiator
on all aspects of the Development Agreement and subsequent amendments.

. Trained staff and community planning groups on land use and process related issues

s Managed and supervised staff related to all private and public development work. Directed complex activities in
operations and finance

. Managed special projects/assignments for Department Director and City Manager's Office

CounciL Liaison 6/1994-3/1995
City of San Diego Manager's Office San Diego, CA

+  Reviewed and approved all managerial items prior to requesting consideration on the Council docket
. Prepared and conducted briefings for Manager, and staff briefings for the Mayor and City Council
e Sat with the City Manager at Council hearings and responded to Council inquiries

. Responded to and coordinated appropriate responses to Council directives for the City Manager

SENIOR PLANNER/ASSOCIATE PLANNER/ASSISTANT PLANNER 8/1987-11/1996
City of San Diego Development Services/Planning Department San Diego, CA

. Conducted community/business outreach training regarding City processing requirements

. Authored, co-authored and edited several elements of citywide legislation and guidelines

. Conducted conflict resolution forums on adepted legislation, section operations and work programs
+  Technical advisor to city staff, citizens and developers on city requirements and codes
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EDUCATION

BACHELOR OF SCIENCE IN LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

WITH AN EMPHASIS IN URBAN AND REGIONAL PLANNING

University of California, Davis June 1987
Member Sigma Lambda Alpha (National Landscape Architecture Honor Society)

SPECIAL SKILLS - MEMBERSHIPS

Language: Native speaker, English and Spanish

Certifications: NC! Complete Charrette Manager ™

Mediation: Community Mediation Center of San Diego - Volunteer Mediator 1990-1992
MembershipsiAffiliations

American Planning Association (APA)

Building Industry Association (BIA)

City of San Diego Code Monitoring Team: Small Business Member

Lambda Alpha International (LAIl) -- The Honorary Saciety for the Advancement of Land Economics

San Diego Chamber of Commerce: Policy Committee — Member (formerly Co-Chair of Housing Committee)
San Diego County Taxpayers Association (SDCTA): Public and Community Assets Committee Member
South County Economic Development Council (representative to the Wildlife Advisory Group)

Urban Land Institute (ULI)

® o 8 s 8 8 s
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B18A-4

B18A-5

B18A-6

B18A-7

B18A-4

B18A-5

B18A-6

B18A-7

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest a specific
inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest a specific
inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

See response to comment B18-3 regarding the proposed
Uptown CPU's reduction in density in some areas and increase
in others. Regarding parking allowances for one- and two-
bedroom wunits, it is true that reduced parking incentivizes
transit and active transportation use over vehicular transit.
Proposed Uptown CPU policies provide allow for shared parking
agreements (MO-7.6) and parking in-lieu fees (MO-7.9) to allow
for flexibility in terms of parking management. A reduction in
parking requirements for development would require an
amendment to the Land Development Code that is not
proposed as part of the project.

Comment noted. This does not suggest a specific inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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B18A-8

B18A-8

This comment claims that the proposed Uptown CPU is
inconsistent with Goal 1 and associated policies of the Housing
Element in the City's General Plan regarding provision of
sufficient housing for all income groups. However, the proposed
Uptown CPU includes Policy LU-1.1, which calls for the provision
of land use types to accommodate both affordable and market
rate housing and commercial opportunities, and Policy LU-2.3,
which requires the development of adequate housing for those
with special needs, including low-income residents. Though the
proposed CPU would result in reductions in densities in some
areas and a net reduction in total housing units compared to
build-out of the adopted Community Plan, the reduction in
density would not disproportionately affect affordable housing.
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B18A-9

B18A-9

This comment claims that the proposed Uptown CPU is
inconsistent with goals and associated policies of the Land Use
Element in the City's General Plan regarding mixed-use villages,
increased density, and diverse and balanced neighborhoods.
See response to comment B18-3 regarding the reduction in
densities in some areas and increase in others and proposed
CPU policies that support development of affordable housing.

Regarding the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone
(CP10Z), the amendment is intended to regulate specific building
heights primarily along the transit corridors to ensure
development proposals are reviewed for consistency with the
use and development criteria that have been adopted through
community plan updates. Under the high-rise building policies,
areas within the Uptown CPU area could be permitted to
develop with buildings up to 100 feet in height. Areas also
covered by a CPIOZ Type A would be subject to ministerial
review for development that does not exceed 50 feet within
Mission Hills and 65 feet in Hillcrest and Bankers Hill/Park West.
CPIOZ Type B areas would be subject to a discretionary review
process that would implement the proposed Uptown CPU
policies and recommendations, particularly those related to
building height consistent with the Urban Design Element.
Ensuring consistency with the proposed Urban Design Element
policies through this process is necessary to preserve the
existing neighborhood character and avoid potential impacts.
Therefore, the CPIOZ would not inhibit the ability of the
proposed Uptown CPU to increase densities along transit
corridors or provide affordable housing.

RTC-118




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-119




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-120




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-121




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-122




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-123




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-124




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-125




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-126




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-127




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-128




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-129




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-130




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-131




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-132




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-133




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-134




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-135




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-136




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-137




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-138




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE

RTC-139




ATTACHMENT 7
LETTER RESPONSE
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Table 142-05C
Minimum Required Parking Spaces for
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B18B-2

B18B-3

B18B-4

B18B-5

08 August 2016

Mr. Bennet Greenwald

The Greenwald Company
Suite A

2929 Canon Street

San Diego, California 92106

Reference: 6" and Robinson Avenue Project

Dear Mr, Greenwald,

Based on the proposed Community Plan Update, we have studied your site at 6" and Robinson. The aim is to
understand how the proposed update impacts your ability to develop a viable project, one that is consistent with
the goals and objectives of both Climate Action Plan as well as the Community Plan Update which encourage the
use of residential density to promote vibrant, sustainable, pedestrian oriented communities with access to parks,
open space and public transit.

We looked at your site at 6! and Robinson as a case study from two perspectives. Option 1 looks at how the
project could use the maximum FAR with commercial development at grade level to understand what kind of
residential density could be achieved, whereas Option 2 follows the CPU’s maximum Residential Density to
understand its overall impact on the achievable FAR.

Option 1

Based on the allowahle FAR of 6.0, we arrive at a total gross floor area of 414,000 square feet. Assuming 34,500
SF of ground floor commercial area and a modest 2-bedroom residential unit size of 1,100 square feet, it is
possible to achieve 345 units or 218 dwelling units / acre (exceeding the 109 dwelling unit density limit in the
ordinance)

Option 2

Using the maximum allowable residential density of 108 dwelling units / acre, we arrive at a total of 173 units.
Maintaining the same assumptions as Option 1, the total gross floor area is 224,424 square feet, which
represents a FAR of only 3.25 (far below the allowable 6.0).

Qur interpretation of the Draft CC-3-9 zoning as proposed in the Community Plan Update (CPU} is not promoting
the right mix of residential density for several reasons. From a broad over-arching perspective the zone is in
conflict with the stated goals of the Climate Action Plan. Specifically the goal of implementing increased
residential density within Transit Priority areas is being constrained by incongruities between the maximum
allowable residential density and the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) regulations. The housing density limitations make it
infeasible for a project from ever being able to maximize the allowable FAR. It appears the draft zone is
encouraging development that favors more commercial development versus residential. The only way to achieve

B18B-1

B18B-2

B18B-3

B18B-4

B18B-4

B18B-5

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU does not propose
or bring forward any specific development project. Rather, it
provides a policy framework to guide future development. No
project at Sixth Avenue and Robinson Avenue is proposed at
this time. The proposed Uptown CPU proposes to designate the
land at Sixth Avenue and Robinson Avenue as Community
Commercial, with the CC-3-9 zone.

Comment noted. See response to comment B18B-1.
Additionally, this comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment suggests that the proposed
Uptown CPU is not consistent with the CAP and does not allow
for higher density development within transit priority areas
because the proposed CC-3-9 zone encourages development
that favors commercial over residential. Zone CC-3-9 is
designated as Office - Commercial, with residential uses
permitted to promote mixed-use development. The zone is
intended for local convenience shopping, civic sues, and
services serving an approximate 3-mile radius, permitting office
uses and housing up to a very high residential density.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the CC-3-9 zone
encourages commercial development as that is its intent. See
response to comment B18-3 regarding the proposed Uptown
CPU's consistency with the CAP and justification for the
allocation of housing densities.
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the maximum FAR will be to create large residential dwelling units and / or supplement the delta by adding more
commercial space which does not support affordability or sustainability (and not in alignment with the Climate
Action Plan). In addition, maximum height limits imposed by the CPU of 120" will force a lower more compact /
dense development on the block, putting pressure to maximize building footprint at street levels, which works
against other ideals of the CPU which encourage enhancements such as open space and pedestrian oriented
activities at the street / grade levels.

We hope this is helpful as you work toward developing your strategies for development at 6 and Robinson.
Please refer to the attached summary table. Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact us.

Kind Regards,

Ricardo Rabines
Safdie Rabines Architects
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Scott 4. Moomjian
Attorney at Law
5173 Waring Road, #145
San Diego, California 92120
Telephone (619) 230-1770
Facsimile (619) 785-3340
smoomjian(@earthlink.net

August 6, 2016

Mr. Kurtis Steinert

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

San Diego, CA 92101

Sent Via Electronic (l5-mail) Transmittal
PlanningCLEOAWsandiego. gov

Re: Uptown Community Plan Update
Project Number: 21002568; SCH No. Pending

Dear Mr. Steinert:

I am writing this letter in order to express my strong concerns regarding the Uptown
Community Plan Update ("Plan Update") Program Environmental Impact Report ("PEIR") as
they relate to the proposed treatment, processing, consideration, and disposition of potential
historical resources within the Uptown community.

My background in the field of historic resources is extensive. Over the past twenty six
years, I have worked on hundreds of projects involving historic properties. In the past sixieen
years, | have represented owners of historic properties achieve their objectives with local, state
and federal government agencies that supervise or regulate such properties. Where appropriate, T
have nominated them to local and national historic registers. | have also prepared or consulted
on historical reports for historic properties throughout the County. A significant portion of my
work has involved facilitating the rehabilitation of buildings or the redevelopment of sites
containing historic resources. | am a qualified historical consultant by the City of San Diego,
and my professional qualifications meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
Jor Archaeology and Historic Preservation (1995) in the disciplines of Architectural History,
Historical Preservation, and History.

I have reviewed the relevant environmental documents associated with historical
resources prepared in conjunction with the project, including but not limited to, the Plan Update

1

Please refer to response to comment letter C53 which provides responses
to the August 6, 2016 letter from Scott Moomijian.
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and PEIR dated June 10, 2016 (“Historical Resources, Section 6.7.2.2); the Uptown Community
Plan Area Draft Historic Resources Survey Report (“Survey Report™) dated November 2015 and
revised May 2016 (Appendix G-2) with Appendices A-G; the undated City of San Diego,
Planning Department “Potential Historic Districts Fact Sheet” for the Uptown, North Park, and
Golden Hill communities; and proposed San Diego Municipal Code section revisions. I am also
well familiar with previous historic surveys conducted in the Uptown area, including the Historic
Resources Inventory for “Uptown Area,” San Diego California (1981), and the draft Uptown
Historic Architectural & Cultural Landscape Reconnaissance Survey (2007) (“Draft Uptown
Survey”). It should be noted that to date, that no historic surveys or historic resource inventories
for the Uptown community have been formally reviewed or adopted by the City of San Diego.

The scope of my comments herein presented will be limited to problems associated with
(1) the proposed Draft Historic Resources Survey Report; (2) the proposed regulatory framework
for potential historic districts (PHDs); and (3) Multiple Property Listings (MPLs), specifically
the Bungalow and Apartment Court MPL. Collectively, each of my arguments substantiate the
inherent deficiencies and flaws in the Survey Report and proposed City action. As a result, they
should be rejected in their entirety.

(1) Proposed Draft Historic Resources Survey Report

As an initial matter, there are thousands of properties located within the boundaries of the
Uptown Community Plan Area and the geographic area is massive. According to the Survey
Report, the Planning Area encompasses nearly 2,700 acres and contains the communities of Park
West, Middletown, Mission [ills, Hillcrest, the Medical Complex area, as well as the western
half of University Heights. While the earlier Draft Uptown Survey (2007) surveyed 11,104
propertics and identified 2,192 properties as potentially significant (59 of which were located in
potential historic districts), the new Survey Report identified 11,109 properties, and found that
2,134 are potentially eligible for designation as individually significant properties, including
properties identified as part of potential MPLs. An additional 1,454 properties were found to be
potential contributing resources to 23 potential historic districts. Finally, 6,808 properties were
identified and documented in the survey, but were not determined potentially historic upon initial
visual inspection. While not directly cited in the Survey Report, there are therefore, a total of
approximately 3,588 properties which exist in the Uptown community, either as potentially
significant individual resources, or as potentially significant contributors to a historic district.
The Survey Report, however, [ails 1o account for the true number of buildings which may be
potentially significant in the Uptown community because it identifies only the number of
properties (i.e. by parcels and address), and not the actual number of structures on a property
(see discussion of hungalow/residential courts within the MPIL below).

According to the Survey Report, the Uptown Historical Context and Oral History Report
prepared for the Draft Uptown Survey (2007) was “discarded in its entirety” and replaced by a
new historic context statement prepared by City Planning Staff. Further, due to the fact that the
assignment of Status Codes (which provide “a summary assessment of the resource”) undertaken
as parl of the Draft Uptown Survey were “flawed,” new Status Codes within the Survey Report

2
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were assigned.! More specifically, those Uptown properties which were determined ineligible
for local designation (assigned a “6Z” code) by the Draft Uptown Survey, were reclassified as
“ldentified in Reconnaissance Level Survey: Not evaluated” (reassigned as a “7R" code).

In effect, by changing a prior determination of ineligibility to a new determination of
potential eligibility through a non-evaluation code, the Survey Report has essentially eliminated
a former presumption of insignificance in favor of future potential significance? By effectuating
a change in Status Codes, the Survey Report has subtly undermined some of the prior evaluations
undertaken as part of the Draft Uptown Survey, and cast a new “net” over these properties as
potentially significant. Properties captured in this manner are now presumed to be potentially
significant, rather than presumed to be ineligible for local designation. The change in Status
Codes actually increases the potential for the designation of properties which were formerly
determined by the survey to be ineligible for designation. Such action interjects less assurance
and more uncertainty and cost for property owners in the historic review and historic designation
process.® Based upon the foregoing deficiencies associated with the Survey Report, it should not
be adopted by the City for use in the Uptown Community Plan Update.

(2) Proposed Regulatory Framework For Potential Historic Districts (PHDs)

The Survey Report states that the “The 2007 Draft Uptown Survey identified nineteen
(19) potential historic districts that meet one or more of the City’s local designation criteria for
historical sites. In addition, City staff and members of the Uptown Community have identified
four (4) additional historic districts — Allen Terrace, Avalon Heights, Hillerest and the San Diego
Normal School/San Diego City Schools Education Complex historic districts — that also appear
to meet one or more of the City’s local designation criteria.” In total, therefore, the Survey
Report proposes a total of 23 potential historic districts for the Uptown community, with a total
of 1,454 properties that were found to be potential contributing resources to the 23 potential
historic districts. Review of the historical documentation related to the 23 potential historic
districts (PHDs) and their contributors generally appear to be inadequate in terms of historic
methodology, historic source material, and scholarly/academic historic interpretation and
analysis.

L The Survey Report strongly implies that the Draft Uptown Survey, which was commissioned and paid for by the

City, with oversight and input provided by the Planning Department, was inherently deficient. According to the
Survey Report, “based upon the limited level of the survey work and the quality of the original Historic Context
Statement on which survey was based, assignment of such a Status Code [6Z] was not appropriate.”

of the original Historic Context Statement

? This is supported by the statement in the Survey Report that “[w]hile these properties have not been identified as
potentially significant as part of this Survey Report, they have not been cfeared as not historic, and would be
evaluated in the future for historic significance at the parcel level consistent with the requirements of the City’s
Municipal Code. Mtalics added.

? “Based on the results of the Initial Determination, if there is evidence that the site contains a historical resource,
preparation of a historic evaluation is required.” With the change in Status Codes, the owner of an Uptown property
who submits a development application will not be able to rely upon the previous determination of ineligibility as
“evidence™ that the property is not significant. In such a case, since the property is included in the Survey Report,
but “not evaluated™ a property owner will inevitably have to spend more money and time for the preparation of a
site-specific historic study.

3
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According 1o the PEIR, “to further increase protection of potential resources—
specifically potential historic districts—the City is proposing to amend the Historical Resources
Regulations to include supplemental development regulations to assist in the preservation of
specified potential historic districts until they can be intensively surveyed and brought forward
for designation.™ The City proposes to “protect” potential, historic districts by amending the
San Diego Municipal Code as part of the Community Plan Update process (specifically Sections
143.0210-143.0255, Patential Historical District, Section 126.0402-126.0404, Neighborhood
Development Permit Requirement; and Section 132.1601-132.1604, Potential historic District
Overlay Zone). Such amendments would, in part, “limit modifications [to the affected property]
within the front 2/3rds of the original building footprint” and allow changes to occur only “in the
rear 1/3™ of the building footprint or accessory buildings.” By establishing a new regulatory
framework of this type, merely for the specific protection of potential, historic districts that may
never come to fruition, the City will severely and adversely affect an Uptown property owner’s
right to otherwise develop property in a reasonable and appropriate manner.

In terms of the time and cost associated with the processing of the 23 PHDs, City Staff
has indicated that each historic district would take 1-2 years to process at a cost of approximately
$85.000 per district.” Accordingly, it would take approximately 23-46 years to process all 23
PHDS at a cost of approximately $1,955,000. In addition, if each eligible contributing historic
district property (1,454 total properties) were designated and subject to a future Mills Act
agreement, the Cily could anticipate a loss to the General Fund of approximately over $3.3
million.® The overt development restrictions, lengthy processing time, and enormous costs
involved in such a process certainly outweigh the alleged “benefits” that come from the
“protection” of contributing properties to any potential, future historic districts. Based upon the
overly restrictive regulations resulting from the establishment of PHDs in the Uptown
community, as well as the time and costs associated with those policies and procedures, the City
should reject the proposed regulatory framework for PHDs. To do otherwise would be both
arbitrary and capricious.

(3) Bungalow and Apartment Court Multiple Property Listing (MPL)

The Survey Report introduces the concept of “Multiple Property Listings™ (MPLs) which
are defined as “a group of related significant properties with shared themes, trends, and patterns

* “The proposed potential historic district regulations would provide supplemental protections until a more detailed
historic district survey can be completed” (City of San Diego, Planning Department “Fact Sheet™).

* Kelley Stanco, Senior Planner & HRB Liaison, “Inlerim Protections For Potential Historic Districts,”
Presemtation, March 2016.

© This amount was conservatively estimated by determining the median sale price for homes within the Uptown
(92103 area code) at an amount of $572,000 (www.trulia.com). Assuming an average Mills Act property tax
reduction of 40% (per City Stafl) based upon property taxes of $5,720 per year (at 1% rate), results in a property tax
savings of $2,288. The amount of this reduction times the number of contributing properties with a Mills Act
agreement (1,454 total properties) results in a loss to the General Fund of approximately $3,326,752. Note that this
amount is substantially higher if it were to include those individually significant Uptown properties (2,134) and
MPLs subject to a Mills Act agreement (an additional $4,882,592 loss to the General Fund). A total financial loss
could exceed $8.2 million
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of history.” The Survey Report identifies three “thematically related property groupings” that
appear to be significant as MPLs, including the “Bungalow and Apartment Court” MPL. This
MPL is defined as a “discontinuous grouping of approximately 150 residential courts”™ located
throughout the Uptown survey area. The Survey Report indicates that these properties derive
significance under Historical Resources Board (HRB) Criterion A {Community Development)
“as special elements of the Uptown Community’s social history related to multi-family housing,
and its architectural development associated with local transportation patterns,” as well as
Criterion C (Architecture) for “distinctive characteristics of courtyard design.” However, these
assertions are mot thoroughly supported or justified by any new or meaningful historical
evidence.

Over the past several years, City of San Diego HRB Staff has entertained a certain
fascination and admiration over local bungalow/residential courts as “significant” property types.
The genesis behind the history of San Diego’s bungalow courts occurred with the publication of

“Bungalow Courts in San Diego: Monitoring a Sense of Place™ (Spring 1988) in the Journal of

San Diego History. Subsequently, documentation of bungalow courts as a housing type within
the City was discussed further in the Draft Uptown Survey (2007). In addition, one consensual
HRB historic designation involving a bungalow court occurred in 2007, and three involuntary
HRB historic site designations involving bungalow courts occurred between 2007-2008.

According to “Bungalow Courts in San Diego: Monitoring a Sense of Place,” bungalow
courts were “well-designed, small houses carefully arranged around a planned open space.”
They were primarily built in the hundreds (if not thousands) throughout Southern California
during the 1920s and 1930s and ceased to be built around 1940. Most courts were built along
new streetear lines of the period in some variation of the Mediterracan/Mission style and covered
with bougainvillea. The typical bungalow court came to feature a group of six to ten small,
individual houses placed around a communal garden. Usually two standard lots were enough.
According to the article, bungalow courts were classified into four categories, based upon spatial
arrangement. These classes included the (1) detached, full court - the "classic™ court consisting
of individual cottages arranged around a spacious central garden (2) detached, narrow court -
individual cottages arranged around a long, narrow, garden-like walkway (3) attached, full court
- when two or more of the bungalows share a common wall, and (4) attached, narrow court.
Since the term "court" implies an enclosed, designed space, in all cases the building arrangement
included an end structure and a proper garden.

In reliance upon the above cited article, the Draft Uptown Survey (2007) identified a
potential “Bungalow & Apartment Court Thematic Historic District” within the Uptown
community. Although it should be noted that no present “Bungalow & Apartment Court
Thematic Historic District” exists within Uptown or any other part of the City, the survey
identified a total of 144 bungalow and apartment courts which were determined to be potentially
significant as disirict contributors only, not individually significant, and not as MPLs.

According to the Draft Uptown Survey, which has been essentially adopted as part of the
Survey Report, bungalow courts feature well-designed, small houses carefully arranged around a

5
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planned open space. The typical bungalow court consisted of a group of six to ten individual
houses around a communal garden. Most bungalow courts in San Diego sit on two regular (50°
X 100%) lots. In several instances, the courts were built in two phases, with one side completed
first, and the other side constructed when the land became available.

In August 2007, the “Dr. Chester Tanner Office Bungalow Court™ was designated by the
City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Board (HRB) under HRB Criterion C as “an excellent
example of both the Spanish Eclectic architectural style and as an example of a unique 1927-
1935 Spanish Eclectic Office Bungalow Court.” The property, located in the Uptown
community, was determined to be significant due to the fact that it was identified in the draft
survey; were constructed as medical office buildings (rather than residential structures); and
featured many characteristics of the Spanish Eclectic architectural style.

In 2007, two bungalow court properties were referred to the HRB for involuntary historic
site designation. The first property, located at 104-118 Dickinson Street in the Uptown
community, was referred to the HRB for designation consideration under HRB Criterion C
(Architecture) in November 2007 by City Staff on the basis that it, “drawing heavily from the
Minimal Traditional style” was a “a good example of Streamline Modern architecture expressed
in the apartment courtyard building type.” When considered by the HRB, several Board
Members found the property to be more Modern Minimal in style. The HRB refused to
designate the property. Similarly, the second property, located at 7522-7534 Herschel Avenue in
the La Jolla community, was referred to the HRB for designation consideration under HRB
Criterion C (Architecture) in November 2007. City Staff believed the property to be significant
on the basis that it was “a very good example of a Minimal Traditional apartment courtyard.”
Again, the HRB failed to designate the property.

In March 2008, another bungalow court property was referred to the City of San Diego’s
Historical Resources Board (HRB) for involuntary historic site designation. This property,
located at 7417-7427 Olivetas Avenue in the La Jolla community, was referred to the HRB for
designation consideration under HRB Criterion A (Community Development) as “the only
Contemporary style bungalow court in La Jolla, a limited building type in the community” and
under HRB Criterion C (Architecture) “as a very good example of a post-WWIl, Contemporary
style bungalow court with high integrity.” At the hearing, the IIRB designated the property,
pursuant to the Staff Recommendation, despite a wealth of information supporting the
conclusion that the property was not historically and/or architecturally significant, Subsequently,
in October 2008, the property was appealed to the San Diego City Council and the designation
was overturned on the basis that [actual errors in materials and information were presented to the
HRB at the time of hearing, and upon the submittal of new information indicating that the
property was not significant.

The fundamental problem with the present Survey Report is that it alleges that
bungalow/residential courts derive significance from their very nature as a property type
{(defined as a “grouping of grouping of individual properties based on shared physical or
associative characteristics™). This theory essentially holds that the bungalow/residential court is

6
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significant because of its multi-family residential use within the Uptown community. By logical
extension, would a single-family residence in the Uptown community be considered significant,
in and of itself, because it was originally built as a single-family home and has maintained this
use over the years? In no instance does the Survey Report establish precisely why the location,
design, or the use of the bungalow/residential court as “discontinuous groupings™ are any more
significant than other similarly-situated multi-family structures, single-family homes,
commercial buildings, or other structures built throughout Uptown from the 1920s-1960s.”
Moreover, the Survey Report does not include any additional, substantial information regarding
bungalow/residential courts above and beyond much of the information previously generated as
part of the Draft Uptown Survey. The Survey Report also fails to explain why the concept of a
bungalow/residential court MPL has been advanced when the earlier Draft Uptown Survey
proposed the establishment of a potential “Bungalow & Apartment Court Thematic Historic
District” within the Uptown community. Finally, the Survey Report is misleading when it
asserts that “approximately 150 residential courts” located throughout the Uptown survey area

would be included within the MPL and ultimately be “designated as part of a city-wide MPL of

San Diego residential courts.” This is especially true when one considers the fact that each
bungalow/residential court, by definition, has between 6-10 individual homes on each parcel,
thereby bringing the total number of actual structures cligible for designation to between 900-
1,500. If designated, each eligible bungalow/residential court property subject to a Mills Act
agreement could potentially cost the City’s General Fund hundreds of thousands of dollars in lost
revenue. Based upon the foregoing deficiencies associated with the Survey Report, it should not
be adopted by the City for use in the Uptown Community Plan Update.

In conclusion, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Plan Update and the PEIR.
[ look forward to receiving written responses to the issues I have raised in this letter. Please do
not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or need any additional information.
Sincerely,

oot PP
Scott A. Moomjian

Attorney at Law

" Additionally, the Survey Report does not explain or reconcile why the “period of significance” of
bungalow/residential courts was extended to 1960, when all other prior authoritative sources have conclusively
determined that the construction of bungalow/residential courts generally ended in 1940 (prior to the Second World
War),
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B18D-1

B18D-2

B18D-3

B18D-4

B18D-1

B18D-2

B18D-3

B18D-4

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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B18D-6

B18D-7

B18D-8

Mr. Pangilinan
December 1, 2015
Page 2 of 5

shortly.

Historically, our property owners have understood that they have a long standing recognition of
their ability to densify. The fact that nothing has been built does not diminish this historical reliance
on the established regional planning efforts and State mandates. Deals have been transacted on that
reliance. We cannot just stand still and wait for the rug to be pulled from under them, and with it
their property values, dreams and aspirations for a better Uptown.

This draft plan does not accomplish what we anticipate all residents and property owners of
Uptown would desire: the activation of the streets with people, commerce, and entertainment.
There is a disconnect in this draft plan, in that somehow this activation can be realized while
simultaneously diminishing the height and density of future projects. The key to activation of the
ground plane and to increasing the public realm is to build higher and denser. If we can achieve
this several things happen:

e Projects become feasible. Our member’s projects cannot revitalize the Uptown Gateway
Distriet without building higher and denser;

e The architecture can be dramatically more interesting and creative;
¢ The residential elements can be more highly amenitized;

e There will be an opportunity to create walkable neighborhoods, public spaces, and artistic
and cultural amenities at the ground level by opening up the ground planc.

These goals are in regional, City, and neighborhood interests. It is fundamental to understand that
the economics of real estate development dictate that goals for a more livable community are,
frankly, unachievable without the flexibility to develop higher and denser projects. Please see
Attachment 3 — Financial Feasibility of Development Alternatives prepared by The London Group.

The other overarching concern that we have is that the draft plan, as written today, is inconsistent
with regional planning goals, the goals stated in the 2008 General Plan and accompanying 2013-
2020 Housing Element, and the draft Climate Action Plan, which the City of San Diego will adopt
this month, among others, to wit:

e The City has committed to SANDAG certain housing goals as its fair share of regional
housing accommodation. Yet, the Uptown Community Plan Update as currently
envisioned eliminates over 2,300 units, or 20% of its expected future inventory, where
SANDAG projections anticipate that more than 12,000 housing units will be built by 2050.
These SANDAG projections are based upon a reliance on the City of San Diego’s stated
plans and goals. If these units are eliminated, the units must then be reallocated to other
communities if the City is to deliver on its commitment and contract with the region.

B18D-5

B18D-6

B18D-7

B18D-8

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Comment noted. The City does not agree that the proposed
Uptown CPU is inconsistent with the City’'s General Plan or CAP.
Rather, the proposed Uptown CPU builds upon the goals and
strategies of the General Plan and more specifically, of the City
of Villages Strategy. The site-specific land use designations and
policies of the proposed CPU would also further the goals of the
CAP. See response to comment B18-3 for further detail
regarding the proposed CPU consistency with the General Plan
and CAP and reallocation of housing densities.
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e Hillcrest has long served as a “Gateway” community, which means that it is one of the very
few places throughout the City of San Diego, which is supposed to be designed to accept
density.

e Sixth Avenue is in fact a “gateway” to the City of San Dicgo. Consider the route taken by
most major special events, parades and community gatherings.

e The City has also committed to Transit Oriented Development (TOD) which recognizes
that places that are well served with multiple transportation nodes should be encouraged to
more densely develop. The Uptown Gateway District is now served by six bus routes, and
is already close to the region’s largest employment center (Downtown), Balboa Park, and
shopping.

e Uptown is a community that can deliver housing which is affordable to a larger cross
section of our community. This is not another expensive community such as Downtown,
La Jolla, Carmel Valley or Point Loma. This is a community that historically has housed
middle class residents. This demographic will be maintained with future projects, if we are
able to achieve the necessary density.

¢ Lowering density creates an economic productivity issue. Diminishing, rather than
enhancing, the economic productivity of this arca ultimately translates into a regional
failure. The net result of the draft plan as written is that new development doesn’t work
and not much will change for the better - this in an arca where, as you have been notified,
cconomic activity is currently scaling down. If not much is built or rehabilitated, this makes
the City worse. Maintaining some sort of Uptown “status quo”, or creating something even
less than the status quo, is a stab in the heart of economic productivity.

Therefore, on behalf of our members and the Uptown Gateway Council, we are requesting the B18D-9
Uptown Community Plan Update be revised with the following:

* Re-designate the proposed Community Village area on figure 2-5 to an Urban Village
area;

e Maintain the land use designation as high density as per the current community plan and
the base zoning density at one unit per 400 square feet (the proposed of CC-3-6 is
completely unacceptable and constitutes a dramatic devaluation of all the properties);

CI8

e Allow projects that “significantly”'improve and enhance the public realm to achieve

1 “Significantly” is term that we hope to define in this update process. We believe there is a way to develop some
objective criteria to enhance the public realm in exchange for density and height increases. We currently have grave
concerns with the Incentive Zoning Analysis dated September 25, 2014 both from a design and construction

Comment noted. This comment requests changes to the
proposed Uptown CPU. Refer to response to comment B18-3
regarding the appropriate residential density allocation and
mixed uses of the proposed CPU and its ability to further the
goals of the General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy and CAP. This
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR;
therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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B18D-10

B18D-11

B18D-10

B18D-11

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required. However, see response to comment B18-3 for further
detail regarding the proposed CPU consistency with the General
Plan and CAP. The City will add the Council and Atlantis Group
to future stakeholder workshops, outreach, or other input
meetings related to the Uptown community. Pease note that at
this time, the public outreach effort to gain input from
community stakeholders has ceased, and the proposed Uptown
CPU would be adopted at the time of the Final PEIR.

Comment noted. The remaining attachments to this letter do
not raise an issue with regard to the adequacy of the PEIR, thus
a response is not required.
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Sincerely,

L5
el Gt
Marcela Escobar-Eck

Principal

Atlantis Group Land Use Consultants

On behalf of the Uptown Gateway Council

cc:

City of San Diego:

Honorable Councilmember Todd Gloria

Jeff Murphy, Director, Planning Department

Tait Galloway, Program Manager, Planning Department

Development Team:

Sherm Harmer, Urban Housing Partners
Gary London, The London Group

Jeannine Savory, The Savory Group
Ricardo Rabines, Safdie Rabines Architects
Jeff Chine, Allen Matkins

Attachments:

Letter from the current Uptown Gateway Council

2. Uptown Gateway District boundary map
3.
4. Initial Comments on June 2015 Draft Uptown Community Plan

Financial Feasibility of Development Alternatives
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¢ Preserve that which is worthy, but don’t go overboard. Let’s be realistic about what
exists, Much of Hillcrest needs renewal and redevelopment. Not everything that is old is
worthy of preservation. We can celebrate our rich history while still encouraging
innovative development. We are a community of mostly older buildings. Many of those
buildings will eventually need replacement. Few are worthy of historic preservation. We
want the “bar” to be set very high on standards of preservation, so this tool is not misused
to prevent new development in places that it is warranted.

* Create contemporary incentives to encourage excellent architecture and “green”
projects. We encourage the new Plan to provide a method by which certain tools can be
employed to achieve greater height and density, through the tradeoff mechanism of
bonuses and incentives. Those tools include “green” incentives for energy efficiencies,
pocket parks, electric car stations, etc., which are being applied downtown and
implemented by Civic San Diego.

* Allow flexibility in the plan. It is likely to be in place for a long time. Create a
process not a frozen set of regulations. No one really knows what the future will bring,
Standards of today may become anachronisms tomorrow. Needs that exist today may not
exist tomorrow. A plan should be written that provides for alternative ways to achieve
stated policy goals. The process, and the very plan it is based on, should recognize that.
For instance, we believe that current parking standards shouldn’t be applicable, as auto
drive counts in urban places are dropping with changing auto use propensities and
alternative transportation choices. We may even sce transformational changes in auto
usage as autonomous autos are introduced and become the new standard. The point is, the
process needs to be able to encourage flexibility, accommodate change, not treat it as an
“exception” to the plan.

¢ Recognize Hillcrest is an urban “Hub” and a gateway to the City. Recognize that the
pressure for growth is real, Take advantage of what that pressure can provide for
Hillcrest, the City and the region. We want Hillcrest to continue to be an example of
how the City intends to accommodate and implement its “City of Villages™. This
community should not run from change, growth and opportunity. Any bird’s eye view of
Hillcrest shows that we are San Diego’s “Uptown” hub. We can accommodate new urban
households, businesses and the supporting land uses that come with it. Let’s plan to
create a lively, even more exciting and inviting community. Let’s embrace this better
future for Hillerest.

The undersigned property owners do not necessarily have near term development plans for our
respective properties, except to maintain them and keep our tenants happy. However, as your
partners in the community, we simply wish to preserve our property values and our rights to
redevelop in future years.

(SIGNATURES ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE)

Page | 2
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Signed and Agreed,

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER OR
REPRESENTATIVE:

PROPERTY LOCATION OR ADDRESS:

Bennet Greenwald

3715-3795 6™ Avenue

Nick Totah

3935-3941 4™ Avenue

Lucy Burni

1202 University Avenue

Charlie Jadallah

3864 5™ Avenue, 441 University Avenue, 3917
4™ Avenue and 3850 4™ Avenue

Ron Pelman

3900 5% Avenue

Gary Pernicano

3818-3840 6™ Avenue and 3835 5™ Ave

KG Ventures

501-535 University Avenue

Lyda Cohen

3825 5™ Avenue

Bob LaFever

635 Robinson Avenue

Roger Arko

3796 5th Ave and 3845 5th Ave

Page | 3
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Attachment 4
Initial Comments on June 2015 Draft Uptown Community Plan

Land Use Element

The Land Use Element’s goal pertaining to commercial development states the desire for “active commercial districts
that benefit from a sustainable level of residential density and multiple mobility options.” The following comments are
designed to assist in meeting that goal:

- (8

Policy LU-2.5, “Preserve and enhance the special character of specific, well-defined, low-density neighborhoods
from encroachment by incompatible, higher density residential or commercial development” does not reference
which specific, well-defined neighbarhoods are to be preserved and does not explain what would qualify as
encroachment.

Figure 2-1 contradicts LU-2.5 by placing higher density commercial (0-73 Du/Ac) along University Avenue east of
SR 163 adjacent to lower density residential (30-44 Du/Ac) and lower density commercial (0-44 Du/Ac) along 6%
Avenue north of Pennsylvania with higher density residential (45-73 Du/Ac). Density should be increased in the
Uptown Gateway District to match the higher residential density.

Figure 2-5: Conflict in densities identified for Community Village and Neighborhood Village and General Plan
designations in GP Table LU-4. The Community Village Area in the Uptown Gateway Council should have higher
commercial density than the Neighborhood Village Areas.

LU-3.8: Permit high intensity pedestrian-oriented commercial and mixed-use development in the Hilicrest
Neighborhood Center/Node surrounding University and Fifth Avenues.

a. This area is not zoned for high intensity commercial, other parts of Uptown are zoned higher, yet the
Hillcrest Neighborhood Center/Node is the only area specifically mentioned in the policy language for
high intensity development. This policy and the categorization as a Community Village show that the
area should have a higher permitted commercial and residential density.

Urban Design Element

The Urban Design Element’s stated intent is to “set forth broad urban design concepts... as well as more specific
principles and related design guidelines...” (Pg. UD-60 Intra). The following recommendations are proposed to align
these policies with regulatory tools to build within the community’s intent:

5.

The ‘Hillcrest Core’ is described in the Existing Context and Urban Form section (UD-61) and appears to be
identified on Figure 4-2 Neighborhood Centers and Nodes map as the largest of several identified ‘center and
node’ areas. This broad urban design concept of Community and Neighborhood Cores, Centers, and Nodes
needs to be clarified as these terms are interchangeable throughout the element and not specific to the General
Plan’s Village Place Type (LU Element Section 2.3). In addition, the ‘Hillcrest Core’ is identified in Figure 2-5
Village Areas and Commercial Nodes map as Community Village Area, which is also identified by SANDAG Smart
Growth Concept Map as an "Urban Center," and Strategic Framework Element "Commercial Village Center." We
recommend identifying the’ Hillcrest Core’ as an Urban Village Center on Figure 4-2;

Landmarks and Gateways are described in Existing Context and Urban Form section (UD-61) as “distinct areas,”
and are identified differently on Figure 4-3 Landmarks and Gateways map as singular Gateway signs, Bridges,
and Buildings. This broad urban design concept should incorporate ‘Gateway Areas’ at key places on Figure 4-3
to announce the entry into a neighborhood or commercial districts to demarcate key historic, cultural, civic, and
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B18E-1

B18E-2

B18E-3

B18E-4

B18E-5

B18E-1

B18E-2

B18E-3

B18E-4

B18E-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Council's participation
in the public review process.

Comment noted. The comment requests a new zone be added
to the proposed Uptown CPU, but does not identify a specific
deficiency or impact it aims to correct or mitigate in the PEIR.
This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR;
therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted.

The CC-3-9 zone calls for Community Commercial land uses, in
which residential development is permitted. This would allow
for a mixed-use redevelopment of areas within the Hillcrest
neighborhood zoned as CC-3-9.

The Land Use Element of the proposed Uptown CPU included
policies specific to the goals listed in this comment. For
example, Policy LU-2.8 calls for the provision of incentives for
mixed residential/commercial development at appropriate
locations and Policy LU-2.9 requires higher density residential
development to be located appropriately to promote safer and
livelier commercial districts. Policies MO-1.1 through MO-1.16 of
the Mobility Element support the enhancement of pedestrian
facilities and creation of a walkable network. Additionally,
policies included in the Economic Prosperity Element further
these goals. For example, Policy EP-1.1 required the
improvement of pedestrian, bicycle and transit infrastructure in
Uptown’s commercial districts and Policy EP-1.2 supports the
revitalization of alleys in commercial mixed-use areas to
improve aesthetics and safety.
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B18E-6

B18E-7

B18E-6

B18E-7

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU adheres to these listed
General Plan policies. Specifically, Policies LU-H.3 and LU-H.7 of
the General Plan is supported by Policies LU-1.1 and LU-1.2 of
the proposed Uptown CPU; Policy LU-1.2 of the General Plan is
supported by Policies LU-2.1 through LU-2.4 and multiple other
policies of the proposed Uptown CPU; Policy LU-1.10 of the
General Plan is supported by Policy LU-2.3 and multiple Mobility
Element policies that promote pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
facilities of the proposed Uptown CPU; and Policy LU-1.11 of the
General Plan is supported by Policies LU-3.1 through LU-3.7.

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU supports the listed
items from Appendix B of the CAP, including promoting effective
land use to reduce vehicle miles traveled (Policy CE-3.1),
implementing transit-oriented development within Transit
Priority Areas (Policy LU-2.6), and implementing the City of
Villages Strategy (Policy LU-3.1 through LU-3.7).

RTC-176




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

B18E-8

B18E-8

The attachments provided are noted. Regarding the letter dated
May 18, 2016 prepared by the London Group Realty Advisors
(Attachment 4 to Exhibit E); this letter provides a financial
analysis of future development within the CC-3-9 zone. This
economic analysis is noted; however it does not raise an
inadequacy with regard to the content of the PEIR. The densities
provided in the proposed land use plan for the Uptown CPU
would meet City and State mandated housing requirements,
which does not require the City to demonstrate the financial
feasibility of development at the densities provided.
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Uptown Gateway Specific Plan
2.4 Uptown Gateway Specific Plan
Discussion

In order to implement the General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy, village areas are planned throughout
the Uptown Community. The Uptown Gateway urban village is the most significant commercial center
and largest village place-type in Uptown. The Uptown Gateway is envisioned as a compact, active area
that creates sustainable and efficient land use patterns and includes a variety of residential, commercial,
and civic spaces. Based on its location, the Uptown Gateway is an ideal pedestrian-friendly, transit-
oriented mixed use urban village where people of all walks of life can live, work, and play. In addition,
the Uptown Bikeways projects include large investments into protected bikeways through the Uptown
Gateway on 4" Avenue, 5 Avenue, and University Avenue, Transit is an integral part of village
development in Uptown, with multiple transit lines along the major north-south and east-west corridors
connecting activity centers and employment centers. Application of transit-oriented development
design principles are intended to support increased transit use. Further details on village area and
transit supportive design are contained in the Urban Design Element.

Specific Plan

The Uptown Gateway will be redeveloped through the Uptown Gateway Specific Plan, which will
provide specific design guidelines for the development of Uptown’s urban village. The Specific Plan will
contain design details for commercial, residential, and mixed use development, public spaces, the
precise location of public facilities and amenities, streetscape improvements, and implementation plans
that will provide infrastructure improvements and facilities as development oceurs.

The Community Plan and General Plan provide specific direction and guidance for the development of
Specific Plan. The Specific Plan should be privately sponsored and developed in collaboration with the
City of San Diego. It will be considered an amendment to the Community Plan, to add implementation of
the Uptown Gateway district.

The Uptown Gateway Specific Plan must create sustainable and efficient land use patterns, and must
meet all of the criteria within policies LU-4.1 and LU-4.2 below and must demonstrate consistency with
the General Plan policies, specifically the Urban Design Element Sections C and E, and the Mobility
Element Sections A, ME-B.9, and ME-B.10, ME-C.3, and Table ME-1 to provide further guidance to
determine consistency with City policies. The implementation program must include the phased
provision of infrastructure and public facilities.

Policies and Recommendations

LU-4.1 Require the Uptown Gateway Specific Plan and any required rezoning to be consistent with the
policies of this plan.

LU-4.2 Achieve sustainable and efficient land use patterns with comprehensive urban village
development that:

a. Provide a land use map that illustrates the detailed land use designations. The specific plan land
use map will refine the Uptown Community Plan Land Use Map as part of the specific plan
approval process.

5/16/16 1
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b. Illustrate the complete circulation system and indicate how the system will relate to the overall
Uptown circulation system.

c. |lllustrate a separate system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and pathways that create
uninterrupted north-south and east-west links to the surrounding areas.

d. Identify specific locations for public spaces.

e. Link public spaces to one another with pathways to increase cannectivity and enhance sense of
community.

f. Incorporate a diversity of housing types that includes market rate and affordable housing.
Encourage inclusionary housing on-site.

g. Include an appropriate amount of housing consistent with the projections provided in the plan.

h. Provide development at densities that support transit as an integral component of the Uptown
Gateway urban village and Transit Priority Area.

i. Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within village core areas,
with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such as food markets, restaurants, and other small
retail shops.

- Include a detailed design plan for the mixed-use urban core that identifies retail, convenience
uses, and public spaces.

k. Provide refined architecture, urban design, and streetscape guidelines consistent with the
policies in the Uptown Community Plan and the relevant General Plan policies.

I Include guidelines and illustrations for height, bulk, and scale of buildings and their relation to
each other.

m. Provide a street tree plan that utilizes species within the Street Tree Plan within the Urban
Design Element of the Uptown Community Plan.

n. Require a phasing plan to ensure timely provision of necessary public facilities to serve the
proposed development.

5/16/16 2
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B19-1

B19-2

B19-3

Letter B19

B19-1

B19-2

B19-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Uptown United's
participation in the public review process.

Comment noted. This comment is informational in nature and does
not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed
response is not required.

While this comment notes that the PEIR fails to adequately analyze
substantial changes to the Uptown community, it does not provide
specific examples to which the City can appropriately respond. The
PEIR includes a program-level analysis of the proposed Uptown CPU
and associated discretionary actions on a plan-to-ground basis
pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 21000 (CEQA
Guidelines).
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B19-4

B19-5

B19-6

B19-7

B19-4

B19-5

Section 6.1 of the PEIR analyzes potential impacts to land use
resulting from build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU, including
potential conflicts with applicable local and regional plans and
policies. As discussed in the PEIR, the proposed Uptown CPU is
intended to further the goals of the General Plan and Climate Action
Plan (CAP) through policies specific to the individual community and
neighborhood characterizes and was found to be consistent with
the General Plan and CAP. The policies noted in this comment refer
to “appropriate” locations. To determine appropriateness, the goals
listed for each element of the proposed Uptown CPU would be
consulted. For example, goals of the proposed Land Use Element
include, but are not limited to: active commercial districts that
benefit from a sustainable level of residential density and multiple
mobility options; compatibility of uses within established
neighborhoods; preservation of structures with potential historic
significance; and active pedestrian-oriented commercial areas;
retention of residential neighborhood character.

This comment notes that several areas planned for mixed-use
currently do not have transit meeting the definition of a Transit
Priority Area. However, the designation of a Transit Priority Area
does not preclude other areas from being served by transit and
areas not designated Transit Priority Areas may otherwise be
corridors for pedestrian, bicycle, or transit travel. This comment
refers to an attachment which is a letter from David Potter
regarding the Climate Action Plan Transit Priority Area Map. The
following e-mail response from Nancy Bragado was provided in
response to this letter. Although the letter was not written regarding
the adequacy of the PEIR, the response that was provided to Mr.
Potter by the City on May 2, 2016 is included here for informational
purposes only:
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From: Bragado, Nancy
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 3:02 PM

To: 'NOTICE' <davidapott@aol.com>

Cc: Murphy, Jeff <Murphyl@sandiego.gov>; Hansen, Mike <MHansen@sandiego.gov>; Graham,
David <GrahamD@sandiego.gov>

Subject: RE: Climate Action Plan Transit Priority Area Map

Dear Dave,

This is in response to your letter to Mayor Faulconer and Councilmember Alvarez
dated April 11, 2016. In your letter you questioned the accuracy of the Transit
Priority Area (TPA) map included as Appendix B of the City's Climate Action Plan
(CAP).

We reviewed your analysis and the resources you consulted, and found that you
based your conclusions on a SANDAG map showing transit lines with ten minute or
better all-day service (see attached). In contrast, to prepare the TPA map, staff
consulted SANDAG data identifying transit lines with minimum 15 minute
frequency during morning and afternoon peak commute periods. The 15 minute
standard is what is included in the SB 743 (California Public Resources Code
Sections 21099 and 21064.3) definition incorporated into the CAP.

In addition, you questioned whether TPAs that span park areas, and other
locations without proposed or permitted housing, should be included on the TPA
map. The City is not proposing residential development in parks. It is however,
desirable to provide transit services to highly-frequented destinations including
parks. The General Plan City of Villages strategy calls for growth to be focused in
mixed use villages connected by high-quality transit. To implement the General
Plan and CAP mode share goals, staff recommends focusing housing, employment,
and civic uses into TPAs. General Plan Policy LU-A.6 states that “some villages may
have an employment orientation, while others may be major shopping
destinations, or primarily residential in nature.” The appropriate mix, intensity and
location of uses is to be determined at the community plan level. Please note that
the CAP TPA map is intended to serve as a citywide illustrative and does not
replace the need to consult the appropriate community plan for land use
recommendations.

We are in the process of updating the TPA map to reflect the revised transit system
included in San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, adopted by the SANDAG Board in
October 2015. We would be happy to share with you the source data we
requested from SANDAG for the map update.

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss further.

Sincerely,

Nancy

Nancy Bragado
Deputy Director

City of San Diego
Planning Department
(619) 533-4549
www.sandiego.gov
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This comment also expresses concerns with the proposed Uptown
CPU'’s ability to meet the requirements of the General Plan and the
CAP. The proposed Uptown CPU is consistent with the General Plan
policies as it presents site-specific recommendations to both
implement Citywide goals and policies and address community
needs. While the proposed Uptown CPU would reduce residential
density in some areas, it would also increase density in others.
Lower residential densities in some areas are required to ensure
that the bulk and scale of development maintain the existing
neighborhood character as well as public views of canyons and
open space. The proposed land uses locate the highest intensity
uses along transit corridors where existing and future commercial,
residential, and mixed-use development can support existing and
planned transit investments in the community. Commercial uses
are also used strategically by the proposed Uptown CPU to
encourage commercial uses along transit corridors. This transit-
oriented development pattern is necessary to meet the goals of the
General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy and the CAP. Therefore,
placing lower-density, single-family residential uses outside near
canyons and where transit and mixed uses are generally less
common, and placing higher-density residential uses along main
transit corridors and near mixed-use commercial and employment
areas would further the goals of the City of Villages Strategy and the
CAP. Additionally, while redevelopment, by its nature, causes
temporary displacement, the proposed Uptown CPU would not
result in the permanent displacement of residences. See also
Section 6.1.3 and Section 6.5.3 for discussions on the proposed
CPU's consistency with the General Plan and CAP.
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B19-6

B19-7

Issue 2 Neighborhood Character of Section 6.2.3, Impact Analysis, of
the PEIR discusses the proposed Uptown CPU's potential impacts
associated with substantial alteration (e.g., bulk, scale materials, or
style) to the existing or planned character of the community. At a
program-level of analysis, it is not possible to evaluate site specific
shade and shadow impacts of future development and the height,
design and specifications of future development is not known.
However, the proposed PEIR does address compatibility between
mixed-use development and single family land uses. Specifically,
Section 6.2 of the PEIR, under Issue 2 addresses neighborhood
character and discusses that the proposed Urban Design Element
policies that would ensure compatibility with regard to bulk and scale.
Additional detail was added in this section to explain how the proposed
CPU Urban Design Element policies would ensure compatible
transitions between higher density areas and lower density areas and
avoid creation of excessive shade or shadows (e.g., by applying
building setbacks and upper-story stepbacks, for example).

Community parks and park equivalencies are discussed in Section 6.12,
Public Services and Facilities. Though there would be a deficiency in
park and park equivalences at build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU,
the existing conditions include a deficit in parks and park equivalencies.
In addition, through the proposed Uptown CPU effort, 37.40 acres of
proposed new population-based park land and park equivalency sites
have been identified. The policy framework provided by the proposed
Uptown CPU supports acquisition and development of new public
parks and park equivalencies, and encourages new private
development to include recreational facilities. At this program-level
analysis, it is appropriate to assume that policy support would increase
the acreage of population-based parks in the CPU area at build-out.
Lastly, the project does not include construction of new recreational
facilities. Thus, implementation of the proposed Uptown CPU and
associated discretionary actions would result in a less than significant
impact associated with the construction of new facilities in order to
maintain performance objectives for parks.
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B19-8

B19-9

B19-10

B19-11

B19-12

B19-8

B19-9

B19-10

B19-11

B19-12

See response to comment B18-7.

The City is in the process of considering how to integrate Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) into its transportation analyses pursuant to
Senate Bill 743. However, at this time a final methodology and
approach has not been adopted by the City and is not part of the
City's CEQA Thresholds. Thus, a VMT analysis was not provided.

The referenced measures that are not recommended are included
within the Draft PEIR for purposes of identifying what measures
could be implemented that would reduce the identified significant
transportation impacts to a less than significant level. Section
6.3.5, Mitigation Framework, of the Final PEIR has been revised to
clarify that these mitigation measures would be inconsistent with
the proposed Uptown CPU.

Pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation
measures must be fully enforceable. The mitigation measures
identified to reduce impacts to freeway segments are not carried
forward as recommended measures because they are not within
the authority of the City and are therefore infeasible.

The City has not avoided analyzing and mitigating impacts of its
projects based on its inability to implement freeway segment
mitigation measures. Potential impacts to freeway segments
resulting from the proposed Uptown CPU are appropriate
disclosed in Issue 1 Traffic Circulation, f) Freeway Segments of
Section 6.3.3, Impact Analysis, and Section 6.3.4 Significance of
Impacts. In addition, mitigation measures that would reduce
potentially significant impacts to freeway segments were
identified and appropriately disclosed in Section 6.3.5, Mitigation
Framework, of the PEIR. However, as previously stated, Section
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that mitigation measures
be fully enforceable. Measures are included for each significant
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B19-12 (cont.)

impact; however only those measures included within the
SANDAG RP could be feasible to implement because only those
improvements are supported and scheduled for future funding
and implementation. Thus, as future development is proposed
within the Uptown CPU area, developers could contribute fair
share contributions towards those specified improvements.
Language has been added to the Final PEIR as follows:

At the project-level, significant impacts at locations outside of the
jurisdiction of the City could be partially mitigated in the form of
transportation demand management (TDM) measures that
encourage carpooling and other alternative means of
transportation consistent with proposed CPU policies. Fair share
contributions could also be provided toward the construction of
the following projects that are included in the SANDAG's Regional
Plan (RP):

+ Operational improvements along |-8 between I-5 to SR-15
(TRANS 7.3-15)

« Construction of managed lanes along SR-15 between 1-805
and SR-94 (TRANS 7.3-16)

+ Construction of managed lanes along 1-805 between SR-8 to
SR-163 (TRANS 7.3-17)

« Construction of managed lanes along SR-94 between I-5 to I-
805 (TRANS 7.3-18)
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B19-12
cont.

B19-13

B19-14

B19-15

B19-16

B19-13

B19-14

This comment makes reference to Executive Order (EO) B-30-15
(2030 Statewide GHG Emissions Goal). Section 5.5.2.2 of the PEIR
provides the regulatory background for EO B-30-15. Significance
thresholds used in the evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG)
impacts are discussed in Section 6.5.2, Significance Determination
Thresholds. As discussed in the PEIR, implementation of the City's
Climate Action Plan (CAP) would result in Citywide GHG reductions
consistent with its proportionate share of Statewide GHG
emissions targets. Because the proposed Uptown CPU is
consistent with the City's CAP, it is consistent with EO B-30-15. As
such, the City disagrees that the PEIR failed to adequately analyze
greenhouse gas emission impacts.

Potential impacts to water supply are analyzed in Issue 1 Water
Supply of Section 6.13.3, Impact Analysis. Appendix K, Water
Supply Assessment, concludes that there is sufficient water supply
to serve the proposed Uptown CPU's water demands in normal,
single-dry year, and multiple-dry year forecasts. As discussed in
Appendix K, the projected level of water use associated with the
proposed Uptown CPU was determined to be within the regional
water resources planning documents of the City, Water Authority,
and Municipal Water District, which identify current and future
water supplies and necessary actions to develop these supplies.
Build-out projections for the proposed Uptown CPU are
consistent with the growth projections used for the City's 2015
Urban Water Management Plan, and once adopted, the proposed
Uptown CPU would be considered in the next cycle of the City's
water supply planning. Therefore, the PEIR identifies and discloses
that an adequate water supply would be available to support
build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU.
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B19-15

B19-16

While the Lower-Density Alternative would result in a reduced
residential population than the proposed CPU, there would still be
population growth in the community under that alternative. The
fact that an alternative would result in a lower population does
not contradict the conclusions of the growth inducement
discussion of Chapter 8.

This comment is informational in nature and does not identify an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

RTC-272




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

B19-16
cont.

B18-17

B19-18

B19-19

B19-20

B19-17

B19-18

This comment is informational in nature and does not identify an
inadequacy in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not
required.

Pursuant to Section 15126.6, alternatives considered must avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of a project
(e.g. alternatives are not required to avoid or lessen all significant
impacts). Therefore, the range of alternatives considered was
sufficient, as each alternative analyzed would result in a reduction
in the severity of at least one significant impact of the proposed
CPU. Significant impacts to transportation and circulation were
not able to be avoided by any alternative. The No Project
Alternative, in which the adopted Community Plan would continue
to guide development and no CPU would be adopted, would still
result in a significant impact (and a slightly greater impact) to
transportation, particularly to individual roadways segments,
intersections, and freeway segments, intersections, and ramp
meters. Under the proposed Uptown CPU, the Final PEIR
recognizes that as future development proceeds, each individual
development projects would be required to pay development
impact fees (DIFs) to fund improvements identified in the IFS.
Additionally, the Final PEIR has been revised to state that the City
will continue to coordinate with Caltrans and SANGAG, as future
project-level developments proceed, to develop potential “fair
share” multi-modal mitigation strategies for freeway impacts, as
appropriate (refer to section 6.3.5.3 and 6.3.5.4 of the Final PEIR).
Thus, through implementation of the IFS and payment if DIF by
future development projects as development proceeds, funding
would be provided to proportionally fund the identified needs for
public facilities such as parks and transportation improvements.
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B19-19 This comment suggests that the project objectives are defined too

narrowly. However, Community Plans, by their nature, must be
specific to the individual community it governs. In addition, the
Uptown CPU must implement the General Plan's City of Villages
Strategy and the CAP through site-specific recommendations.
Therefore, the project objectives are appropriately narrow and
intended to serve the specific needs of the Uptown community.

B19-20 Comment noted.
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B20-1

B20-2

Letter B20

B20-1

B20-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Uptown Planner's
participation in the public review process.

Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 4.0, History of Project
Changes, of the PEIR, extensive outreach was undertaken to solicit
community input. The PEIR found a significant and unavoidable
impact to transportation and traffic, even after incorporation of all
feasible mitigation. Multiple measures were identified to reduce
impacts to transportation and traffic, though many are not
recommended as they conflict with the goals and policies of the
proposed Uptown CPU. The comments regarding the Density
Redistribution Alternative are noted.
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B20-3

B20-4

B20-5

B20-6

B20-7

B2-3

B20-4

B20-5

B20-6

B20-7

Comment noted. This comment does indicate an inadequacy in the
PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU includes policies addressing
building compatibility and transitions between new and existing
development (e.g., Policies UD-4.71, UD-4.75, UD-4.80, UD-4.88, and
Transition Plane Guidelines shown in Figure 4-11 of the proposed
Uptown CPU). Thus, the proposed Uptown CPU does provide
appropriate transitions between different types of development.

Comment noted. This comment does indicate an inadequacy in the
PEIR. This comment offering the Uptown Planner’s support of the
Density Redistribution Alternative is noted. Refer to response B20-2
regarding development transitions.

Comment noted. As described in Section 6.3, Transportation and
Circulation, many of the mitigation measures identified in the
Traffic Impact Study and the Draft PEIR are not recommended for
implementation because they would conflict with proposed
Uptown CPU mobility element goals and policies related to
providing a multi-modal transportation system that supports all
types of movement, including pedestrian, bicycle and transit. Only
those measures proposed in the Uptown IFS would be consistent
with the proposed Mobility Element vision.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does indicate an inadequacy in the
PEIR, but makes a comment regarding the proposed Uptown CPU
recreation element. The draft PEIR does disclose a park deficiency in
the Uptown community in Section 6.12, Public Services and Facilities.
Though there would be a deficiency in park and park equivalences at
build-out of the proposed Uptown CPU, the existing conditions include
a deficit in parks and park equivalencies. In addition, through the
proposed Uptown CPU effort, 37.40 acres of proposed new
population-based park land and park equivalency sites have been
identified. The policy framework provided by the proposed Uptown
CPU also supports acquisition and development of new public parks
and park equivalencies, and encourages new private development to
include recreational facilities. Thus, implementation of the proposed
Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions would result in less
than significant impacts related to parks.
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B20-8

B20-9

B20-10

B20-11

B20-12

B20-13

B20-8

B20-9

B20-10

B20-11

B20-12

B20-13

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Parkland equivalencies are appropriate in this
area due to Balboa Park’s recreational value, use and function,
and public accessibility related to the Uptown community.
Further, there is not adequate land available outside of Balboa
Park to provide for the community’'s needs.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an issue with the
adequacy of the PEIR. The 2.8 acre per 1,000 resident standard is
consistent with the City's General Plan.

Comment noted. Policy RE-1.2 of the proposed Uptown CPU
requires the City to pursue land acquisition for the creation of
new parks and recreation facilities as opportunities arise.
Therefore, potential future parks are not limited to only those
identified in the proposed Uptown CPU.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Request noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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B20-14

B20-15

B20-16

B20-17
B20-18

B20-14

B20-15

B20-16

B20-17

B20-18

Comment noted.

Alternatives considered prior to public review may have differed
from alternatives selected for evaluation in the Draft PEIR.

As shown in Table 10-4, the Density Redistribution Alternative
would result in 1,585 fewer units than the proposed Uptown CPU.

The proposed Uptown CPU's consistency with the City's Climate
Action Plan (CAP) is analyzed in detail in Section 6.5 Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, of the PEIR. The Mobility Element of the proposed
CPU contains numerous policies aimed at increasing pedestrian,
bicycling, and transit opportunities, which is consistent with the
CAP's Strategy 3 (Bicycling, Walking, Transit & Land Use).

The City's CAP Checklist only applies to individual development
projects subject to discretionary review, and would not apply to a
Community Plan that requires a program level review. Note that
the measures identified in the CAP Checklist would only be
enforceable at the project level. As future development within the
Uptown community occurs, individual projects would be required
to prepare the CAP Checklist, as applicable.
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B21-1

Letter B21

B21-1

Removal of sidewalks and parking along India Street are not
recommended as part of the proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions. Note that the proposed Uptown CPU does not
include recommendations for removal of parking on India Street.
Policy MO-1.4 supports pedestrian improvements that promote a
safe connection along Washington Street between Hawk Street and
India Street. Refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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B22-1

B22-2

B22-3

Letter B22

B22-1

B22-2

B22-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates the Uptown Planners’
participation in the public review process.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR. Section 11 of the proposed Uptown CPU discusses
implementation of the CPU policies. Specific capital improvements
and other projects are included in the draft Impact Fee Study,
which will be regularly updated to accommodate community
needs identified in the proposed Uptown CPU.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR. As discussed in Section 6.1.4.1, Conflicts with
Applicable Plans, the proposed amendment to the Land
Development Code to repeal the existing Mid-City Communities
and West Lewis Street Planned District Ordinances (PDOs) that
serve as the community's zoning regulations would be replaced
with Citywide zoning. These zones were primarily selected to be
consistent with existing maximum allowed residential densities in
similar PDO zones. To address differences in zoning development
standards such as Floor Area Ratio (FAR), setbacks, lot coverage.
Citywide zoning development standards were used since Citywide
zones represent the optimal correlation between residential
density and development standards. The amendment to the
Uptown Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ)
related to building height in specific geographic areas would
supplement the Municipal Code by providing development
regulations tailored to specific circumstances and /or sites within
the community. Additionally, CPIOZ is being used to implement
building heights that were identified in the plan update process
and to establish maximum building heights where none are
provided under Citywide zoning. The proposed change from the
PDO to Citywide zone and amendment of the CPIOZ boundary
areas would not create any conflicts or inconsistencies with the
adopted Land Development Code.
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B22-4

B22-5

B22-6

B22-4

B22-5

B22-6

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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B22-7

B22-7

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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Letter C1

Cc1-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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c2-1

c2-2

C2-3

Letter C2

c2-1

c2-2

C2-3

Introductory comment noted. The City appreciates individual
participation in the public review comment process.

Comment noted. Comment noted. Please refer to the Master
Response Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in
the introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4
through RTC-6).

This comment makes reference to expenses incurred by a property
owner for improvements along a property’s frontage. As detailed in
the Findings included as an attachment to the Staff Report the
mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-18 and TRANS 6.3-19 are infeasible
and will not be implemented. Property improvements such as
sidewalks, curb, and gutter along India Street would not be
impacted by the identified mitigation measures.
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C2-4 C2-4  Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

C2-5 C2-5  This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR.
C2-6 C2-6  This comment references the Wally Park parking structure and does

not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

C2-7 C2-7  Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6). Traffic
circulation issues associated with the rental car return traffic is
outside of the scope of this PEIR.
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C2-8

c2-9

C2-8

c2-9

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment also suggests installing a traffic light on Redwood
Street. The Draft PEIR for the proposed Uptown CPU is a planning-
level document. The goals stated in the proposed CPU’'s Mobility
Element are to create “safe, walkable neighborhoods, which utilize
pedestrian connections and improved sidewalks to create a
comfortable pedestrian experience”. The City proposes Mobility
Element Policy MO-4.9 which would implement road diets and
traffic calming measures where appropriate to improve safety and
quality of service, and increase walking and bicycling in Uptown,
and Mobility Element Policy MO-7.13 which supports on-street
parking on all streets in order to support adjacent uses and
enhance pedestrian safety and activity. As future development
occurs these policies would be implemented through construction
improvements, such as new traffic lights, that would provide safer
crossing for pedestrians that would be consistent with the above-
mentioned policies in the proposed CPU Mobility Element.

This comment suggests a traffic light on West Palm Street. Refer to
the second paragraph in response to comment C2-9.
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C3-1

Letter C3

C3-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C4-1

C4-2

Letter C4

C4-1

C4-2

Introductory comment noted. The City appreciates individual
participation in the public review comment process.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C5-1

c5-2

C5-3

C5-4

Letter C5

C5-1

C5-2

C5-3

C5-4

Comment noted. The Draft PEIR is distributed for review to the
public for the purpose of providing comments “on the sufficiency of
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the
project might be avoided or mitigated” (Section 15204, CEQA
Guidelines).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment references alternate routes to airport traffic, but
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR.
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C6-1

Cce-2

C6-3

c6-4

C6-5

Ce6-6

Letter C6

C6-1

C6-2

C6-3

c6-4

C6-5

C6-6

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C7-1

c7-2

C7-3

C7-4

C7-5

Letter C7

C7-1

c7-2

Cc7-3

C7-4

C7-5

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6). The goals stated in the
proposed CPU's Mobility Element are to create “safe, walkable
neighborhoods, which utilize pedestrian connections and improved
sidewalks to create a comfortable pedestrian experience”. The City
proposes Mobility Element Policy MO-4.9 which would implement
road diets and traffic calming measures where appropriate to
improve safety and quality of service, and increase walking and
bicycling in Uptown, and Mobility Element Policy MO-7.13 which
supports on-street parking on all streets in order to support
adjacent uses and enhance pedestrian safety and activity. As future
development occurs these policies would be implemented, and
construction improvements, such as “pedestrian zebra crossings”,
would provide safe crossing for pedestrians and would be
consistent with the above-mentioned policies in the proposed CPU
Mobility Element.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. However, please refer to the master
response regarding India Street mitigation measures included in
the introduction to these responses to comments. Also see the
Staff Report for a discussion of the extensive public outreach that
has been done regarding the proposed Uptown CPU. Also refer to
Section 4.2, Community Outreach and Plan Development, of the
PEIR.
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C8-1
c8-2

Letter C8

C8-1

c8-2

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment references the changes to India Street. Please refer
to the Master Response Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures
included in the introduction to these response to comments (pages
RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment also suggests that the maps provided in the
proposed Uptown CPU incorrectly depict alternative routes on
Spruce Street. The proposed Uptown CPU maps appear to be
correct. West Spruce Street does connect to India Street. Access to
all the other streets mentioned in the comment letter is solely from
West Spruce/India Street. Because of the map's scale, the gap
between West Spruce Avenue and Horton Avenue is difficult to see,
but there is a gap in the figure and it was considered in the traffic
analysis. However, the map in the Mobility Study does incorrectly
show that a connection between West Spruce Avenue and Horton
Avenue that will be corrected. While there was an error in the
Mobility Study map, the model used in preparation of the analysis
of potential impacts of the proposed Uptown CPU for traffic
circulation did not include any connections with West Spruce
Avenue that would provide additional ingress/egress to West
Spruce Avenue other than India Street. Furthermore, the
referenced Mobility Study Improvements (U17A and U17B) would
be inconsistent with the proposed Uptown CPU polices and thus,
would not be implemented due to infeasibility.
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C9-1

c9-2

C9-3

C9-4

Letter C9

C€9-1

c9-2

C9-3

c9-4

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR, rather is
questioning changes that occurred from previous versions of the
draft Uptown CPU in relation to the version that was released for
public review.

See response to comment C9-4.
See response to comment C9-4.

The assumptions used to estimate the community plan build-out for
the draft 2015 Community Plan without Incentives that was
presented at the January 2, 2016 Uptown Planners meeting initially
assumed that all parcels within former incentive areas could
redevelop. In determining the community plan build out for the
Lower Density Alternative, the assumptions used assumed that all
parcels were likely to redevelop in former incentive areas except
those that were fully developed such as multi-family residential and
mixed-use development near the maximum or exceeding the
adopted plan density; condominiums; mid or high rise buildings
with steel or concrete frame construction; service stations, schools,
hospitals, churches and places of worship; parks and open space,
etc. These assumptions were similarly used for the currently
Proposed Community Plan and represent a more realistic approach
to determining community plan build out for the Lower Density
Alternative.
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C10-1

Letter C10

C10-1

Clarification has been added to Section 6.3.1.1, Roadway Networks,
of the Final PEIR regarding the posted speed limits and parking.
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C11-1

c11-2

Letter C11

C11-1

c11-2

Introductory comment noted. The City appreciates individual
participation in the public review comment process.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C11-13

C11-14

RTC-311




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

C12-1

C12-2

C12-3

C12-4

C12-5

Letter C12

C12-1

C12-2

C12-3

c12-4

C12-5

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6). The
Mobility Element of the proposed Uptown CPU supports
implementation of traffic calming and safety measures with an
emphasis on pedestrian and bicycle mobility within the community,
including along India Street.
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C12-6

C12-6

Development of the proposed Uptown CPU was developed with
considerable public input. This public review process and
subsequent public hearings are available for further public
comment and input.
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C13-1

C13-2

C13-3

C13-4
C13-5

C13-6

Letter C13

C13-1

C13-2

C13-3

C13-4

C13-5

C13-6

Introductory comment noted. The City appreciates individual
participation in the public review comment process.

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments t. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C13-7
C13-8

C13-9

C13-10

C13-11

C13-7

C13-8

C13-9

C13-10

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comments noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

C13-11 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of

the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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C14-1

Letter C14

C14-1

This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR. Please
refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street Mitigation
Measures included in the introduction to these response to
comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C15-1

Letter C15

C15-1

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C16-1

C16-2

Letter C16

C16-1

c16-2

Comment noted. The City appreciates individual participation in the
public review comment process.

Comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C17-1

Letter C17

C17-1

This comment does not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR. Please
refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street Mitigation
Measures included in the introduction to these response to
comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C18-1

C18-2

C18-3

Letter C18

C18-1 Comment noted.

C18-2 This introductory comment is noted and responded to in the
following responses.

C18-3 This general introductory comment is noted. The specific areas of
concern are detailed in comments C18-4 through C18-15 and
responses are provided to those comments below.
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C18-4

C18-5

C18-4

C18-5

The PEIR evaluates potential impacts against the appropriate
baseline of existing conditions. Section 2.3.1 of the PEIR describes
the land uses within the Uptown CPU. The land uses described in
Table 2-1 are from the City of San Diego Planning Department and
represents the actual number of acres associated with actual land
uses on the ground. The subheader in that table that states
“General Plan Land Use Category” has been revised to state “Land
Use” to clarify that the land uses and acreages shown are actual “on
the ground” land use not General Plan Land Uses. The Draft PEIR
included a Figure 2-4 that provided a graphic representation of land
uses based on the adopted Uptown Community Plan. While this
figure generally provides information about land uses that are on
the ground, since the land use designations generally represent
existing conditions, there are some areas where the figure did not
represent existing conditions. To better describe existing conditions,
Figure 2-4 has been revised to show existing land uses from
SANDAG, not land use designations. The text based discussions that
followed Figure 2-4 in the Draft PEIR do represent a description of
on the ground land uses, as they provide a more detailed narrative
of actual land wuses for each type of use (residential,
commercial/mixed-use, etc.).

Table 2-1 in the PEIR represents the number of acres associated
with actual land uses on the ground. Figure 2-4 that was provided
in the Draft PEIR was revised in the Final PEIR to show existing land
uses based on SANDAG data. The original Figure 2-4 included in the
Draft PEIR represented the land uses envisioned through
implementation of the adopted Community Plan and thus, showed
the area around University Avenue and 5th as Mixed-Use with a
residential density of 75-110 du/ac. Regardless of the updated
figure, both the Draft and Final PEIR provide an adequate
representation of existing physical conditions in the Uptown CPU
area and the environmental analysis is based on the appropriate
baseline of existing physical conditions.
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C18-6

c18-7

C18-6 The City used an adequate baseline in its environmental analysis in

Chapter 6.0. In most cases, the information in Chapter 2.0,
Environmental Setting is a general description of existing conditions
and more specific environmental baseline information is included
within the specific subject area analysis section in Chapter 6 and/or
is included with a technical report, if applicable.

C18-7 The stated information is not provided as existing condition

information but is provided as a cross reference to the reader to
explain that the existing land uses described in the chapter are
distinguishable from the General Plan categories that are described
in Table 5-1.
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C18-8

C18-9

C18-10

C18-8 The discussion of built form and development is intended as an
overarching description of the Uptown CPU area. The City
recognizes that individual areas within the community differ greatly.
The PEIR incorporates by reference the proposed Uptown CPU,
which includes more extensive descriptions of the built
environment and form for each of the Uptown neighborhoods.
Refer to the proposed Uptown CPU, Section 1.1 Community Plan
Profile for these detailed descriptions.

C18-9 Refer to response to comments C18-6 and C18-8.

C18-10  This sentence has been clarified to read: “Truck transport of

goods occurs within the CPU area on these freeways and on local
roads.”
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C18-11

C18-12

C18-13

C18-11

C18-12

C18-13

The introductory paragraph of Section 2.3.3.2 indicates that the
Uptown CPU area is served by the trolley (adjacent to the CPU
area) and bus service. The remaining information in this section
provides information about these different types of transit
services and is included to provide context to the analysis
included in Section 6.3.3, Issue 2. Additional information about
these existing conditions related to transit is provided in Section
6.3.1 of the PEIR.

The information in this section provides context to the analysis
related to bicycle facilities provided in Section 6.3.3, Issue 2 of the
PEIR. Additionally, Section 6.3, Transportation and Circulation of
the PEIR includes additional information about the existing
conditions related to bicycle facilities (Section 6.3.1.6.b.),
indicating that Class Il (Bicycle Lanes) and Ill (Bicycle Route)
facilities are provided on Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth avenues, as well
as on portions of downtown streets, and there are no bicycle
connections north to Mission Valley and Class Il bicycle routes
providing the only existing connections to the west (one on
Presidio Drive to Old Town and one on Laurel Street to Midway).

The Uptown CPU area is included within the referenced General
Plan Figure LU-2; however, the figure does not specifically call out
the boundaries of the Uptown CPU area. The text in the PEIR
Section 2.3.3 does provide existing conditions information
relative to freeways within the CPU area and describes the main
roadways in Section 2.3.3.1. Refer to response to comments C18-
11 and C18-12 regarding existing conditions for transit and
bicycle facilities.
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C18-14

C18-15

C18-16

C18-14

C18-15

C18-16

A description of the conditions in the air basin is appropriate
because air quality is regulated at a basin level and factors across
the basin including meteorological conditions and pollutants
emitted in other locations affect basin-wide air quality. Also, as
stated in Section 2.3.4.3, there is no current methodology for
directly measuring diesel particulate concentrations but the
California Air Resources Board estimates diesel particulate
emissions could add an additional 420 in one million to the
ambient cancer risk levels in San Diego County. Nonetheless, the
analysis contained in Section 6.4 of the PEIR does address
exposure of sensitive receptors and includes an analysis of
potential localized carbon monoxide hot spot impacts under
Issue 3 of Section 6.4.3 of the PEIR.

The existing conditions used as the baseline for the noise
analysis is included in Section 6.6.1 of the PEIR. The information
included in Section 2.3.6 is background information intended to
provide additional context to the analysis. A clarifying statement
was added to the Final PEIR, Section 2.3.6 to refer the reader to
the existing conditions discussion for noise in Section 6.6.1 of the
PEIR.

The proposed Uptown CPU is a main project component
analyzed in the Draft PEIR. It would not be appropriate to restate
the information within the Uptown CPU within the body of the
PEIR, as this would make the document extremely lengthy and
difficult to navigate. Thus, incorporation by reference is an
appropriate approach in this case. The Uptown CPU itself does
not contribute to the analysis contained within the PEIR; rather it
is a component of the project analyzed in the PEIR.
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C18-17

C18-18

C18-19

C18-17

C18-18

C18-19

The PEIR project description includes various sections to describe
the various elements of the project. The sections of the
document referenced by the comment are intended to describe
the policies laid out in each element of the proposed Uptown
CPU. Section 3.6 of the project description describes the result of
build-out of the proposed CPU in Tables 3-8 through 3-10. Tables
3-9 and 3-10 describe the anticipated change in residential units
and commercial square footage within the plan area compared
to the existing condition as a result of build-out of the Uptown
CPU area.

Comment noted.

Refer to response to comment C18-8. A reference was added in
Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR, under Issue 2, to direct the reader to
Section 1.1 of the proposed Uptown CPU for specific discussions
of the characteristics of each neighborhood within the Uptown
CPU area. The analysis does recognize that the proposed
Uptown CPU would result in an intensification of land uses and
would be subject to growth and change. Section 6.2.3 Issue 2 of
the PEIR was also revised to add additional descriptions of how
the proposed CPU would change the physical characteristics of
the CPU area. Essentially, most change would occur on sites that
are undeveloped or underdeveloped, which would limit the
extent that implementation of the proposed Uptown CPU would
change the character of an entire area due to the built-out
nature of the plan area. New development with increases in
height, bulk, and scale would be expected to occur in areas of the
community that have been already identified for higher intensity
development and have already been developing at a higher
intensity than the surrounding existing development as part of
the existing or evolving character of the area, such as in areas
within Bankers Hill/Park West along Fifth and Sixth avenues
where the adopted and proposed CPU allow High to Very High
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C18-19 (cont.)

Residential densities and building heights up to 150 feet. The
analysis describes how the potential impacts of these changes
and intensification would be addressed by the requirement that
future development comply with proposed Uptown CPU policies
intended to ensure neighborhood compatibility such as through
the application of building transitions and upper-story stepbacks
and through application of Design Guidelines by Building Type
included in the proposed Urban Design Element. At a program
level of analysis, the PEIR finds these project elements would
reduce potentially significant aesthetics impacts to less than
significant.
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C18-20

C18-21

C18-20

The six noise measurement locations are an adequate sample
size to construct an acceptable noise model because they are
representative of the range of noise environments that occur
throughout the project area The noise measurement locations
were chosen to represent the general noise environment in the
project area and are sufficient to identify major noise sources
and to characterize typical noise levels in the project vicinity. The
measurement locations provide an adequate sample of traffic
noise, which is the dominant noise source in the CPU area. Based
on noise measurement guidance published by Caltrans, a noise
measurement representing an hourly equivalent noise level does
not need to last the entire hour. As long as noise levels do not
change significantly, a shorter time period is sufficient to
represent the entire hour of interest. The recommended length
of measurements depends on traffic volumes and how much the
noise level fluctuates, and generally ranges from 10 to 30
minutes and is an acceptable procedure. Because vehicle traffic
noise in the CPU area is a relatively steady noise source, 15
minutes is a sufficient time to establish that the measured value
adequately represents the noise source. The 15-minute duration
is adequate for representing a 1-hour average noise level.
Furthermore, the noise measurements taken in the CPU area
primarily function as a tool to calibrate and validate the traffic
noise model. Selected measurements included traffic counts
which were required to validate the vehicle classification mix
used in the analysis. This measurement should not be mistaken
for representing the baseline ambient noise levels of the site.
Although noise measurements were not conducted during peak
hour, the vehicle classification mix observed is representative of
the peak hour. The analysis of future vehicle traffic noise impacts
is not based on the existing noise measurements; rather, it is
based on the future daily traffic volumes on the roadways. These
volumes were used to calculate the community noise equivalent
level, which is a time-weighted 24-hour average noise level.
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C18-21

The PEIR identifies stationary sources of noise that are typical of
given land uses. These examples of noise sources are not
intended to be all inclusive. The City regulates excessive and
annoying noise within City limits through enforcement of the
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the City’s Municipal
Code. As discussed in the FEIR, regulations in the Noise
Abatement and Control Ordinance are in place to control noise
and reduce noise impacts between various land uses. Given
implementation of these policies and enforcement of the Noise
Abatement and Control Ordinance of the Municipal Code,
impacts would be less than significant.
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C18-22

C18-23

C18-24

C18-22

C18-23

C18-24

Comment noted. Appendix F of the FEIR includes the detailed
methodology for creation of the noise contours. The figure label
is intended to describe that the contours shown represent
existing conditions. No revision to the PEIR is required.

More technical information regarding noise model assumptions
are included within a technical appendix to the PEIR (Appendix F).

Modeling at a program level of analysis to determine compliance
with property line limits is not possible because this is an analysis
that must occur at a project level considering the applicable land
uses, existing and proposed structures and noise levels. The
analysis provided in Section 6.6.4, Issue 4 is adequate because it
demonstrates that noise policies, as contained in the General
Plan Noise Element, the proposed Uptown CPU, and regulations
in the Noise Ordinance are in place to control noise and reduce
noise impacts between various land uses. Mitigation was not
required for this issue because the existing regulatory
framework would be implemented.

The entire analysis in Section 6.6.4 is cumulative in nature
because it is based on traffic noise levels at build-out of the
proposed CPU and traffic is the main noise contributor in the
CPU area. Airport noise and rail noise is discussed separately
because these noise sources occur within discrete areas of the
CPU area and different methodologies are required.
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C18-25

C18-26

C18-27

C18-28

C18-29

C18-25

C18-26

C18-27

C18-28

C18-29

Table 3 summarizes the noise and land use compatibility
guidelines established in the 2008 General Plan. It is also noted
in Appendix F that in 2015, the City Council approved a General
Plan amendment to the Noise Element to change the guidelines
for park uses. Table 3 has been updated to reflect the most
recent General Plan amendments. The City is using the General
Plan Noise Element for determining noise and land use
compatibility. These compatibility levels are consistent with the
levels shown in Table K-4.

Comment noted. The City does not agree that the use of the
Neighborhood Commercial and Community Commercial
designations are contrary to the City of Villages strategy. The
Community Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial land
use designations in the proposed community plan are consistent
with the City of Villages Strategy because these land use
designations provide the flexibility for stand-alone commercial
uses to continue to provide goods and services within Uptown’s
community and neighborhood village areas as well as the
opportunity for creating mixed-use development.

Comment noted. These comments do not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PEIR. Please refer to response to
comment C18-26 for a discussion of the proposed CPU's
consistency with the City of Villages strategy.

Comment noted. The City does not agree that there is a conflict
between the proposed Uptown CPU and the General Plan. Refer
to Section 6.1, Land Use, and Section 6.5, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, which provide discussions on the proposed Uptown
CPU's consistency with the General Plan.

Comment noted. These comments do not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PEIR. The General Plan does not
require compliance with the land use designations in Table LU-4;
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C18-30

C18-31

C18-30

C18-31

C18-29 (cont.)

rather they are listed as “Recommended Community Plan Land
Use Designation.” Additionally, the footnote in Table LU-4
General Plan and Community Plan Land Use Categories under
General Plan Density Range (du/ac) indicates that residential
density ranges will be further refined and specified in each
community plan. Furthermore, General Plan Policy LU-B.1.a and
LU-B-1.a.1 state respectively to use community plan text and
graphics to provide greater specificity than is provided on Table
LU-4, as needed and identify the lower and upper ends of the
allowable density ranges in community plans, with
environmental review. The CC-3-9 zone is being used to tailor
particular areas within the Uptown Community designated for
Community Commercial - areas that are characterized with
community commercial serving uses and mixed-use
development that allows very high residential density.

Consistency with the City of San Diego General Plan City of
Villages Strategy is provided in Section 6.1.3, Issue 1 of the PEIR.
Refer to response C18-26.

Comment noted. The City does not agree that inappropriate and
unnecessary information was included in the PEIR.
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C18-32

C18-33

C18-34

C18-32

C18-33

C18-34

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of the PEIR.
However, the City does not agree that commercial designations
are contrary to the City of Villages Strategy. Rather, commercial
land uses strategically along transit and pedestrian/bicycle
corridors and near residential uses supports mixed-use
communities.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of the PEIR. While
no specific “Multiple Use” designation is called for in the
proposed Uptown CPU, several land use designations, such as
Community Commercial, allow for mixed residential uses, thus
supporting multiple use zones.

The City does not agree that there are inconsistencies between
the proposed Uptown CPU, General Plan, and City of Villages
Strategy. Refer to Section 6.1, Land Use, and Section 6.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which provide discussions on the
proposed Uptown CPU’'s consistency with the General Plan and
the General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy. See response C18-33
regarding multiple use zones.
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C18-35

C18-35

Due to the complexity of the proposed Uptown CPU, the EIR
length, though longer than the length suggested by the CEQA
Guidelines, was appropriate to disclose all potential
environmental impacts. Additionally, the City provided the public
with additional time beyond the required 45 days to review and
consider the information contained within the PEIR.
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C19-1

C19-2

C19-3

Letter C19

C19-1

C19-2

C19-3

Comment regarding the opposition of the Presidio Hills Potential
Historic District and the identification of the home at 4303
Altamirano Way as a potential contributor structure is noted.
However, it should be understood that neither the Presidio Hills
Potential Historic District, nor the property at 4303 Altamirano Way
will be designated as a result of the proposed CPU or the
establishment of the supplemental regulations for potential historic
districts.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR. The existing Historical Resources
Regulations provide protections for properties 45 years old or older
which appear eligible for designation as individually significant
resources. The proposed supplemental development regulations to
the Historical Resource Regulations are proposed to avoid
significant and irreversible impacts to potential historic districts,
which are not protected by the existing regulations. The proposed
supplemental regulations would only apply to residential structures
that have been identified as a contributing resource to the Potential
Historic District. Properties that have been significantly altered
would likely be found to be non-contributing, and the proposed
supplemental regulations would therefore not apply.

This comment does not identify an inadequacy of the PEIR.
Contributors to a historic district must be constructed within the
identified period of significance of the historic district, relate to the
theme for which the district was identified as being significant, and
retain sufficient integrity to convey the significance of the district.
Therefore, contributing structures would not arbitrarily include non-
historic homes that do not contribute to the historic significance of
a district. As such, while a structure within a potential historic
district that is over 45 years of age may be subject to additional
evaluation, if it is determined to not be historic it would not be
considered a contributor.
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C19-4

C19-5

C19-6

C19-7

C19-4

C19-5

C19-6

C19-7

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The process to apply for and establish a Historic District is
not proposed to change.

Comment noted. The Presidio Hills Potential Historic District will be
designated as a result of the CPU or the establishment of the
supplemental regulations for potential historic districts. Designation
of the district will require an intensive level survey and processing
consistent with the requirements of the HRB's District Procedures,
which includes an opportunity for property owners to voice their
position on the designation of the district, and a separate public
hearing process.

Comment noted. Neither the Presidio Hills Potential Historic
District, nor the property at 4303 Altamirano Way will be designated
as a result of the CPU or the establishment of the supplemental
regulations for potential historic districts. The Historic Resources
Survey will be used as an informational tool and baseline for future,
property-specific analysis at the time a building permit application is
submitted. If it is determined based on that property-specific
analysis that the building does not contribute to the potential
significance of the district - either due to alterations or other factors
- then it would not be subject to the new supplemental
development regulations.

Comment noted.
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C20-1

C20-2

C20-3

Letter C20

C20-1

C20-2

C20-3

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. Contrary to the comment, the PEIR identified
impacts related to land use and community character (Section 6.1,
Land Use) and parks and libraries (Section 6.12, Public Services
and Facilities) would be less than significant.
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C20-4

C20-5

C20-4

C20-5

Comment noted.

This comment restates information contained in the PEIR. It is
correct that there would be more multi-family residential units
under the proposed Uptown CPU, but less overall acreage of this
designation. The information contained in the Draft PEIR disclosed
this information (refer to Tables 3-8 through 3-10). However, to
further clarify the proposed land use changes, an additional
statement was added to Section 3.6.1, Uptown Land Use
Designation at Plan Build-out, to state: “Overall, implementation
of the proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions
is anticipated to result in a shift from single-family residential
units to multi-family units. Specifically, the number of single-family
units is anticipated to decrease by 2,020 units and the number of
multi-family units is anticipated to increase by 11,560 units (refer
to Table 3-9).”
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C20-6

C20-7

C20-6

C20-7

This comment restates information contained in the Draft PEIR
and does not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR. The comment
makes a statement that single-family homes will not be prevalent
in 2035 in Uptown. However, to be clear, existing single-family
areas such as those that existing in Mission Hills and University
Heights are not expected to change significantly since these areas
are largely built-out and the proposed Uptown CPU would apply
residential-low land use designation.

Comment noted. Refer to response to comment C20-6. Single-
family areas are not expected to change to multi-family areas
under the proposed CPU because the existing single-family areas
in the CPU area are largely fully developed parcels that could not
accommodate new multi-family development. Additionally,
redevelopment of single-family areas is not anticipated to occur
since it would not make financial sense to tear down existing
single-family homes in favor of a small multi-family development
that could be accommodated under a residential-low land use
designation.
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C20-8
C20-8  Comment noted. The comment does not make any statements
that would conflict with the information in the Draft PEIR.
C20-9 C20-9 Comment noted. The comment does not make any statements

that would conflict with the information in the Draft PEIR.
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C20-10

C20-11

C20-11

C20-10 The comment does not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR. As

discussed in Section 6.2.3, Impact Analysis, of the PEIR, under the
high-rise building policies, areas within the Uptown CPU area
could be permitted to develop with buildings up to 100 feet in
height; however, these areas would be covered by a Community
Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) Type B (see Figure 6.1-
3in Section 6.1, Land Use). Within the CPIOZ areas, projects would
be subject to a discretionary review process that would
implement the proposed Uptown CPU policies and
recommendations, particularly those related to building height
consistent with the Urban Design Element. Specially, CPIOZ-Type
A identifies areas within the community where ministerial
approval is granted for development that does not exceed 50 feet
within Mission Hills and 65 feet in Hillcrest and Bankers Hill/Park
West. CPIOZ-Type B identifies areas within the community where
discretionary approval is granted through a Process 3 Site
Development Permit for development that does not exceed 150
feet in Bankers Hill/Park West, 120 feet in central Hillcrest, and
100 feet in Hillcrest east of the SR-163. Proposed Uptown CPU
Urban Design Element provides design guidelines by building
types to control massing and ensure compatible transitions.
Building setbacks and upper-story stepbacks are recommended
to address massing and compatibility where more intense
development is located adjacent to lower height buildings (refer
to Urban Design Element policies related to development
transitions). These policies and guidelines would ensure taller
buildings would not adversely impact surrounding lower intensity
properties through neighborhood incompatibility or through
creation of excessive shade or shadows.

Allowing higher buildings in certain areas furthers the goals of the
General Plan's City of Villages Strategy and the City's Climate
Action Plan (CAP) by increasing residential density along
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit corridors. The City is obligated to
implement both the City of Villages Strategy and the CAP as a tool
to reduce greenhouse gas emission; this strategy also reduces
traffic congestion and increase housing availability in the City.

RTC-341




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

C20-12

C20-13

C20-12 Comment noted. The comment does not make any statements

that would conflict with the information in the Draft PEIR.

C20-13  As stated in response to comment C20-10, proposed Uptown CPU

Urban Design Element provides design guidelines by building
types to control massing and ensure compatible transitions.
Building setbacks and upper-story stepbacks are recommended
to address massing and compatibility where more intense
development is located adjacent to lower height buildings (refer
to Urban Design Element policies related to development
transitions). These policies and guidelines would ensure taller
buildings would not adversely impact surrounding lower intensity
properties through neighborhood incompatibility or through
creation of excessive shade or shadows. 150-foot buildings under
the CPIOZ-Type B would require discretionary review prior to
development permit approval by the City, which would include a
review of the Urban Design Element and require building
consistency with the design policies included.
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C20-14

C20-15

C20-14 See response to comment C20-15.

C20-15 Table 5-1 of the PEIR refers to land uses under the General Plan
and Table 2-3 of the proposed Uptown CPU refers to land uses
under the proposed Uptown CPU. Refer to Section 3.2,
Relationship to General Plan, of the PEIR for a discussion on how
the General Plan and Community Plan work together to guide
development in the community.
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C20-16 C20-16 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.
C20-17 C20-17 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

C20-18 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

C20-18
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C20-19

C20-20

C20-20

C20-19 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy

of the PEIR.

Comment noted, the comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Community parks and park equivalencies are discussed
in Section 6.12, Public Services and Facilities. Though there would
be a deficiency in park and park equivalences at build-out of the
proposed Uptown CPU, the existing conditions include a deficit in
parks and park equivalencies. In addition, while the proposed
Uptown CPU does not propose any individual project, 37.40 acres
of proposed new population-based park land and park
equivalency sites have been identified through the proposed
Uptown CPU effort. The policy framework provided by the
proposed Uptown CPU supports acquisition and development of
new public parks and park equivalencies, and encourages new
private development to include recreational facilities.
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C20-21 C20-21 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.
C20-22 C20-22 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

C20-23 Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU is intended to
provide a long-range guide for future physical development of the
community for decades to come. Mitigation would be enforced at
the project level as individual projects are proposed and
implemented in accordance with the proposed Uptown CPU.

C20-23
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C20-24

C20-25

C20-26

C20-24 Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy

of the PEIR. While significant and unavoidable impacts to
transportation and traffic, noise, historical resources, and
paleontological resources were identified, all feasible mitigation at
the program level was identified and recommended. Future
projects would be subject to the applicable mitigation identified in
the PEIR, and may require subsequent environmental review
pursuant to CEQA to analyze potential impacts at the project level.

C20-25 Comment noted. See response to comment C20-24.

C20-26  Comment noted.
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C21-1

c21-2
C21-3
C21-4
C21-5

Letter C21

C21-1

c21-2

C21-3

C21-4

C21-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU Policy LU-1.1 provides
guidance for providing affordable housing by stating the following:
“Provide a variety of land use types to accommodate both
affordable and market rate housing and commercial opportunities.”

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

Comment noted.
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€221

C22-2

C22-3

C22-4

C22-5

C22-6

C22-7

€221

Letter C22

C22-2

C22-3

C22-4

C22-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in the
PEIR. The Historical Resources Survey prepared for the project
identified 19 potential historic districts containing a total of
approximately 2,600 properties and roughly 2,000 contributing
resources. Four additional Potential Historic Districts were identified
by the community through the public outreach process. However,
these potential historic districts have not been designated, and
would only be designated after they “are intensively surveyed,
verified, and brought forward for designation consistent with City
regulations and procedures (6.7-25), which include workshops,
public hearings and noticing.” Suspension of development would
not be required to protect potential historic districts because
amendments to the Historical Resources Regulations would provide
clear and consistent supplemental development regulations to
assist in the preservation of specified potential historic districts until
they can be intensively surveyed and brought forward for
designation. See Section 6.7.4, Issue 1 of the PEIR. Development
that does not comply with the development requirements of the
supplemental development regulations may still be processed with
a Neighborhood Development Permit.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in the
PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an inadequacy of the
PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in the
PEIR. The project would be consistent with the City CAP as described
in Section 6.5.3 c. of the PEIR.
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C22-6 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in the
PEIR.

C22-7 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an inadequacy in the
PEIR.
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€231
C23-2

€23-3

C23-4

Letter C23

C23-1

€23-2

C23-3

C23-4

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR. Designation of a Potential Historic
District would not carry the same rules and restrictions as if a
Historic District was approved. Suspension of development would
not be required to protect potential historic districts because
supplemental development regulations would assist in the
preservation of specified potential historic districts until they can
be intensively surveyed and brought forward for designation. See
Section 6.7.4, Issue 1 of the PEIR which explains that Historical
Resources Regulations would provide supplemental development
regulations to address how and where modifications can be made
on residential properties identified as potentially contributing to
specified potential historic districts. Development that does not
comply with the development requirements of the supplemental
development regulations may still be processed with a
Neighborhood Development Permit.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR. None of the potential historic districts
are located within designated Transit Priority Areas; thus, they
could not cause an inconsistency with the CAP.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR.
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C23-5

C23-6

C23-5

C23-6

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with regard
to the adequacy of the PEIR. Implementation of the Uptown CPU
would not require or directly result in an increase in Mills Act
applicants; thus, such an analysis is not warranted.

RTC-352




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

C24-1

Letter C24

C24-1

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C25-1

C25-2
C25-3

Letter C25

C25-1

C25-2

C25-3

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

The recommendation provided in this comment is consistent with
Policy MO-1.14 of the proposed Uptown CPU, which supports
traffic calming treatments on residential streets where excessive
speeding occurs.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C26-1

C26-2

C26-3

C26-4

Letter C26

C26-1

C26-2

C26-3

All identified mitigation measures were evaluated pursuant to
Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines and chosen based on
feasibility and ability to reduce identified significant impacts. Refer
to Appendix C, Mobility Study, of the PEIR for the feasibility of the
identified improvements. Policies included in the proposed
Uptown Mobility Element are elements of the project; and thus,
not included as mitigation measures. For example, the proposed
Uptown Mobility Element has a focus on multi-modal
improvements that would benefit pedestrian, transit, and bicycle
commute options in the community. A number of specific
improvements are identified in the proposed Uptown
Infrastructure Fee Study (IFS) and the proposed Uptown CPU
provides the policy support for implementation of these
improvements.

Section 6.5.1.1, Methodology and Assumptions, of the PEIR and
Section 4.2, Methodology and Assumptions, of the Greenhouse
Gas Analysis (Appendix E-1) provide a discussion of the method
used to determine impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions.
The same methodology used to assess impacts of the proposed
Uptown CPU were used to assess impacts of the alternatives.
Please refer to response B2-2 for details regarding the
methodology for assessing GHG emission impacts.

See response to comment C26-2. As discussed in Section 6.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the PEIR, increasing residential
density and commercial uses along pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
corridors can decrease vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as trips
between land use types are shorter and may be accommodated
by alternative modes of transportation.
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C26-4

The City does not have authority over the planning, development,
or funding for trolley improvements. However, the proposed
Uptown CPU includes a number of policies that would support
coordination between the City and SANDAG and the Metropolitan
Transit System (MTS) on transit improvements (refer to policies
MO-3.1 to MO-3.12). Additionally, the City's CAP includes goals for
GHG reductions that are monitored by the City annually. CAP
Chapter 3 which provides for annual monitoring and reporting to
ensure CAP reduction targets are met. As shown on pages 42 and
43 of the CAP, the annual monitoring and reporting would identify
any potential deficiencies in reductions and the CAP could be
amended to address those deficiencies.
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C27-1

C27-2

Letter C27

C27-1  Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process. The comments do not indicate a specific
inadequacy of the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response
Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in the
introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through
RTC-6).

C27-2 Comment noted. Pacific Highway is outside of the Uptown CPU area.
Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6), which includes a
discussion on the Rental Car Center.
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C28-1

C28-2

C28-3

Letter C28

€28-1

C28-2

C28-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate a specific
inadequacy of the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response
Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in the
introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through
RTC-6).

Comment noted. Pacific Highway is outside of the Uptown CPU
area. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India Street
Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these response
to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6), which includes a
discussion on the Rental Car Center.
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C29-1

C29-2

C29-3

C29-4

C29-5

C29-6

C29-7

C29-1

Letter C29

C29-2

C29-3

€294

C29-5

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Refer to PEIR Section 6.2. As discussed in the PEIR, the Urban
Design Element of the proposed Uptown CPU includes numerous
policies that would direct future development in a manner than
ensures the physical attributes of the community will be retained
and enhanced, and views of open space would be maintained.
Policies UD-4.70 through UD-4.92 of the proposed Uptown CPU
address development height, massing, and transitions that would
guide future development to be compatible with the existing
surrounding development. More intense development would be
subject to setbacks and upper-story stepbacks to address massing
and compatibility where adjacent to lower height buildings. In
addition, Policies UD-1.1 through UD-1.11 address the
preservation of views, canyons, and natural open space in the
Uptown Community. Zoning and Land Development Code
regulations would further ensure development occurs in keeping
with the character of the community. Based on these
considerations and the numerous other design policies included
in the proposed Uptown CPU, impacts related to substantial
alterations to the existing character and natural views of the area
would be less than significant.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Section 6.12.3, Impact Analysis, discusses potential impacts to
emergency response times resulting from the proposed Uptown
CPU. As discussed in this section, implementation of the proposed
Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions would result in
an increase in overall population, which could result in a change in
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C29-6

C29-5 (cont.)

response times. However, future facilities would be planned
based on adopted General Plan Public Facilities Element
standards detailed in Chapter 5.0, Regulatory Framework (Section
5.12.1.3) of the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions do not propose the construction of fire/life
safety facilities. However, the proposed Uptown CPU contains a
policy framework that addresses maintaining the high level of fire
protection throughout the Uptown community. Additionally, as
future development is proposed within the Uptown CPU area,
individual projects would be subject to payment of Development
Impact Fees (DIF), which would provide facilities financing in
accordance with Municipal Code Section 142.0640. The Uptown
GPU CPU includes a comprehensive update to the existing Impact
Fee Study (IFS) that will define applicable DIF fees for future
development, including funding for fire/life safety facilities.

The proposed Uptown CPU assigns density to plan for growth that
will complement existing land use patterns and encourage use of
alternative forms of transportation. The PEIR does recognize
significant and unavoidable impacts to freeway facilities would
occur with buildout of the CPU. The Final PEIR has been revised to
recognize that significant impacts to freeway facilities could be
partially mitigated by transportation demand management (TDM)
measures that encourage carpooling and other alternative means
of transportation consistent with proposed CPU policies. Fair
share contributions could also be provided toward the
construction of the projects that are included in the SANDAG's San
Diego Forward: the Regional Plan, including:
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C29-6 (cont.)

e Operational improvements along I-8 between I-5 to SR-125
(TRANS 6.3-34)

e Construction of managed lanes along SR-15 between I-5 and I-
805 and between I-8 and SR-163 (TRANS 6.3-35)

e Construction of managed lanes along |-805 between SR-15
and SR-163 (TRANS 6.3-36)

e Construction of managed lanes along SR-94 between I-5 and
SR-125 (TRANS 6.3-37)

C29-7 Comment noted. All comments will be considered during the
decision-making process.
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C30-1

C30-2

Letter C30

C30-1

C30-2

Comment noted.

This comment does not raise an issue with regard to the
adequacy of the PEIR. The City does not agree that the proposed
Uptown CPU would reduce residential densities at village centers
and along transit corridors. While the proposed Uptown CPU
would reduce residential density in some areas, it would also
increase density in others. Lower residential densities in some
areas are required to ensure that the bulk and scale of
development maintain the existing neighborhood character as
well as public views of canyons and open space. These areas are
also generally less served by transit and mixed uses. The
proposed land uses locate the highest intensity uses along transit
corridors where existing and future commercial, residential, and
mixed-use development can support existing and planned transit
investments in the community. Commercial and other
employment-generating uses are also used strategically by the
proposed Uptown CPU to encourage commercial uses along
transit corridors. This transit-oriented development pattern is
necessary to meet the goals of both the General Plan's City of
Villages Strategy and the City's Climate Action Plan (CAP).
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C30-3

C30-4

C30-5

C30-6

C30-3

C30-4

C30-5

C30-6

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. The proposed Uptown CPU
and associated discretionary actions are intended to provide
guidance on orderly growth and redevelopment in accordance
with smart growth principles. Through the placement of higher
density residential development in areas in and around transit
and commercial corridors, the proposed CPU would reinforce a
mixed-use urban environment that supports transit and
pedestrian activity and would allow for an increase in residential
density over what currently exists. The proposed reduction in
density in some areas would ensure that the neighborhood visual
character is maintained, as detailed in response to comment C30-
2. Lastly, the proposed Uptown CPU would designate land uses to
accommodate growth, although additional housing units would
not be built without demand.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. The proposed Uptown CPU is
intended to serve as a long-term plan for the physical
development of the Uptown community and to manage and
address future growth through build-out of the community.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. Development in the Uptown
CPU area will generally occur as infill projects, focusing on vacant
or under-utilized parcels or previously utilized lots rather than on
undeveloped land with high natural resource values. The
proposed Uptown CPU would plan for growth within the
community and would allow development of additional units
beyond what currently exists. See response to comment C30-2
regarding the proposed Uptown CPU's consistency with the
General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy and the CAP. See also PEIR
Section 6.1.3 and Section 6.5.3 for discussions on the proposed
CPU's consistency with the General Plan and CAP.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. See response to comment
C30-2 regarding the distribution of densities in the proposed
Uptown CPU.
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C30-7

C30-7

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER.
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C30-8

C30-9

C30-10

C30-11

C30-8

C30-9

C30-10

C30-11

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. See response to comment
C30-2 regarding the distribution of densities in the proposed
Uptown CPU.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. The CPU and associated
discretionary actions would designate planned land uses and
zoning that would accommodate future development within the
CPU area.

Though single- and multi-family residences would be reduced at
build-out of the proposed CPU compared to build-out of the
adopted Community Plan at year 2035, the proposed Uptown CPU
is not proposed to reduce or inhibit population growth in the
community. Compared to existing land uses, while build-out of
the proposed Uptown CPU would result in a reduced number of
single-family residences, it would increase the number of multi-
family residences located in proximity to transit. Increased
commercial uses along transit and pedestrian corridors would
also result compared to both existing conditions and build-out of
the adopted Community Plan. Development in the Uptown
community would generally occur as infill projects, focusing on
vacant or under-utilized parcels, along major transportation
corridors.

As discussed in response to comment C30-2, the reduction in
densities in some locations is not intended to reduce population
growth. Rather, the residential density distribution included in the
proposed Uptown CPU is consistent with the goals of the General
Plan’s City of Villages Strategy and the CAP by promoting a mix of
uses and higher residential densities in close proximity to transit
and pedestrian corridors.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER.
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C30-12

C30-13

C30-14

C30-15

C30-16

C30-12

C30-13

C30-14

C30-15

C30-16

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PIER. See response C30-12.

Multi-family residential densities along Reynard Way, a noted
transit route, would not be reduced under the proposed Uptown
CPU. As shown on Figure 3-4, Proposed Uptown Land Use - South,
of the PEIR, Reynard Way between Sutter Street and Curlew Street
would be surrounded by Residential - Medium High (30-44
dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) land uses. Figure 2-4, Land Uses
under Adopted Community Plan - Uptown, of the PEIR shows that
the same area is designated as Medium High Density Residential
(29-44 du/ac). Other land uses along Reynard Way in the
proposed Uptown CPU include Neighborhood Commercial (which
allows 0-44 du/ac), Residential - Medium (16-29 du/ac), and some
Residential - Low (5-9 du/ac). These uses would not result in lower
densities compared to build-out of the adopted Community Plan
as shown on Figure 2-4.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

See response to comment C30-2 and C30-9.
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C30-17

C30-18

C30-19

C30-20

C30-21

C30-22

C30-17

C30-18

C30-19

C30-20

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. See response to comment C30-10. Build-out of the
proposed Uptown CPU would allow for an increase in Uptown's
population and would not inhibit development in the community.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. See response to comment C30-2 regarding the pattern
of residential densities proposed in the CPU.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. See response to comment C30-2 regarding the pattern
of residential densities and other land uses proposed in the CPU.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-2 regarding the
pattern of residential densities and other land uses proposed in
the CPU. This density distribution is intended to reduce traffic,
pollution, and parking problems by encouraging transit and
pedestrian travel through the location of higher densities and
commercial uses along transit corridors.

The City General Plan states that the City of Villages emphasis on
transit-oriented development, among other City of Villages and
citywide strategies, is consistent with environmental justice goals.
The proposed CPU is intended to implement the City of Villages
strategy, and furthers the goals specified under Section |,
Environmental Justice, of the General Plan's Land Use and
Community Planning Element by providing a combination of land
uses that improve mobility, emphasize the existing diversity of the
community, and support future growth and prosperity in the plan
area. In addition, Policy LU-2.3 of the proposed Uptown CPU
addresses the development of adequate housing for those with
special needs such as those with low income.
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C30-21

C30-22

See response to comment C30-2 regarding the pattern of
residential densities and other land uses proposed in the CPU as a
method to implement the General Plan’s City of Villages Strategy
and the CAP. In addition, the Mobility Element of the proposed
Uptown CPU includes numerous policies (Policies MO-1.1 through
MO-3.12) aimed at strengthening the Uptown community’'s
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities and service.

Policies MO-4.1 through M0O-6.4 of the proposed CPU’s Mobility
Element address the need for a safe and efficient street and
freeway system within the Uptown community and between
neighboring communities. Additionally, Policies MO-7.1 through
MO-7.21 address parking management strategies specific to the
community’'s needs.
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C30-23

C30-24

C30-25

C30-26

C30-27

C30-23

C30-24

C30-25

C30-26

C30-27

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU contains several
policies in its Conservation Element that address sustainable
development in the community. However, the policies do not
address existing buildings with regarding to energy efficiency as
the CPU would guide future development and redevelopment
rather than existing structures. The City's CAP does include
measures to address energy efficiency of existing homes.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.
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C30-28

C30-29

C30-30

C30-31

C30-32

C30-33

C30-34

C30-28

C30-29

C30-30

C30-31

C30-32

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. As future development is proposed within the Uptown
CPU area, individual projects would be subject to applicable
Development Impact Fees for public facilities financing in
accordance with Municipal Code Section 142.0640. In addition, the
proposed Uptown CPU Public Facilities, Services, and Safety
Element includes goals to provide and maintain infrastructure and
public services for future growth without diminishing services to
existing development. Specific policies regarding public facilities
financing include public facilities and services prioritization as well
as fire-rescue, police, wastewater, storm water infrastructure,
waste management and recycling, libraries, schools, public
utilities, and healthcare services and facilities, all included within
the proposed Uptown CPU.

Comment noted. See response to comment 30-30.

Comment noted. The Historical Resources Survey identified 19
new potential historic districts and the community identified four
potential historic districts that were determined to meet the
National Register standards for determining district boundaries
and that appear to meet at least one of the City's local designation
criteria for historical sites. Refer to Appendix G-2, Historical
Resources Survey Report, for the results of the research
conducted on these districts. The amended Historical Resources
Regulations are intended to provide supplemental development
regulations for the potential historic districts until they are
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C30-33

C30-34

C30-32 (cont.)

formally evaluated and designated. These supplemental
development regulations would address how and where
modifications can be made on residential properties identified as
potentially contributing to specified Potential Historic Districts.
Without these amended regulations, future development has the
potential to substantially degrade or destroy resources potentially
contributing to a potential historic district, which would result in
significant and irreversible impacts. Should a potential historic
district or potentially contributing property be evaluated and
found ineligible, the protections would not apply.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. See response to comment C30-32.
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C30-35

C30-36

C30-37

C30-38

C30-39

C30-40

C30-41

C30-35

C30-36

C30-37

C30-38

C30-39

C30-40

C30-41

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy

in the PEIR.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.
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C30-42

C30-43

C30-44

C30-45

C30-46

C30-47

C30-42

C30-43

C30-44

C30-45

C30-46

C30-47

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-32. This
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.
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C30-48

C30-49

C30-50

C30-51

C30-52

C30-53

C30-48

C30-49

C30-50

C30-51

C30-52

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. Note that window replacements within the original
openings of historic buildings are exempt from requiring a
building permit. In addition, development that does not comply
with the supplemental development regulations would be
possible with issuance of a Neighborhood Development Permit
with deviation findings and mitigation.

A historic building designation would not necessarily prevent a
property owner from making the energy efficiency retrofits that
owners of non-eligible older buildings are able to make. As noted
in response to comment C30-50, window replacements within the
original openings of historic buildings do not require a building
permit, and are therefore not subject to the new supplemental
development regulations. In addition, development that deviates
from the Historical Resources Regulations would not be
prohibited, but would require a Neighborhood Development
Permit, which would include reasonably feasible measures to
protect and preserve the integrity of the potential historic district.

The City must adhere to the federal, state, and local laws and
regulations pertaining to the protection historic resources
described to Section 5.7, Historical Resources, of the PEIR. In
addition, Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code states
that even a resource that is not listed in, or determined eligible for
listing in, the California Register, not included in a local register, or
not deemed significant in a historical resource survey may
nonetheless be historically significant for purposes of CEQA. The
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C30-52 (cont.)
City is proposing to implement supplemental development
regulations for potential historic districts as part of the CPU in
order to protect these potential historic resources.

C30-53 Comment noted. See response C30-51.
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C30-54

C30-55

C30-56

C30-57

C30-58

C30-59

C30-60

C30-61

C30-54

C30-55

C30-56

C30-57

C30-58

C30-59

C30-60

C30-61

Comment noted. See response C30-51.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-20.

Comment noted. See response to comment C30-2.

Comment noted. See responses to comments C30-9 and C30-10.

Comment noted. See responses to comments C30-9 and C30-10.

Comment noted. See responses to comments C30-2, C30-9, and
C30-10.

Comment noted.

While the City aims to preserve the neighborhood character of
Uptown through the proposed CPU, it would not prevent
construction of market rate, middle-class housing. The proposed
Uptown CPU includes policies that address both the needs of
neighborhood character and housing demand.
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C31-1

C31-2

C31-3

C31-4

G311

Letter C31

C31-2

C31-3

C31-4

Comment noted. Refer to the following responses addressing the
suitability of the suggested mitigation.

This comment suggests how Robinson Avenue could be converted to
a one-way eastbound street to mitigate traffic impacts. However, the
suggestion is not accompanied by any specific studies or justification
as to how it would address an impact. Any recommended
operational improvement projects would require analysis at a
project level. A transportation technical study would need to be
conducted for review and approval by Development Services
Department and Transportation and Storm Water Department.

This comment suggests how University Avenue could be
converted to a one-way westbound street to mitigate traffic
impacts. However, the suggestion is not accompanied by any
specific studies or justification as to how it would address an
impact. Any recommended operational improvement projects
would require analysis at a project level. A transportation
technical study would need to be conducted for review and
approval by Development Services Department and
Transportation and Storm Water Department.

As proposed, the Uptown CPU is not recommending the
implementation of a continuous left turn lane along First Avenue
between Laurel Street and Washington Street because it would
increase pedestrian crossing distance and impact sidewalks which
would conflict with the proposed Uptown CPU pedestrian
oriented policies that support a pedestrian scale environment and
enhanced pedestrian amenities. Additionally, it would conflict with
Mobility Element Policy MO-7.13 that supports on-street parking
on all streets to support adjacent uses and enhance pedestrian
safety and activity. Additionally, the proposed bicycle network
recommends a Class Il bike route along the entire length of First
Avenue within the community planning area. A Class Ill bike route
is located on shared roadways that accommodate vehicles and
bicycles in the same travel lane.
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C31-5

C31-5

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required. All
comments will be considered during the decision-making process.
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C32-1

C32-2

C32-3

Letter C32

C32-1

€32-2

€32-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted. General clarification regarding comments
received has been added to Section S.3, Areas of Controversy, of
the Final PEIR. Regarding land use recommendation #2, the
related zoning has been changed to CC-3-4 which allows the same
density and height as the CN-1-3 zone, but will allow community
serving uses.

The City does not agree that the proposed zoning would result in
incompatible development. As discussed in Section 6.2.3 of the
PEIR under Issue 2, proposed Uptown CPU Policies specifically
address development height, massing, and transitions that would
guide future development to be compatible with the existing
surrounding development. Refer to the proposed Uptown CPU
policies UD-4.70 through UD-4.92. See also response to comment
C32-2 above that addresses the referenced “smaller property.”
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€324

€32-5

C32-4

C32-5

The PEIR does present a plan-to-ground analysis. The comment
suggests that the PEIR makes a conclusion about consistency with
the General Plan without any supporting documentation or
analysis. However, following Table 6.1-2, there are several pages
of discussion of each element of the proposed Uptown CPU with
discussion regarding how the relevant element and proposed
policies are consistent with the General Plan. Regarding a plan-to-
ground analysis, the threshold for this issue area requires an
evaluation of consistency with the applicable plans in order to
identify if any indirect or secondary environmental impacts could
occur, but the baseline remains existing conditions. Since the
proposed Uptown CPU was shown to be consistent with the
General Plan, no physical environmental impacts would result
related to inconsistency with the General Plan and no indirect or
secondary environmental impacts would occur.

The proposed Uptown CPU is consistent with the General Plans’
goal to maintain or increase planned density of residential land
uses in appropriate locations. The CPU furthers this goal by
proposing changes in densities that are intended to promote a
multi-modal transportation network and meet the needs of the
community. The City does not agree that the Uptown CPU is not
consistent with the project objectives. The proposed Uptown CPU
is also consistent with the CPU objectives to preserve
neighborhood character as discussed in response to comment
C32-6.
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C32-6

C32-7

C32-6

C32-7

This comment suggests that the analysis of impacts to
Neighborhood Character is inadequate. However, the City does
not agree. As discussed in Issue 2 of Section 6.2.3, Impact
Analysis, all future development projects would be implemented
in accordance with the City's General Plan, Land Development
Code, and Zoning that applies restrictions on development to
ensure it is consistent with surrounding character (e.g. Floor Area
Ratios and setbacks). Additionally, all discretionary development
would be subject to review against proposed CPU policies. The
Urban Design Element of the proposed Uptown CPU includes
policies that would direct future development in a manner than
ensures the physical attributes of the community will be retained
and enhanced, both relative to public spaces and streetscape and
private development. More intense development would be
subject to setbacks and upper-story stepbacks to address massing
and compatibility where adjacent to lower height buildings. Based
on these considerations and the numerous other design policies
included in the proposed Uptown CPU, impacts related to
substantial alterations to the existing character of the area would
be less than significant. However, in response to public comments
received, additional discussion was added under Issue 2 in
Section 6.2.3 to further characterize the anticipated land use
changes.

See response to comment C32-6.
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C32-8

C32-9

C32-10

C32-8

C32-9

C32-10

Maryland Street south of Meade Avenue and Lincoln Avenue east
of Maryland Street between Maryland Street and Washington
Street are not classified roadways. The Community Plan
Circulation Element identifies only roadways that are classified as
collector or higher. Classified streets (collector or higher) serve the
needs of the entire community; whereas, local streets (non-
classified) serve the needs of the residents along those streets.
However, Lincoln Avenue between Washington Street and Park
Boulevard is a classified roadway and was analyzed and included
in the study area.

This comment makes reference to the fact that a resource not
listed or determined eligible for listing may be historically
significant for purposes of CEQA. The PEIR analysis is not deficient
and provides an analysis appropriate for a program EIR. As future
developments proceed within the Uptown CPU area, specific
projects would be subject to review under the Historical
Resources Regulations. Additionally, any project that requires
further CEQA review would be evaluated under the provisions
referenced in this comment (Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code).

The level of evaluation of historic resources in the PEIR is
adequate for a program EIR. The PEIR considers the effect of
implementing the proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions would have on historic resources at the plan
level, not the project level. As future development is proposed
within the Uptown CPU area, all development projects with the
potential to affect historical resources—such as designated
historical resources; potentially historical buildings, districts,
landscapes, objects, and structures; important archaeological
sites; tribal cultural resources, and traditional cultural
properties—would be subject to site-specific review in accordance
with the City's Historical Resources Regulations and Historical
Resources Guidelines, through the subsequent project review
process.
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Regarding the San Diego Normal School/San Diego City Schools
Education Complex, the proposed Uptown CPU recognizes the
historic potential of this site in land use policy LU-2.17 that states,
“Consider the reuse of the San Diego Unified School District
Education Center at Park Boulevard and Normal Street which
could include medium-high residential development, the potential
for mixed-use development, public space, and/or the
rehabilitation and reuse of buildings such as the Teachers
Training Annex.” As stated above, any future development would
be subject to evaluation for impacts to historical resources under
the existing regulatory framework. Additionally, as indicated in the
proposed Uptown CPU, the structure at 4345 Campus Avenue is
currently included on the National Register of Historic Places and
would be protected through this designation. All future
development on existing designated historic resources and
potential historic resources would be protected through the
existing historical resources regulations. In addition, mitigation
measures HIST-6.7-1 and HIST 6.7-2 provide a framework that
would be required of all development projects with the potential
to impact significant historical resources. Therefore, though
specific historic resources have the potential to be impacted by
future development, the City's development regulations and
policies of the proposed Uptown CPU would minimize adverse
impacts. A significant and unavoidable impact to historical
resources was disclosed in the PEIR because at the program-level
of review, the degree of future impacts and applicability,
feasibility, and success of future mitigation cannot be adequately
known for each specific future project.
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C33-1

C33-2

€33-3

(334

C33-5

C33-6

Letter C33 C33-1

C33-2

C33-3

C33-4

€33-5

C33-6

Comment noted. Please refer to the Staff Report for a discussion
of the extensive public outreach that has been done regarding the
proposed Uptown CPU. Also refer to Section 4.2, Community
Outreach and Plan Development, of the PEIR. Note that the Draft
PEIR is distributed for review to the public for the purpose of
providing comments “on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the
project might be avoided or mitigated” (Section 15204, CEQA
Guidelines).

Both the existing and proposed Uptown CPU are planning-level
documents that provides goals and policies as a guide for future
development of the community.

Comment noted. Responses to specific objections referenced in
this introductory comment are provided below.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR. Policy CE-2.17 of the proposed Uptown CPU addresses
the concern for urban tree plantings to obstruct views, as it
requires landscaping near canyon landforms and open space to
be designed to frame rather than screen or obstruct public views.
In addition Policy UD-3.70 requires that street trees be planted
with canopies sparse enough so as to not obscure views of the
street from upper floor windows.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
of the PEIR.
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C33-7 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

C33-7
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C33-8

C33-8

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU maps appear to be
correct. West Spruce Street does connect to India Street. Access to
all the other streets mentioned in the comment letter is solely from
West Spruce/India Street. Because of the map's scale, the gap
between West Spruce Avenue and Horton Avenue is difficult to see,
but there is a gap in the figure and it was considered in the traffic
analysis. However, the map in the Mobility Study does incorrectly
show that a connection between West Spruce Avenue and Horton
Avenue that will be corrected. While there was an error in the
Mobility Study map, the model used in preparation of the analysis
of potential impacts of the proposed Uptown CPU for traffic
circulation did not include any connections with West Spruce
Avenue that would provide additional ingress/egress to West
Spruce Avenue other than India Street. Furthermore, the
referenced Mobility Study Improvements (U17A and U17B) would
be inconsistent with the proposed Uptown CPU polices and thus,
would not be implemented due to infeasibility.
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Letter C34

C34-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

C34-1
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C35-1

Letter C35

C35-1

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response
Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in the
introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through
RTC-6), which includes a discussion on the Rental Car Center.
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C36-1
C36-2
C36-3

Letter C36

C36-1

C36-2

C36-3

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Staff Report for a discussion of
the extensive public outreach that has been done regarding the
proposed Uptown CPU. Also refer to Section 4.2, Community
Outreach and Plan Development, of the PEIR. Note that the Draft
PEIR is distributed for review to the public for the purpose of
providing comments “on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated” (Section 15204, CEQA Guidelines).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C37-1

Letter C37

C37-1

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C38-1

C38-2

C38-3

384

Letter C38

C38-1

C38-2

C38-3

C38-4

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This is a closing comment. The City appreciates your participation
in the public review process.
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C39-1

C39-2

Letter C39

C39-1

C39-2

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment expresses concern with public transit options, but
does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the PEIR. The Mobility
Element of the proposed Uptown CPU includes numerous policies
aimed at improving transit service within the Uptown community.
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Letter C40

From: Deirdre Lee [mailto:deirdresjungle@cox.net]

Sent: Sunday, July 10, 2016 12:10 PM

To: Mayor Kevin Faulconer <KevinFaulconer@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Todd Gloria <ToddGloria@sandiego.gov>;
Pangilinan, Marlon <MPangilinan@sandiego.gov>; Galloway, Tait <TGalloway@sandiego.gov>; Murphy, Jeff
<Murphy)@sandiego.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Uptown Community Plan Hijacked

Dear Mayor, Council Member, and Planners,

C40-1 I am resending this letter that | sent in February. I did not get a response from any one of you. The community is still trying to get C40-1 Thank you for your comment. The C|ty appreciates your
back to the plan that they worked on. We now have the additional concemn that we now have an employee of the developers' lobbyist L. . X . .
sitting on the plan review committee. This is a clear conflict of interest participation in the public review process. Please see responses to

comment letter C41 for detailed responses to your letter dated

February 15, 2016.
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C41-1

C41-2

C41-3

C41-4

C41-5

C41-6

Letter C41

C411

C41-2

C41-3

C41-4

C41-5

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU Urban Design Element
provides design guidelines by building types to control massing
and ensure compatible transitions. Building setbacks and upper-
story stepbacks are recommended to address massing and
compatibility where more intense development is located adjacent
to lower height buildings (refer to Urban Design Element policies
related to development transitions). These policies and guidelines
would ensure taller buildings would not adversely impact
surrounding lower intensity properties through neighborhood
incompatibility or through creation of excessive shade or shadows.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Future community parks under the Uptown CPU are
discussed in Section 6.12, Public Services and Facilities. Though
there would be a deficiency in park and park equivalences at build-
out of the proposed Uptown CPU, the existing conditions include a
deficit in parks and park equivalencies. In addition, while the
proposed Uptown CPU does not propose any individual project,
35.31 acres of proposed new population-based park land and park
equivalency sites have been identified through the proposed
Uptown CPU effort. The policy framework provided by the
proposed Uptown CPU supports acquisition and development of
new public parks and park equivalencies, and encourages new
private development to include recreational facilities. At this
program-level
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C41-6

C41-5 (cont.)

analysis, it is appropriate to assume that policy support would
increase the acreage of population-based parks in the CPU area at
build-out. Lastly, there is a less-than-significant impact associated
with the construction of new facilities in order to maintain
performance objectives for parks because the project does not
include construction of new recreational facilities.

This comment states that “stuffing 20,000 more people in the area
is excessive with little hope for much improved infrastructure” but
does not identify what infrastructure needs would not be met
beyond park facilities, which are addressed in the paragraph
above. Impacts related to Public Services and Facilities is discussed
in Section 6.12 and impacts related to Public Utilities are discussed
in Section 6.13. Both sections determined that impacts would be
less than significant and no mitigation would be required.

Comment noted.
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C42-1

C42-2

C42-3

C42-4

C42-5

C42-6

C42-1

Letter C42

C42-2

C42-3

C42-4

C42-5

Thank you for your comment. The City appreciates your
participation in the public review process and acknowledges your
support of the Density Redistribution Alternative and Lower-
Density Alternative. Please see responses below to your specific
comments on the proposed Uptown CPU.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Implementation of the CAP is not based solely on an
increase in residential densities; the CAP aims to reduce GHG
emissions through a variety of measures, including development in
appropriate land use patterns. Assigning higher-density residential
uses along main transit corridors and near mixed-use commercial
and employment areas and placing lower-density, single-family
residential land uses within existing lower-density single family
neighborhoods would further the goals of the City of Villages
Strategy and the CAP. See also the PEIR, Section 6.1.3 and Section
6.5.3 for discussions on the proposed Uptown CPU’s consistency
with the General Plan and CAP.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The PEIR for the Uptown CPU identifies significant and
unavoidable impacts related to transportation and traffic. The
proposed Uptown CPU also provides policy support for improved
bicycle mobility within the CPU area.
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C42-6

Funding for specific facility improvements is provided in the
proposed Uptown Infrastructure Fee Study (IFS). The proposed
Uptown CPU provides the policy support for specific
improvements. The need for parks, libraries and other
infrastructure is discussed in the PEIR Section 6.12, Public Services
and Facilities. As discussed in this section, an additional library is
not required to meet the library service requirements of the
proposed Uptown CPU. While not required, there are plans to build
an approximately 25,000-square-foot new library, which would
result in an exceedance of the recommended minimum branch
library size requirement of 15,000 square feet. The new library
would proceed as a separate action from the proposed Uptown
CPU and associated discretionary actions and would be required to
undergo its own environmental review. The proposed CPU Public
Facilities, Services, and Safety Element policy framework supports
expanded library facilities, which the new Mission Hills/Hillcrest
Branch Library would address. The proposed CPU Recreation
Element Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize the existing and future
parks, park equivalencies, and recreation facilities that have been
identified in Uptown Community to supplement their existing
population-based park and recreation facilities inventory. In
addition to neighborhood and pocket parks, the table also includes
recommendations for joint use of school property, new trails and
improvements to existing trails, as well as recommendations
generated by the community and City.
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C42-7

C42-8

C42-9

C42-7

C42-8

C42-9

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The PEIR evaluates potential impacts of the plan related
to neighborhood character. The proposed Uptown CPU Urban
Design Element provides design guidelines by building types to
control massing and ensure compatible transitions. Building
setbacks and upper-story stepbacks are recommended to address
massing and compatibility where more intense development is
located adjacent to lower height buildings (refer to Urban Design
Element policies related to development transitions). These policies
and guidelines would ensure taller buildings would not adversely
impact surrounding lower intensity properties through
neighborhood incompatibility or through creation of excessive
shade or shadows.

Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR.
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Letter C43

C43-1  Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

C43-1
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C44-1

C44-2

C44-3

C44-1

Letter C44

C44-2

C44-3

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
of the PEIR. Note, the proposed potential historic districts and
associated amendments to the historical resources regulations
would not be effective until adopted by City Council and would be
an amendment to the Municipal Code.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
in the PEIR. However, it should be noted that the proposed
potential historic districts and associated amendments to the
Historical Resources Regulations would regulate certain
modifications to residential structures identified as contributing
resources and would not severely restrict property rights. The
identified potential historic districts meet the National Register
standards for determining district boundaries and appear to meet
at least one of the City's local designation criteria for historical
sites. Refer to Appendix G-2, Historical Resources Survey Report,
for the results of the research conducted on these districts. The
amended Historical Resources Regulations are intended to
provide supplemental development regulations to protect
potential historic districts until they are formally evaluated and
designated. These supplemental development regulations would
address how and where modifications can be made on residential
properties identified as potentially contributing to specified
potential historic districts. Without these amended regulations,
future development has the potential to substantially degrade or
destroy resources potentially contributing to a potential historic
district, which would result in significant and irreversible impacts.
Should a potential historic district or potentially contributing
property be evaluated and found ineligible, the protections would

not apply.

The public has had numerous opportunities to be a part of the
development of the proposed Uptown CPU and proposed
potential historic districts. Additionally, the supplemental
development regulations would only apply to properties that have
been identified as having some historic significance and would
not be an arbitrary application.
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C44-4

C44-5

C44-6

C44-7

C44-4

C44-5

C44-6

C44-7

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. An owner's rights to modify or redevelop their
properties would not be completely lost under the amended
Historical Resources Regulations. Modifications to structures that
potentially contribute to a potential historic district which comply
with the requirements of the supplemental development
regulations may be processed through a ministerial building
permit, while modifications which do not comply with the
supplemental development regulations would still be allowed with
issuance of a Neighborhood Development Permit with deviation
findings and mitigation, as appropriate.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. The comment outlines the current review process for
structures 45 years old or older under Municipal Code Section
143.0212. This review process addresses only resources which
appear eligible for designation as individual resources, and does
not provide any level of protection for properties that are not
individually significant, but contribute to the significance of a
potential  historic district. The proposed supplemental
development regulations for potential historic districts would add
a new prong to the existing review process to protect these
resources until the potential historic district can be intensively
surveyed and brought forward for designation.
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C44-8

C44-9

C44-10

C44-8

C44-9

C44-10

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. Please see response to C44-7 above.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.
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C44-11

C44-12

C44-13

C44-14

C44-15

C44-11

C44-12

C44-13

C44-14

C44-15

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. However, it should be noted that the Historic
Resources Survey prepared in support of the Community Plan
Update was prepared consistent with Federal and State guidance
and historic preservation best practices. The survey process, like
the CPU process, has involved extensive outreach and publicly
noticed meetings. In addition, all public hearings associated with
the CPU adoption are noticed as required.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. Please see response to C44-12 above.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. The supplemental development regulations for
potential historic districts are proposed to provide protection for
the potential districts until they can be intensively surveyed and
brought forward for designation. Included in the CPU package is a
work program which anticipates processing of all potential
historic districts in Uptown within 11 years.
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C44-16

C44-17

C44-18

C44-16

C44-17

C44-18

Comment noted. The City's reason for proposing supplemental
development regulations for potential historic districts through
the proposed amendments to the Historical Resources
Regulations is to minimize significant impacts to historical
resources.

Comment noted. However, property owners of potential
contributing structures to potential historic districts that propose
to maintain or restore the front two thirds and alter only the rear
third of their structures simply require a Process One construction
permit (not a Neighborhood Development Permit). If the
modifications exceed the rear third and do not meet the other
criteria for a Process One approval in accordance with Section
143.0255(b) of the Land Development Code, then the
modifications are subject to a Neighborhood Development
Permit. Property owners' rights would not be frozen, nor would
the proposed amendments to the Historical Resource Regulations
incentivize property owners to list their properties as short-term
vacation rentals, as this comment suggests.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. However, it should be noted that included in the CPU
package is a work program which anticipates processing of all
potential historic districts in Uptown within 11 years.
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C44-19

C44-19

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. However, it should be noted that the Community Plan
Update process has involved extensive outreach and publicly
noticed meetings. In addition, all public hearings associated with
the CPU adoption are noticed as required.
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C44-20

C44-21

C44-20

C44-21

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. Please see response to C44-19 above.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. However, in response to the question regarding the
soliciting of support and opposition from property owners and
neighbors, the requirements cited relate to the designation of a
historic district, which is not proposed with the CPU package. The
required outreach efforts would be conducted at the time a
potential historic district is brought forward for nomination,
consistent with all Historical Resources Board procedures and
Municipal Code requirements.
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C44-22

C44-23

C44-22

C44-23

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy
of the PEIR. Note that potential historic districts are not the same
and are not offered the same protections as designated Historic
Districts.

Comment noted. All comments will be considered during the
decision-making process.
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Noticing: Notices will be mailed as required by the San Diego Land Development Code Section
123.0202 (b) to all affected property owners, and community planning groups, neighborhood
associations, historical societies, and other interested parties.

Site Visit: Historical Resources Board members are required to physically visit the district area
and view the sites within the district’s boundary before taking any action.

Board Hearing: The Board will hear public testimony on the establishment of the historical
district, and take appropriate action. The action of the Board to designate a historical district may
be appealed to the City Council as established by the San Diego Land Development Code
Section 123.0203.

Implementation: Upon Board designation of a historical district the boundaries of said district
shall be transmitted to all affected City departments so they may be aware of the Board’s interest
and involvement in any actions that could potentially affect the historical integrity and
significance of the district. The Board shall review any development request affecting a
significant historical resource as established by the various sections of the City of San Diego
Land Development Code, to provide the appropriate recommendations to the decision maker.
Additionally, contributing sites within a historical district shall be eligible for the Mills Act
Program provided they meet the standards of the program.
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C45-1

Letter C45

C45-1

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue with the
adequacy of the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response
Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in the
introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through
RTC-6).
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C46-1

C46-2

Letter C46

C46-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6), which
include a discussion on the Rental Car Center.

C46-2 This is a closing comment. The City appreciates your participation
in the public review process.
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C47-1

C47-2

C47-3

Letter C47

C47-1

C47-2

C47-3

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate an inadequacy of
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The Mobility Element of the proposed Uptown CPU also
includes policies addressing pedestrian and bicycle safety, which
would be implemented with any future bicycle lane plans along
India Street.

Comment noted. The Traffic Impact Study looked at all possible
solutions to mitigate increases in traffic due to build-out of the
proposed Uptown CPU. Please refer to the Master Response
Regarding India Street Mitigation Measures included in the
introduction to these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through
RTC-6), which includes a discussion on the Rental Car Center, for
further detail.
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C48-1

C48-2

C48-3

Letter C48

C48-1

C48-2

C48-3

Comment noted. All comments will be considered during the
decision-making process.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU includes numerous policies to
address preservation of historical resources and identifies a
number of potential historic districts. The PEIR evaluates potential
impacts associated with implementation of the plan relative to
historical resources and concludes that even with implementation
of all feasible mitigation measures; impacts to historical resources
would be significant and unavoidable.

Comment noted.
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Letter C49

C49-1 C49-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

RTC-438




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

C50-1

Letter C50

C50-1

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6), which
includes a discussion on the Rental Car Center.
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G511

C51-2

C51-3

C51-4

C51-5

Letter C51

C51-1

C51-2

C51-3

C51-4

C51-5

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate in inadequacy of
the PEIR. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding India
Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to these
response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate in inadequacy of
the PEIR, which analyzed impacts of the proposed CPU compared
to existing conditions. Policies MO-1.1, MO-1.2, MO-1.6, and MO-
1.13 address the need for improved/enhanced pedestrian facilities
and crossings in the Uptown community.

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate in inadequacy of
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required. However,
all comments will be considered during the decision-making
process. The Mobility Element of the proposed Uptown CPU
addresses the need for traffic calming improvements in the
community.

Comment noted. This comment does not indicate in inadequacy of
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required. However,
all comments will be considered during the decision-making
process. The Mobility Element of the proposed Uptown CPU
contains numerous policies aimed at enhancing the bicycle
network of the community.
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C52-2

C52-3

Letter C52

€521

C52-2

C52-3

Comment noted.

This comment includes background information on the
commenter. The City appreciates your participation in the public
review process.

Comment noted. Appendix G-2, Uptown Community Plan Area
Historical Resources Survey Report has been prepared by the City
of San Diego Planning Department, and will be adopted as an
appendix to the proposed Uptown CPU.
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and PEIR dated June 10, 2016 (“Historical Resources, Section 6.7.2.2); the Uptown Community
Plan Area Draft Historic Resources Survey Report (“Survey Report™) dated November 2015 and
revised May 2016 (Appendix G-2) with Appendices A-G; the undated City of San Diego,
Planning Department “Potential Historic Districts Fact Sheet” for the Uptown, North Park, and
Golden Hill communities; and proposed San Diego Municipal Code section revisions. | am also
well familiar with previous historic surveys conducted in the Uptown area, including the Historic
Resources Inventory for “Uptown Area,” San Diego California (1981), and the draft Uptown
Historic Architectural & Cultural Landscape Reconnaissance Survey (2007) (“Draft Uptown
Survey™). It should be noted that to date, that no historic surveys or historic resource inventories
for the Uptown community have been formally reviewed or adopted by the City of San Diego.

The scope of my comments herein presented will be limited to problems associated with
(1) the proposed Draft Historic Resources Survey Report; (2) the proposed regulatory framework
for potential historic districts (PHDs); and (3) Multiple Property Listings (MPLs), specifically
the Bungalow and Apartment Court MPL. Collectively, each of my arguments substantiate the
inherent deficiencies and flaws in the Survey Report and proposed City action. As a result, they
should be rejected in their entirety.

(1) Proposed Draft Historic Resources Survey Report

As an initial matter, there are thousands of properties located within the boundaries of the
Uptown Community Plan Area and the geographic area is massive. According to the Survey
Report, the Planning Area encompasses nearly 2,700 acres and contains the communities of Park
West, Middletown, Mission Hills, Hillcrest, the Medical Complex area, as well as the western
half of University Heights. While the earlier Draft Uptown Survey (2007) surveyed 11,104
properties and identified 2,192 properties as potentially significant (59 of which were located in
potential historic districts), the new Survey Report identified 11,109 properties, and found that
2,134 are potentially eligible for designation as individually significant properties, including
properties identified as part of potential MPLs. An additional 1,454 properties were found to be
potential contributing resources to 23 potential historic districts. Finally, 6,808 properties were
identified and documented in the survey, but were not determined potentially historic upon initial
visual inspection. While not directly cited in the Survey Report, there are therefore, a total of
approximately 3,588 properties which exist in the Uptown community, either as potentially
significant individual resources, or as potentially significant contributors to a historic district.
The Survey Report, however, fails to account for the true number of buildings which may be
potentially significant in the Uptown community because it identifies only the number of
properties (i.e. by parcels and address), and not the actual number of structures on a property
(see discussion of bungalow/residential courts within the MPL below).

According to the Survey Report, the Uptown Historical Context and Oral History Report
prepared for the Draft Uptown Survey (2007) was “discarded in its entirety” and replaced by a
new historic context statement prepared by City Planning Staff. Further, due to the fact that the
assignment of Status Codes (which provide “a summary assessment of the resource™) undertaken
as part of the Draft Uptown Survey were “flawed,” new Status Codes within the Survey Report

2

C52-4

C52-5

C52-6

Comment noted. Detailed responses to the noted concerns are
provided in the following responses to comments.

This comment makes reference to the Historic Resources Survey
Report and notes that the inventory of potential historic
properties may miscount the total number of potential historic
buildings because bungalow court properties could include
multiple buildings. However, Section 6.7.4, Impact Analysis, of the
PEIR discloses potential direct impacts due to substantial
alteration, relocation, or demolition of historic buildings,
structures, objects, sites, and districts. At this program level of
analysis, it is appropriate to inventory potentially historic
properties, as was done in the Historic Survey Report. Providing a
building specific inventory for all structures within a property is
not necessary to appropriately disclose potential impacts. The
mitigation framework combined with the proposed Uptown CPU
policies promoting the identification and preservation of historical
resources would reduce the program-level impact related to
historical resources of the built environment. For example, prior
to issuing any individual development permit, Mitigation Measure
HIST 6.7-1 would require an historic evaluation of any building or
structure over 45 years of age that may be impacted by the
development. Thus, this comment does not identify a deficiency in
the PEIR as both feasible mitigation and disclosure of potentially
significant impacts related to historic structures was included in
the Final PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
of the PEIR.
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C52-8

C52-7

C52-8

This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the
PEIR. The comment makes reference to the Historic Resources
Survey Report and takes issue with revisions related to
assignment of California Historical Resource Status Codes, and
states that the revised status codes “cast a new ‘net’ over
properties as potentially significant.” An early draft of the survey
prepared in 2006-2007 assigned a status code of “6Z" or “6L" to
properties that did not appear eligible based upon initial visual
inspection during the reconnaissance survey. This survey was not
“discarded in its entirety” as stated by the commenter. However,
because the reconnaissance survey did not include sufficient
detail to address potential significance unrelated to architecture,
the use of the “6Z” and "6L" status codes (which indicate a lack of
significance) was not appropriate per National and State guidance
related to conducting surveys and assigning status codes. The “6Z"
and “6L" status codes were corrected to “7R" indicating that they
were identified in a reconnaissance survey, but not evaluated.
Reconnaissance surveys are intended to indicate where historic
resources may be present, and are never intended to provide
detailed evaluation or final resolution regarding the historic status
of a property, as the comment suggests. They are an
informational tool which serves as a base-line for future property-
specific and sometimes intensive evaluation. This is made clear in
the State’s User’s Guide to the California Historical Resource Status
Codes, which states, “users of the California Historic Resource
Status Codes should keep in mind that the status codes are broad
indicators which, in most cases, serve as a starting place for
further consideration and evaluations. Because the assigned
status code reflects an opinion or action taken at a specific point
in time, the assigned status code may not accurately reflect the
resource’s eligibility for the National Register, California Register,
or local listing or designation at some later time.”

This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the
PEIR. The City does not agree that the historical documentation
related to the potential historic districts is inadequate.
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C52-10

C52-11

C52-9

C52-10

C52-11

This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the
PEIR. The City does not agree that the proposed amendments to
the historical resources regulations would severely and adversely
affect Uptown property owners right to develop property. The
intent of the amended Historical Resources Regulations is to
minimize significant impacts to potential historic districts. Without
the amended regulations, development consistent with the
proposed Uptown CPU could result in substantial deterioration or
loss of unevaluated historic resources in the community.

Comment noted. This comment does not raise an issue with
regard to the adequacy of the PEIR.

This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the
PEIR. Details on the historic value of Bungalow and Apartment
Court Multiple Property Listings are provided in the Historical
Resources Survey Report. These property types reflect the
distinctive characteristics of courtyard design and elements of the
community’s social history related to multi-family, as well as
architectural development associated with local transportation
patterns. This meets the City of San Diego local designation
Criteria A and C by definition.
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of history.” The Survey Report identifies three “thematically related property groupings” that
appear to be significant as MPLs, including the “Bungalow and Apartment Court” MPL. This
MPL is defined as a “discontinuous grouping of approximately 150 residential courts” located
throughout the Uptown survey area. The Survey Report indicates that these properties derive
significance under Historical Resources Board (HRB) Criterion A (Community Development)
“as special elements of the Uptown Community’s social history related to multi-family housing,
and its architectural development associated with local transportation patterns,” as well as
Criterion C (Architecture) for “distinctive characteristics of courtyard design.” However, these
assertions are not thoroughly supported or justified by any new or meaningful historical
evidence.

Over the past several years, City of San Diego HRB Staff has entertained a certain
fascination and admiration over local bungalow/residential courts as “significant” property types.
The genesis behind the history of San Diego’s bungalow courts occurred with the publication of

“Bungalow Courts in San Diego: Monitoring a Sense of Place” (Spring 1988) in the Journal of

San Diego History. Subsequently, documentation of bungalow courls as a housing type within
the City was discussed further in the Draft Uptown Survey (2007). In addition, one consensual
HRB historic designation involving a bungalow court occurred in 2007, and three involuntary
HRB historic site designations involving bungalow courts occurred between 2007-2008.

According to “Bungalow Courts in San Diego: Monitoring a Sense of Place,” bungalow
courts were “well-designed, small houses carefully arranged around a planned open space.”
They were primarily built in the hundreds (if not thousands) throughout Southern California
during the 1920s and 1930s and ceased to be built around 1940. Most courts were built along
new streetear lines of the period in some variation of the Mediterraean/Mission style and covered
with bougainvillea. The typical bungalow court came to feature a group of six to ten small,
individual houses placed around a communal garden. Usually two standard lots were enough.
According to the article, bungalow courts were classified into four categories, based upon spatial
arrangement. These classes included the (1) detached, full court - the "classic" court consisting
of individual cottages arranged around a spacious central garden (2) detached, narrow court -
individual cottages arranged around a long, narrow, garden-like walkway (3) attached. full court
- when two or more of the bungalows share a common wall, and (4) attached, narrow court.
Since the term "court" implies an enclosed, designed space, in all cases the building arrangement
included an end structure and a proper garden.

In reliance upon the above cited article, the Draft Uptown Survey (2007) identified a
potential “Bungalow & Apartment Court Thematic Historic District” within the Uptown
community. Although it should be noted that no present “Bungalow & Apartment Court
Thematic Historic District” exists within Uptown or any other part of the City, the survey
identified a total of 144 bungalow and apartment courts which were determined to be potentially
significant as district contributors only, not individually significant, and not as MPLs.

According to the Draft Uptown Survey, which has been essentially adopted as part of the
Survey Report, bungalow courts feature well-designed, small houses carefully arranged around a
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C52-12 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

C52-13 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

C52-14 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

C52-15 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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planned open space. The typical bungalow court consisted of a group of six to ten individual
houses around a communal garden. Most bungalow courts in San Diego sit on two regular (50
X 100) lots. In several instances, the courts were built in two phases, with one side completed
first, and the other side constructed when the land became available.

In August 2007, the “Dr. Chester Tanner Office Bungalow Court” was designated by the
City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Board (HRB) under HRB Criterion C as “an excellent
example of both the Spanish Eclectic architectural style and as an example of a unique 1927-
1935 Spanish Eclectic Office Bungalow Court.” The property, located in the Uptown
community, was determined to be significant due to the fact that it was identified in the draft
survey; were constructed as medical office buildings (rather than residential structures); and
featured many characteristics of the Spanish Eclectic architectural style.

In 2007, two bungalow court properties were referred to the HRB for involuntary historic
site designation. The first property, located at 104-118 Dickinson Street in the Uptown
community, was referred to the HRB for designation consideration under HRB Criterion C
(Architecture) in November 2007 by City Staff on the basis that it, “drawing heavily from the
Minimal Traditional style” was a “a good example of Streamline Modern architecture expressed
in the apartment courtyard building type.” When considered by the HRB, several Board
Members found the property to be more Modern Minimal in style. The HRB refused to
designate the property. Similarly, the second property, located at 7522-7534 Herschel Avenue in
the La Jolla community, was referred to the HRB for designation consideration under HRB
Criterion C (Architecture) in November 2007. City Staff believed the property to be significant
on the basis that it was “a very good example of a Minimal Traditional apartment courtyard.”
Again, the HRB failed to designate the property.

In March 2008, another bungalow court property was referred to the City of San Diego’s
Historical Resources Board (HRB) for involuntary historic site designation. This property,
located at 7417-7427 Olivetas Avenue in the La Jolla community, was referred to the HRB for
designation consideration under HRB Criterion A (Community Development) as “the only
Contemporary style bungalow court in La Jolla, a limited building type in the community” and
under HRB Criterion C (Architecture) “as a very good example of a post-WWII, Contemporary
style bungalow court with high integrity.” At the hearing, the HRB designated the property.
pursuant to the Staff Recommendation, despite a wealth of information supporting the
conclusion that the property was not historically and/or architecturally significant. Subsequently,
in October 2008, the property was appealed to the San Diego City Council and the designation
was overturned on the basis that factual errors in materials and information were presented to the
HRB at the time of hearing, and upon the submittal of new information indicating that the
property was not significant.

The fundamental problem with the present Survey Report is that it alleges that
bungalow/residential courts derive significance from their very nature as a property type
(defined as a “grouping of grouping of individual properties based on shared physical or
associative characteristics™). This theory essentially holds that the bungalow/residential court is
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C52-16

C52-17

C52-18

C52-19

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.

This comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy of the
PEIR. While bungalow and apartment courts, by their nature, are
potentially significant historic structures, a formal evaluation
would be required to determine significance. As detailed in the
previous comments, bungalow and apartment courts are not
always designated as a significant historical resource when
brought forward for evaluation.
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significant because of its multi-family residential use within the Uptown community. By logical
extension, would a single-family residence in the Uptown community be considered significant,
in and of itself, because it was originally built as a single-family home and has maintained this
use over the years? In no instance does the Survey Report establish precisely why the location,
design, or the use of the bungalow/residential court as “discontinuous groupings™ are any more
significant than other similarly-situated multi-family structures, single-family homes,
commercial buildings, or other structures built throughout Uptown from the 1920s-1960s.’
Moreover, the Survey Report does not include any additional, substantial information regarding
bungalow/residential courts above and beyond much of the information previously generated as
part of the Draft Uptown Survey. The Survey Report also fails to explain why the concept of a
bungalow/residential court MPL has been advanced when the earlier Draft Uptown Survey
proposed the establishment of a potential “Bungalow & Apartment Court Thematic Historic
District” within the Uptown community. Finally, the Survey Report is misleading when it
asserts that “approximately 150 residential courts” located throughout the Uptown survey area
would be included within the MPL and ultimately be “designated as part of a city-wide MPL of
San Diego residential courts.” This is especially true when one considers the fact that each
bungalow/residential court, by definition, has between 6-10 individual homes on each parcel,
thereby bringing the total number of actual structures eligible for designation to between 900-
1,500. If designated. each eligible bungalow/residential court property subject to a Mills Act
agreement could potentially cost the City’s General Fund hundreds of thousands of dollars in lost
revenue. Based upon the foregoing deficiencies associated with the Survey Report, it should not
be adopted by the City for use in the Uptown Community Plan Update.

In conclusion, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Plan Update and the PEIR.
I look forward to receiving written responses to the issues I have raised in this letter. Please do
not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or need any additional information.

Sincerely,

septtA. =

Scott A. Moomjian
Attorney at Law

T Additionally, the Survey Report does not explain or reconcile why the “period of significance™ of
bungalow/residential courts was extended to 1960, when all other prior authoritative sources have conclusively
determined that the construction of bungalow/residential courts generally ended in 1940 (prior to the Second World
War).
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Letter C53

C53-1

C53-2

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

Comment noted. This comment references alternate routes to
airport traffic, but does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis
of the PEIR.
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C54-1 C54-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C55-1

Letter C55

The City appreciates your participation in the public review process
and has received your letter documenting that 33 homeowners of
properties within the Presidio Hills Potential Historic District are
opposed to this potential designation. This comment does not
suggest an inadequacy of the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response
is not required. However, the Presidio Hills Potential Historic
District will not be designated as a result of the proposed CPU or
the establishment of the supplemental regulations for potential
historic districts. Additionally, no action to designate Presidion Hills
as a Historic District would be taken prior to fulfilling all Historical
Resources Board procedures and Municipal Code requirements,
including public outreach efforts to gather input from homeowners
within the Presidio Hills Potential Historic District.

The supplemental development regulations that would apply to
contributing resources within a potential historic district would not
require only “historic” materials be used. The regulations would
not apply to modifications to the rear one-third of contributing
resources, and the following modifications to the front two-thirds
of the structure would not be limited:

e Modifications that would repair existing historic materials or
restore the building to its historic appearance;

e Modifications or repairs that are limited to an electrical or
plumbing/mechanical permit that would not change the
exterior;

e Inkind roof repair and replacement;

e In kind foundation repair and replacement, except for
structures with decorative block or cobblestone foundation;

e Replacement windows in existing window openings that do not
require any changes to the exterior wall;

e Installation of fences that are 6 feet in height or less;

e Painting.
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C55-1 (cont.)

If a modification that is not exempt from the regulations is
proposed in the front 2/3rds of the original building footprint, a
Neighborhood Development Permit (NDP) would be required.
Thus, the proposed supplemental development regulations are not
anticipated to result in deferred maintenance to homes.

C55-2 Comment noted. We have received the attached petitions and
letters referenced in this comment. Refer to response to comment
C55-1 for the City's response to the concerns raised in the letters.
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Letter C56

C56-1

C56-2

C56-3

Comment noted. The Project Plan number refers to the proposed
Uptown CPU number and the project number on the public notice
refers to the PEIR for the proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions.

This comment suggests that the maps provided in the proposed
Uptown CPU incorrectly depict alternative routes on Spruce Street.
The proposed Uptown CPU maps appear to be correct. West
Spruce Street does connect to India Street. Access to all the other
streets mentioned in the comment letter is solely from West
Spruce/India Street. Because of the map’s scale, the gap between
West Spruce Avenue and Horton Avenue is difficult to see, but
there is a gap in the figure and it was considered in the traffic
analysis. However, the map in the Mobility Study does incorrectly
show that a connection between West Spruce Avenue and Horton
Avenue that will be corrected. While there was an error in the
Mobility Study map, the model used in preparation of the analysis
of potential impacts of the proposed Uptown CPU for traffic
circulation did not include any connections with West Spruce
Avenue that would provide additional ingress/egress to West
Spruce Avenue other than India Street. Furthermore, the
referenced Mobility Study Improvements (U17A and U17B) would
be inconsistent with the proposed Uptown CPU polices and thus,
would not be implemented due to infeasibility.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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C57-2

C57-3

Letter C57

C57-1

C57-2

C57-3

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment references the Rental Car Center and suggests
increased traffic on India Street busier and unsafe for residents.
The Draft PEIR for the proposed Uptown CPU is a planning-level
document. The goals stated in the proposed CPU's Mobility
Element are to create “safe, walkable neighborhoods, which utilize
pedestrian connections and improved sidewalks to create a
comfortable pedestrian experience”. The City proposes Mobility
Element Policy MO-4.9 which would implement road diets and
traffic calming measures where appropriate to improve safety and
quality of service, and increase walking and bicycling in Uptown,
and Mobility Element Policy MO-7.13 which supports on-street
parking on all streets in order to support adjacent uses and
enhance pedestrian safety and activity. As future development
occurs these policies would be implemented through future
construction improvements.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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Letter C58

C58-1

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

The goals stated in the proposed CPU's Mobility Element are to
create “safe, walkable neighborhoods, which utilize pedestrian
connections and improved sidewalks to create a comfortable
pedestrian experience”. The City proposes Mobility Element Policy
MO-4.9 which would implement road diets and traffic calming
measures where appropriate to improve safety and quality of
service, and increase walking and bicycling in Uptown, and Mobility
Element Policy MO-7.13 which supports on-street parking on all
streets in order to support adjacent uses and enhance pedestrian
safety and activity. As future development occurs these policies
would be implemented through future construction improvements.
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€594

C59-5

Letter C59

C59-1

C59-2

C59-3

C59-4

C59-5

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted. The No Project Alternative as analyzed in Chapter
10, Alternatives, of the PEIR would include higher overall residential
densities (and therefore higher development potential) than the
proposed Uptown CPU.

Comment noted.
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C60-1 C60-1 Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).
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Letter C61

C61-1

Comment noted. The City appreciates your participation in the
public review process. This comment requests the inclusion of a
Hillcrest LGBT historic district in the proposed Uptown CPU. The
City initiated preparation of a San Diego LGBTQ Context Statement
in October 2015, after completion of the Golden Hill and North
Park Context Statements and Surveys. The San Diego LGBTQ
Context Statement will not be finalized until September 30, 2016.
The San Diego LGBTQ Historic Context Statement will identify the
themes significant to the LGBTQ community throughout San Diego.
Once finalized, the San Diego LGBTQ Historic Context Statement
will be used to assist in the identification of potential individually
significant resources, both through historic designation
nominations and potential historic resource reviews associated
with permit applications. In addition, Policy EP-1.7 of the proposed
CPU promotes the LGBTQ historic heart of Hillcrest's Entertainment
District.
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C62-1

C62-2

C62-3

ce2-4

C62-5

C62-6

C62-1

Letter C62

C62-2

C62-3

C62-4

Comment noted. The proposed Uptown CPU and associated
discretionary actions would support implementation of local transit
improvements by providing policies that support prioritizing the
transit system and improving efficiency of transit services. For
example, a number of transit-focused Mobility Element Policies are
included in the proposed Uptown CPU that would support efforts
to develop planned transit facilities. The intent of the proposed
Uptown CPU is not to identify specific transit improvements for
implementation.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. Designated bus lanes are not specifically identified in the
Uptown CPU; however, the CPU includes policies promoting
coordination with MTS on transit improvements, which may include
dedicated bus lanes where feasible.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU is intended to guide future
development to serve the needs of the community and allow for
orderly growth. The Lower-Density Alternative described and
analyzed in Chapter 10, Alternatives, of the PEIR includes lower
residential densities, and therefore a lower population at build-out,
than the proposed Uptown CPU. Additionally, many of the failing
roadway segments, intersections and freeways are currently failing
in the existing condition.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR. The Mobility Element of the proposed Uptown CPU
contains multiple policies aimed at reducing traffic congestion and
improving circulation within the community and between adjacent
communities. Of the mitigation measures identified to reduce
significant impacts to transportation and circulation, all feasible
measures are ultimately included in the Mitigation Monitoring and
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C62-5

C62-6

C62-4 (cont.)

Reporting Program included as an attachment to the Staff Report.
As discussed in Section 6.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
PEIR, many measures identified to reduce impacts are inconsistent
with the mobility goals and policies of the proposed Uptown CPU.
Refer to the Findings included as an attachment to the Staff Report
for details on the feasibility of mitigation measures.

Comment noted. Section 6.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
PEIR disclosed a significant and unavoidable impact to
transportation and circulation, particularly to intersections,
roadway segments, and freeway segments. Refer to the
attachment to the Staff Report for the proposed Statement of
Overriding Considerations that explain why the City would adopt
the proposed CPU despite significant and unavoidable impacts.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy in
the PEIR, rather is a comment about the proposed Uptown CPU.
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C63-1

C63-2

C63-3

Ce3-4

C63-5

Letter C63

C63-1

C63-2

C63-3

C63-4

C63-5

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU would not induce or inhibit
growth; rather, community plans are intended to guide inevitable
growth in an orderly manner.

Comment noted. Section 6.3, Transportation and Circulation, of the
PEIR disclosed a significant and unavoidable impact to
intersections, roadway segments, and freeway segments in the
Uptown community. Additionally, parking is not an environmental
issue that requires evaluation under the California Environmental
Quality Act. However, the proposed Uptown CPU does include
policies related to parking management.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. While even with implementation of the feasible mitigation
measures identified in the PEIR, significant and unavoidable
transportation impacts would result from implementation of the
proposed Uptown CPU and associated discretionary actions. The
proposed Uptown CPU does includes multiple policies in its
Mobility Element aimed at reducing traffic congestion through
increased pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use, an improved street
and freeway system, and transportation demand management
policies.

Comment noted. This comment restates information contained
within the PEIR but does not identify an inadequacy of the PEIR.
Funding for specific improvements is identified in the proposed
Uptown IFS.

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR.
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C63-6

C63-7

C63-6 Comment noted. Funding for specific improvements is identified in
the proposed Uptown IFS.

C63-7 Comment noted.
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ce4-1

Letter C64

ce4-1

Comment noted. This comment does not identify an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The comment notes concern with the removal of the
historical district plan for Hillcrest from the proposed CPU. While
Hillcrest was not identified as a potential historic district during the
reconnaissance survey for Uptown, it was identified as a potential
historic district by the community. Both survey-identified and
community-identified resources are discussed in the Historic
Preservation Element (HPE) of the proposed Uptown CPU, and the
Hillcrest potential historic district is included in the City's work
program for processing potential historic districts in the coming
years. The HPE also includes numerous policies that address the
protection of the community’s historic resources. Figure 10-2 and
Figure 10-5 of the proposed CPU depict the locations of the
registered historic districts and identified potential historic districts,
respectively, within the Uptown community. The amended
Historical Resources Regulations would provide supplemental
development regulations that would protect contributing resources
within potential historic districts identified by City Council until they
are formally evaluated for designation. Finally, Mitigation Measure
HIST 6.7-1 would help to avoid or mitigate potential impacts to
potential historically significant structures resulting from
development or redevelopment.
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C65-1

C65-2

C65-3

C65-4

Letter C65

C65-1

C65-2

C65-3

C65-4

Introductory comment noted. The City appreciates your
participation in the public review process.

Comment noted. Please refer to the Master Response Regarding
India Street Mitigation Measures included in the introduction to
these response to comments (pages RTC-4 through RTC-6).

This comment references alternate routes to airport traffic, but
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR; therefore, a detailed response is not required.
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C66-1

C66-2

C66-3

C66-4

C66-5

C66-6

C66-7
C66-8

Letter C66

C66-1

C66-2

C66-3

C66-4

C66-5

C66-6

C66-7

C66-8

Comment noted. As discussed in Section 10.6 of the PEIR, the
Density Redistribution Alternative was identified as the
environmentally superior alternative because it would reduce
impacts related to transportation and circulation and air quality.
Discussions of the Density Redistribution Alternative's potential
impacts to transportation and circulation and air quality are
provided in Section 10.4.2, Analysis of Density Redistribution
Alternative.

When identifying an environmentally superior alternative, all
impacts that would be reduced by the alternative must be
considered.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of the PEIR. The
PEIR makes no assumptions regarding what the applied persons
per household rate should be at community plan build-out.
SANDAG projections indicate there is growth and a need for
additional housing.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR. Refer to response to comment C66-6.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

RTC-526




LETTER

ATTACHMENT 7
RESPONSE

C66-9

C66-10

Ce6-11

C66-12

C66-13

C66-14

C66-15
C66-16

C66-17
C66-18

C66-19

C66-20

C66-21

C66-9

C66-10

C66-11

Comment noted. While the proposed Uptown CPU would reduce
residential densities in some areas, it would increase residential
densities in others. It strategically places higher residential
densities and mixed-uses along major transit corridors. In addition,
the Mobility Element of the proposed CPU includes numerous
policies that promote pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use.
Therefore, the proposed Uptown CPU furthers the General Plan’s
City of Villages Strategy and the Climate Action Plan (CAP).

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an analysis of a
reasonable range of alternatives that meet most of the basic
project objectives. These objectives, outlined in Section 3.3, Project
Objectives, of the PEIR, were tailored specific to the needs of the
Uptown community and to implement the City of Villages Strategy
and the City's CAP.

The Regional Plan and CAP do not rely on densification and
intensity of land use alone. As previously stated, while the
proposed Uptown CPU would reduce residential density in some
areas, it would also increase density in others. Lower residential
densities in some areas are required to ensure that the bulk and
scale of development maintain the existing neighborhood
character as well as public views of canyons and open space. These
areas are also generally less served by transit and mixed-uses. The
proposed land uses locate the highest intensity uses along transit
corridors where existing and future commercial, residential, and
mixed-use development can support existing and planned transit
investments in the community. Commercial and other
employment-generating uses are also used strategically by the
proposed Uptown CPU to encourage commercial uses along transit
corridors. Therefore, the transit-oriented development pattern
provided by the proposed Uptown CPU—and not an arbitrary
densification of all land uses throughout the entire community—is
consistent with the goals of both the General Plan’s City of Villages
Strategy, the CAP, and Regional Plan. See Section 6.1, Land Use, for
a discussion on the proposed CPU's consistency with applicable
regional and local planning documents.
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C66-12

C66-13

C66-14

C66-15

C66-16

This comment indicates that the proposed Uptown CPU may not
provide adequate affordable housing. However, Policy LU-1.1 of the
proposed Uptown CPU aims to “provide a variety of land use types
to accommodate both affordable and market rate housing and
commercial opportunities.” Policy LU-.23 of the proposed CPU also
addresses the need for adequate housing for those with special
needs, including low income. The proposed Uptown CPU plans for
growth and would accommodate an increase in residential units in
the CPU area compared to existing conditions. Additionally, all
residential development would be subject to affordable housing
regulations.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR. This comment suggests concern with the proposed CPU’s
ability to create jobs. However, policies included in the proposed
Uptown CPU address the need for continued job creation in the
community. Specifically, LU-1.6 supports the expected employment
growth in the health sector within the Uptown community. The
proposed CPU also includes a land use pattern with an additional
emphasis of retail and employment uses in order to balance the
predominantly residential community.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR. This comment expresses concern with the proposed
Uptown CPU's ability to encourage revitalization of the Hillcrest
core. However, Policy LU-3.2 specifically addresses this by
encouraging high intensity pedestrian-oriented commercial and
mixed-use development in the Community Village - Hillcrest Core
West area. Policy LU-3.3 also encourages active commercial
business uses on the ground floor levels in this area. Policy UD-4.25
addresses the incorporation of architectural design features to
highlight the Hillcrest Core and other gateway locations.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy of
the PEIR. The proposed Uptown CPU is intended to further regional
planning goals, such as those of the General Plan, with site-specific
policies tailored to the community's needs.
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C66-17

C66-18

C66-19

C66-20

C66-21

The proposed Uptown CPU's consistency with and contribution to
the City's General Plan and CAP goals are discussed in Section 6.1.3
and Section 6.5.3 of the PEIR. In short, the proposed Uptown CPU
would further the goals of the City of Villages strategy and the City's
CAP.

This comment suggests that the PEIR lacks any independent
analysis from the CPU. The analysis presented in the PEIR is a
program-level review of the physical changes in the environment
that would result from adoption and implementation of the
proposed CPU and other associated discretionary actions. As such,
it would be impossible to conduct an environmental analysis of the
CPU independent of the CPU itself.

All mitigation measures recommended and included in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be legally
required and enforceable by the City. This comment suggests that
the Historical Resources and Paleontological Resources mitigation
measures are already required by existing law. These mitigation
measures go above and beyond existing regulatory requirements
to ensure that impacts are avoided or minimized and provide a
framework to ensure future development implements identified
mitigation.

At a program level of review, it is appropriate to include mitigation
measures that would be implemented by future individual
development projects. For traffic, the mitigation measures are
identified to meet the CEQA requirements for identifying
mitigation, but the measures would not be feasible to implement at
a project level as discussed in the Candidate Findings included as
an attachment to the staff report.

Some projects implemented in accordance with the proposed
Uptown CPU would be subject to ministerial review while others
would be subject to discretionary review pursuant to the City's
Land Development Code.
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C66-22

C66-23

C66-24
C66-25
C66-26

C66-27

C66-28

C66-29

C66-30
C66-31

C66-32

C66-33

C66-34

C66-35
C66-36

C66-22

C66-23

C66-24

C66-25

C66-26

C66-27

C66-28

C66-29

C66-30

C66-31

C66-32

This comment suggests that Development Impact Fees are the only
tool to ensure mitigation is completed. However, the PEIR includes
other measures that would be implemented at the project level.
For example, Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-1 requires project level
evaluation and potential mitigation or avoidance of potentially
historic resources prior to the City's issuance of a development
permit.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Comment noted. Development Impact Fees (DIF) are collected
within a single DIF fund for the Uptown community.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

This comment is unclear as to which mitigation measure is referred
to as being unclear on its “coincident with need.” All mitigation
measures proposed are intended to reduce potentially significant
impacts resulting from development consistent with the proposed
Uptown CPU. Refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program of the Final PEIR for more detail.

See response to comment C66-29.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the PEIR.

See response to comment C66-11 regarding the proposed Uptown
CPU's consistency with the General Plan and CAP.
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C66-33

C66-34

C66-35

C66-36

As discussed in Issue 5 of Section 6.2.3, Impact Analysis, of the
PEIR, development implemented in accordance with the proposed
Uptown CPU may