City of San Diego
Planning Department

Environmental Impact Report

_velopment and Environmental
Planning Division EAS No. 92-0647

DEP No. 92-0736
236-6460 SCH No. 92111021

SUBJECT: Palm Plaza Walmart. PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT,
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT, GENERAL PLAN AND PROGRESS
GUIDE AMENDMENT, REZONE, RESOURCE PROTECTION PERMIT,
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND TENTATIVE MAP NO. 92-0736 to allow
the development of a 617,000-square-foot commercial center on 59.4-acres of an
87.7-acre site. The center would be anchored by a 124,800-square-foot Walmart
discount department store and a 134,900-square-foot Sam’s Club membership store.
An additional 232,800 square feet of retail uses are also proposed. In addition,
seven commercial pads would be created as part of the Tentative Map which would
allow up to 70,000 square feet of commercial uses. The project site is located south
of Palm Avenue, east of Interstate 805 in the Otay Mesa community (A Portion of
Section 25, Township 18 South, Range 2 West of the San Bernardino Base and
Meridian in the City and County of San Diego). Applicant: Gatlin Development
Company.

UPDATE:

Subsequent to public review, the proposed project and draft EIR have been revised to address
issues raised during the review period. Specifically, the project has been redesigned to include
relocated driveways and to eliminate one free-standing commercial pad. The revised project site
plan is attached to these conclusions.

After consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the applicant has selected an alternative
off-site mitigation site. The EIR conclusions, analysis section and the mitigation language have
been revised to reflect this change. In addition, the requirement for testing for the Riverside fairy
shrimp has been included as part of the project.

The revisions to the project do not result in any new impacts or require additional mitigation.
CONCLUSIONS:

This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts for the development of the Palm Plaza Walmart
project in the Otay Mesa community. Implementation of the proposed project would result in
significant unmitigated impacts to Land Use, Landform Alteration and Cumulative Biology,
Traffic and Air Quality. Significant impacts to Traffic (direct), Biology (direct),
Geology/Soils, Hydrology/ Water Quality and Paleontological Resources would be mitigated to a
level less than significant.

On March 25, 1993, the Secretary of the Interior listed the California gnatcatcher as a threatened
species under the Endangered Species Act. The ruling prohibits any interim "take" (harm or
disturbance) to the gnatcatcher or its coastal sage scrub habitat. The proposed project contains
coastal sage scrub habitat and six California gnatcatchers.

Approval of the proposed project as analyzed by this Environmental Impact Report would result in
\ loss of gnatcatchers and coastal sage scrub habitat and would therefore not be consistent with the
nterim federal "no take" rule. Further, the project design and proposed mitigation for
gnatcatcher/coastal sage scrub impacts may not be consistent with a future conservation plan that
would be adopted by the City, State Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
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Service. The project proponent is currently working with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain
a Section 7 or 10a permit. ‘

Land Use

The proposed project would result in manufactured slopes up to 85 feet in height. The
environmental goals of the Otay Mesa Community Plan identify minimizing landform alteration.
In addition, the project would exceed the encroachment allowances allowed under the Resource
Protection Ordinance.

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality

To create the necessary pad area and construct "A" Street to City design standards, a 40-foot-deep
ravine would be filled and 85-foot-high manufactured slopes would be created.

Traffic (Cumulative)

The proposed project would generate approximately 43,000 driveway and 30,000 cumulative
Average Daily Traffic (ADT). The intersections of Palm Avenue/"A" Street and Palm Avenue/
Interstate 805 would result in a Level of Service (LOS) D during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

Air Quality (Cumulative)

Implementation of the proposed project would result in short-term construction related impacts and
long-term mobile-source emissions which incrementally impact cumulative air quality. Project
intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service would compound regional air quality
problems and the non-attainment status of the San Diego Air Basin.

Biological Resources

Development of the project would result in direct and cumulative impacts to sensitive vegetation
and wildlife. On site, 3.9-acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub and 1.5-acres of maritime succulent
scrub would be lost as a result of this project. The habitat impacted by the proposed development
is generally disturbed, having been graded during previous landfill operations on site. In addition,
six California gnatcatchers and 5.3-acres of non-native grassland being used by this bird would
also be lost. The loss of these habitats would also be considered cumulatively significant as a
result of the loss of wetlands and raptor foraging areas. In addition, should future testing for the
Riverside Fairy shrimp shows this species present on site, the loss of wetland habitat would be
considered directly significant.

ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:
No Project

This alternative would maintain the property in its present vacant condition. Under this
alternative, all project related impacts would be avoided.

Development Under Existing Land Use Designation

This alternative would involve development of the site with residential units with a density of 0-5
dwelling units per acre. Implementation of this alternative would avoid the traffic and related air
quality impacts. Impacts to land use, landform alteration and biological resources would be
reduced under this alternative by allowing the alignment of "A" Street to be moved out of the

sensitive slope and biology areas.
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Modified "A" Street Alternative

This alternative would move the alignment of "A" Street further west on the site and partially
reduce encroachment into sensitive slopes and biology. Impacts to landform alteration and
biological resources would be reduced, but not to a level less than significant. Traffic and air
quality impacts would remain unchanged.

Off-site Alternative

This alternative proposes using a property to the north of Palm Avenue known as Gateway Fair.
The acreage for this site would not accommodate the full project. However, a partial off-site
alternative was also analyzed. Under this alternative, the Walmart and 25 percent of the proposed
commercial uses would be constructed on the gateway Fair Site. The Sam’s Club and remaining
commercial square footage would be constructed on northern portion of the Palm Plaza site.

While traffic and air quality impacts would again remain unchanged, impacts to land use, landform
alteration and biological impacts would be substantially reduced.

Unless a project alternative is adopted, project approval will require the decision-maker to make
Findings, substantiated in the record, which state that: a) individual mitigation measures or project
alternatives are infeasible, and b) the overall project is acceptable despite significant impacts
because of specific overriding considerations.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM INCORPORATED INTO
THE PROJECT:

Biology

Direct biological impacts to gnatcatcher habitat would be completely mitigated with the off-site
preservation and/or creation of Diegan coastal sage scrub (DCSS) and maritime succulent scrub
(MSS). Mitigation would be at a 2:1 ratio and would be achieved by the preservation of 7.8-acres
of DCSS and 3.0-acres of MSS in an off-site mitigation areas in the vicinity of project site. A five
year monitoring and maintenance program would be included for any areas proposed for creation.
In addition, if soil testing for the Riverside fairy shrimp indicates the species is present, the project
would be required to comply with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. No take of the
fairy shrimp habitat would be permitted until the project applicant obtains a Section 7 or 10a
permit.

Traffic

The proposed "A" Street shall be constructed as a four-lane major street between Palm Avenue and
Del Sol Boulevard. Del Sol Boulevard between I-805 and "A" Street shall be constructed as a
four-lane collector street. Palm Avenue shall be constructed as a seven-lane primary arterial. The
intersections of Palm Avenue and "A" Street and driveways "D" and "E" shall be signalized. A
complete listing of traffic mitigation measures including required lane and intersection
configurations is contained in Section IV.C of the EIR.

Air Quality

Short term construction related air quality impacts would be mitigated through compliance with the
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) measures and other dust control measures (See discussion in
Section IV.E).

Noise

Future traffic volumes along "A" Street would result in noise volumes which exceed 65 dB(A),
regardless of the project development. Future residences along "A" Street may be impacted by
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adverse noise conditions. No project-specific mitigation is available for noise generation because
no development currently exists in affected areas. Future projects would be required to construct
necessary sound attenuation devices at the time of development.

Geology/Soils

The proposed project would be constructed on alluvium deposits, expansive soils and
unconsolidated trash deposits from previous landfill operations on the site. The La Nacion Fault
zone, 'ay and landslide deposits could adversely affect the stability of the proposed manufactured
slopes. The Building Inspection Department would require the completion of a geotechnical
reconnaissance prior to the issuance of building permits. Proper engineering design of the new
structure would ensure that the potential for geologic impacts, from regional hazards would be
insignificant.

Utilities

Facilities which provide water to the project site may not be adequate to serve the proposed
development. Prior to the recordation of a final map, a water systems analysis shall be prepared
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The analysis shall determine if any improvements are
necessary and, if so, would require the applicant to install or assure that the improvements will be
accomplished.

Paleontological Resources

The project site is underlain by the Otay Mesa geologic formation. The Otay Mesa formation has
strong potential for containing terrestrial vertebrae remains. Approval of the proposed project
shall contain a paleontological mitigation monitoring program in the Otay Mesa geologic
formations to mitigate potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources. The tentative
map shall include measures for a paleontologist to monitor earth movement during grading, which
would allow salvaging any exposed fossil remains. Prior to the issuance of building permits, a
summary report, even if negative, shall be prepared and submitted to EAS to confirm that a
paleontological study has been conducted for the project. Complete paleontological mitigation
measures are provided in Section IV.I of the EIR.

Water Quality

The proposed project would contribute to the urban runoff problems within the Otay and Tijuana
River basins. Runoff from proposed streets and parking lots would collect pollutants such as
rubber, oil, metals and trash. Mitigation measures to reduce water quality impacts would include
pollution control devices consistent with the Best Management Practices (BMP) and acceptable to
the City Engineer (See discussion Section IV.L of the EIR).

The above mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or deposits
to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or final
maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program.

jxﬂ/ )éO@ May 19. 1993

Ann B. Hix, Principal Pianner Date of Draft Report
City Planning Department
September 09, 1993
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Milone
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PUBLIC REVIEW:

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or
notice of the draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and
sufficiency:

Federal Agencies
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Arm> Corps of Engineers
State of California
CALTRANS, District 11
Department of Fish and Game
State Health Department
Regional Water Quality Control Board, District 9
State Clearinghouse
California Air Resources Board
Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Division
County of San Diego
Department of Health and Human Services, HMMD
Department of Planning and Land Use
City of San Diego
Councilmember Vargas, District 8
Planning Department
Engineering and Development Department
Water Utilities Department
General Services Department
City of Chula Vista, Lance Fry
SANDAG
Air Pollution Control District
San Diego Gas and Electric
Metropolitan Transit Development Board
Sierra Club
San Diego Audubon Society
San Diego Archaeological Society
San Diego Natural History Museum
San Diego Biodiversity Project
California Native Plant Society
California Regulatory Alert
Park and Recreation Board
Citizens Coordinate for Century III
Otay Mesa Community Planning Group
Otay Mesa-Nestor Community Planning Group
Otay Mesa Development Council
Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce
Tijuana Valley/Border Planning Group
Michael Vogt
Barry Simons
Janay Kruger

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Repbrting Program and any technical
appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Development and Environmental Planning
Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

O
O

X)

No comments were received during the public input period.

Comments were received but the comments do not address the accuracy or completeness
of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the
end of the EIR.

Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were rec~ved during the
public input period. The letters and responses follow.
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T.END

June 30, 1993

City of San Diego
Planning Department
Dev, & Env. Plan. Div.
202 "C" street, MS 4C
San Diego, CA 52101

Attention: Ms. Ann B. Hix, Principal Flanner

SUBJECT: DRAFT ERVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ~ PALM PLAZA
WALMART

Dear Ms. Hix:
San Diego Gas & Electric is pleased to have been given the

opportunity to review the draft environmental impact report for
the Palm Plaza Walmart.

" There are no major gas facilities affecting the development.

Of concern however is a €9kV electric transmission line which
runs along the west side of the project that is in conflict
with the project. Relocation of these facilities are costly
and will be at the developer's expense. Please be reminded
that access to our right-of-way rust be maintained at all times
and any grading or excavation work within our right-of-way nmust
have our approval prior to start of construction.

Gas and electric distribution facilities appear to be adeguate
for the development at this time, however, it is impossible to
predict how other proposed developments may impact the future
energy demands of this project.

Should you have any further guestions, please feel free to
contact me at 696-2151.

Sincerely,

Kathy Babcock
Land Assistant

RESPONSE

The existing 60-foot electric easement is located along portions of the project’s eastern
boundary, as shown on Figure III-5 of the EIR. It is acknowledged that the project would be
required to relocate the existing transmission line through the project site. All work will be
coordinated with the assistance and consultation of SDG&E.
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COMMENT

Business. Transporiat:on and Holalr ) Agency

Stwte of Caklona

Memorandum
To: STATE CLEARINGHOUSE oms: Jun@ 28, 19923
T. Loftus Fis: 11-8D-80%5

Froem:

2632

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
District 11 Planning

sobect: DEIA for Paim Plaza Walman-SCH 92111021

-

| | £S5 i

Cakrans Districi 11 comments and ccntact persons are as follows:

. o | jons.

} for our review of those
eveloper should provide our agengy with 50-scale plans fof ¢
impa;hseagd miﬁs:tlons specific to Inlersiate Roule 805. Pholo_-smulaums of Fﬁlm Flaza
Walmact as viewed from |-805 would also ba halpful for our review and comment.

i 1esponsiilities for drainage efeng the fength cf Ihe westarn
t.vouns:I Stlgar?igdprﬁé‘;g (pag: W-81) shoulc be discussed in morg detail. vy.u work within
the rlgh?o!—way of 1-805 be required? We are concerned tha? the structural integrity of that

fecility is maintaired.

ithi i sic of 6;1. Any work
1ant replacement within our right-of-way shoukd be dons &1 8 ratic o
whhi: tlaw:t rig?\!—cl-way for -80S will require an ancroachma~t permit.

gmmm;mna-sany and close ccordination with Ca'trans District 11
are strongly advised fer all encroachment permh applicatiorss.

. Tratfic-The Traffic impact Study s deficient for the foliowing reasons:

. i ty
. The study does not include an In‘ersectisn Lane Vqlume {ILV} Capac
k Analysls);or signalized inlersections on & spread diamond interchangs.

2. The sludy does not Include a queue analysis for the inierchange.

3. The siudy does not include a traf'iz forecast of existing traffic volumes
muttiplied by & 20-year growth factor.

i idsd ¥ ] Study, our
he informetion provided in the DEIA and the Traffic Impact )
egeng; iﬁﬁ«?& Lsua a permit 1gr the proposed 805 interchange iraffic signals. I eppea’s
that the improvemenis fequirad for *Interim Condiipns Plus Project” gre more exiensive
than proposed and they will require a Projsct Study Report (PSR).

RESPONSE

The project applicant intends to provide these maps.

The Visual Quality/Landform Alteration section of the EIR utilized cross-sections (Figure
IV-8) to conceptualize the relationship of the project to the freeway. This technique is
considered appropriate for the EIR’s visual analysis. The use of photo-simulations would not
change the EIR’s conclusion that the commercial development would detract from the visual
quality of the area, but not to a level of significance. For this reason, photo-simulations have
not been included.

The project’s grading plan (Figure III-3 of the EIR) shows that project grading would place a
fill slope in the I-805 right-of-way near the Palm Avenue interchange. As shown on Figure
IV-21 of the EIR, existing drainage facilities are located in this area. The project’s tentative
map would be conditioned to ensure that necessary improvements would be made to existing
drainage facilities to serve the project site. Therefore, the structural integrity of these facilities
would be maintained or improved.

Comment acknowledged. The project would be conditioned to comply with this request.
Comment acknowledged. The project would be conditioned to comply with this request.

Intersection Lane Volume (ILV) Capacity Analyses have been performed for the interchange
for the three traffic conditions included in the traffic study:

Existing traffic plus traffic for Wal-Mart Center

Existing traffic plus traffic for Wal-Mart Center plus traffic for 1,513 dwelling units and
an additional 5.5 acres of commercial development

Long-term future (buildout) traffic

The spread diamond signalized intersection capacity analysis worksheets are on file at the
City Planning Department. The number of lanes, as indicated on the worksheets, would be
two through lanes plus two lefi-turn lanes in each direction on the bridge for the first two
traffic conditions listed and three through lanes plus two left-turn lanes in each direction for
the long term future traffic condition.

An ILV Capacity Analysis for the 20-year projection has also been prepared. The traffic
estimates for the 20-year projection are on the basis that:

At the interchange, traffic from existing development to the west side of I-805 will
grow at a rate of 0.5 percent per year for 20 years. The area west of 1-805 is virtually
built-out and has had very little growth over the last several years. Accordingly, a
growth rate of 0.5 percent per year, a growth factor of 1.105 over 20 years, is considered
appropriate.

Wal-Mart Center will be developed and Palm Avenue will be extended easterly of the
interchange. Street “A” will be built between Palm Avenue and Del Sol Boulevard.

There would be up to 1,513 dwelling units plus 5 acres of commercial/retail
development on the east side of the interchange. The City of San Diego would not
approve any development in the area beyond the level of 1,513 dwelling units plus 5.5
acres of commercial/retail until such time as interchange improvements were identified
in a Project Study Report (PSR) by Caltrans.
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COMMENT

Mr. T. Lottus
June 28, 1983
Page Two
ntal issue o Visual Quality our contact person
- Contact Persons-For the envirormenal |
is Ray Traynor, Landsczpe Arctitect, (B818) 588-973§. Ogr cortact per;o;\] ;g{
ercroachment parmis and the inaticn of the PSR is Keith Ploetiner, Projsc
Manager, Project Devetopment Branch §-3, (€19 538-3156.
BILL DILLON, Chief
Pianning Studies Branck
BD/MO:ce

RESPONSE

The 20-year traffic projection was prepared in response to the comment by Caltrans that
improvements made under an encroachment permit would need to be sufficient to serve traffic
for 20 years. The Caltrans encroachment permit would be to install traffic signals at both
ramp terminals, to restripe the bridge to provide two left-turn lanes on the approach to each
entrance ramp, and to widen the southbound exit ramp to provide three lanes. The 20-year
traffic estimate described above would be applicable to this configuration.

The results of the ILV capacity analysis indicate that the interchange would operate at levels
below capacity for all four traffic conditions analyzed. The ILV methodology states that if
the sum of the hourly critical lane volumes is less than 1,200, the interchange would operate
satisfactorily. If the sum is greater than 1,500 vehicles per hour (vph), capacity would be
exceeded. If the sum is between 1,200 and 1,500 vph, some motorists would encounter some
delays. Following is a summary of the ILV analysis:

Traffic Condition Sum of Critical Lane Volumes Comment
Existing Plus Wal-Mart Center 1,430 vph Some Delays
Existing Plus Wal-Mart Center Plus 1,420 vph Some Delays
1,513 Dus & 5.5 acres Comm/Retail
Buildout (3 thru lanes on bridge) 1,470 vph Some Delays
20-Year Projection 1,165 vph Satisfactory Operation

In discussions with Caltrans, the focus of this comment is the determination of storage length
for vehicles turning left at the ramp terminals. The required left-turn storage length was
determined for each of the three traffic volume scenarios listed in the response to comment #7
and for the 20-year traffic projection, for cycle lengths of 90 and 120 seconds, respectively.

Based on Caltrans design guidelines, the storage space requirements for the left-tum pockets
on the bridge would not be met. For the existing plus Wal-Mart Center traffic condition, the
minimum requirements might be met depending on the specific design of the pockets and the
transition area between the back to back pockets. It might be appropriate to consider a design
exception such that the transition area might be designed to have a shorter length than standard
and the storage space might be somewhat shorter than what the Design Manual might stipulate.
The City of San Diego and Caltrans have discussed and will continue to discuss possible ways
of accommodating traffic under interim and build-out conditions.

The operation of the I-805/Palm Avenue interchange was analyzed further using the Passer III
computer program, developed by the Texas Transportation Institute, specifically for the analysis
of diamond interchanges and frontage roads. The results indicate that satisfactory operation
can be achieved with any of the traffic conditions analyzed, assuming that three through lanes
would be provided in each direction on the bridge. For the other three traffic conditions, two
through lanes in each direction plus back to back double left turn pockets would be provided.

The results of the Passer III analysis also indicate that while satisfactory operation can be
achieved for any cycle length between 80 and 120 seconds (this was the extent of the range
analyzed), total delay would be minimum for a cycle length of 80 seconds. Storage space
needs would be less for a cycle length of 80 seconds compared to a cycle length of 90 or 120
seconds. A signal phasing and timing strategy can be developed such that the interchange can
be operated satisfactorily for any of the conditions analyzed with the amount of left-turn
storage that can be provided using back-to-back left turn pockets.
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COMMENT

10.

RESPONSE

See response to comment #7.

The City of San Diego and Caltrans acknowledge that under ultimate development conditions,
improvements io the I-805/Palm Avenue interchange, including a possible modification of
the bridge structure, would be needed even without Palm Plaza. Caltrans is currently in the
process of preparing a Project Study Report (PSR) for the Palm/I-805 interchange. This PSR
will identify the final design of the interchange. The Palm Plaza project would make interim
improvements for direct impacts associated with this project at the interchange (subject to
Caltrans approval) and would be responsible for a fair share of the ultimate interchange
improvement. All interim improvements would be consistent with the ultimate PSR design.
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COMMENT

JBNNIRER
2082 Buena Creek Rd.

Vista, CA 92084
{619) 727-0930

July 2, 1992

Ann B. Hix

Principal Planner

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Planning Department

Development and Environmental Flanning Division
202 "C" Street, Mall Station 4C

San Dicgo, CA 92101

Re: Palm Plaza Wal-Mart
EAS No. 92-0647
DEP No. 92-0736-

Dear Ms. Hix:

After reviewing the Environmental Jmpact Report for the Palm Plaza Wal-
Mart I believe this project has several serious problems.

™ The environmental/biological issues are of significant importance. The
California gnatcatcher Is listed as threatened by the United States Fish and
wildlife Service and six were sighted on the proposed project site. The City
of San Diego issued a memorandum, dated April 30, 1993, stating that until
an interim conservation process for California gnatcatchers and their habitat
11 ‘is adopted by the USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game no

communities on the proposed project are unique to south San Diego County
and would best bc mitigated by preservation of similar quality habitats in the
L Otay Mesa area not Lakeside.

This proposed project is on or adjacent to a Natural Community
Conservation Planning program unit of high conservation value andg is
depicted on the City of San Diego's Multiple Species Conservation Program
maps as having high conservation value. It is anticipated that the Multiple
Species Conservation Program will serve as the final regional conservation
plan for this area and 1s expected to serve as a Natural Community

prior to the fnalization and adoption of these reglonal conservation planning
efforts could jeopardize thosc planning efforts.

Conservation Planning. Therefore. implementation of the proposed project 13.
12

and raptor foraging area associated with non-native grasslands which can not

The proposed project would destroy relatively rare, for the reglon, wetlands
13
be mitigated and has been greatly diminished due to past development.

@CUDBAT 11.

impacts will be permitted. The coastal sage scrub and maritime scrub 12.

RESPONSE

Approval of the proposed project by the City of San Diego would not result in a “take” of
coastal sage scrub habitat. The project will-be required to obtain a Section 7 or 10(a) permit
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to any action which would “take” habitat of the
California gnatcatcher and, thus, will be required to meet the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act.

Subsequent to the distribution of the draft EIR, the applicant has identified property in the
immediate vicinity of the project site to mitigate for both maritime succulent scrub and Diegan
coastal sage scrub. The applicant will acquire and preserve 3.0 acres and 7.8 acres, respectively.
Mitigation measure IV.D.1 and the accompanying illustration (Figure IV-17) have been revised
in the EIR to reflect the new mitigation site. The revised graphic follows this page and the
new revised mitigation language is as follows:

Mitigation Measure IV.D.1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit or recordation of the final
map, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City Planning Director that 7.8
acres of high quality Diegan coastal sage scrub and 3.0 acres of high quality maritime succulent
scrub have been preserved within the area shown on Figure IV-17. A recorded easement
document or other document assuring acquisition of the mitigation acreage shall be provided
to the Planning Director which defines the conditions and limitations for the use of the
mitigation area. Mitigation may occur at other locations with the approval of the City Planning
Director.

As noted on page IV-58 of the EIR, preliminary biological surveys of the Lakeside mitigation
site show that it contains relatively undisturbed, high quality Diegan coastal sage scrub; portions
of which support the coastal California gnatcatcher. Furthermore, the site is adjacent to a
large expanse of native habitat which has been identified as a high priority area in the regional
open space system. However, in recognition of the benefits of accomplishing mitigation
within the vicinity of the project, the project applicant has agreed to attempt to locate an
alternative mitigation site. The applicant will work with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to
obtain approval of such an alternative site or combination of sites in order to comply.

Based on the MSCP map (2000:1), the site is shown as disturbed. It should be noted that the
project design retains the higher quality habitat onsite in open space. While it is true that
multi-species planning efforts are ongoing in the City of San Diego, it is not the City’s policy
to delay processing of individual projects until these planning efforts have been completed.
Furthermore, CEQA does not specifically require that project approval be withheld pending
completion of other planning efforts. Nevertheless, as stated in response to comment #11, the
project will have to comply with conservation plans in effect at the time disturbance is proposed
and would have to obtain a Section 7 or 10(a) permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
or be consistent with the forthcoming approved MSCP.

This comment concurs with the conclusions of the EIR. Pages IV-56 and 57 of the EIR
acknowledge that the project would have a cumulatively significant and unmitigated impact
associated with the loss of wetlands and raptor foraging area associated with non-native
grasslands. In order to offset cumulative impacts, the applicant would contribute $10,000 to
the City’s Mitigation Bank Program for cumulative impacts onsite. The above measure would
not fully mitigate cumulative biological impacts.
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14

15

16

COMMENT

The environmental goal of the Otay Mesa Community Plan is to develop
projects to fit the land. This proposed project would require excessive
grading, thus conflicting with the environmental goal of the Otay Mesa

Community Plan.

Otay Mesa Road is a heavily traveled road and the additional traffic due to
thlsyproject. with no imme)élate mitigation, would cause significant traffic
hazards. Traffic on and the I-805/Palm Ave. interchange would be
significantly increased, thus creating hazardous traffic conditions along with
increased air and noise pollution.

Thank you for your consideration of the adverse affects this proposed
project will have on our environment. This proposed project would best

serve the community by implementing one of the EIR alternatives, Offsite
Alternative or No Project.

L

nnifer Goudeau

Sincerely,

14.

15.

16.

RESPONSE

This comment concurs with the conclusion of the EIR. On page IV-13, the EIR acknowledges
that the amount of grading proposed for the manufactured slopes along the eastern project
boundary would conflict with Environmental Goals of the Community Plan relative to landform.

The traffic analysis indicates that I-805 and Palm Avenue would be the primary routes travelled
by patrons of the proposed project. Project mitigation would require lane configuration
improvement and installation of traffic signals at the Paim Avenue/I-805 interchange. These
interchange improvemenis would foster safe driving conditions.

The EIR acknowledges that project-impacted intersections which experience unacceptable
levels of service would compound regional air quality problems. Although the level of service
at the I-805 ramp terminals would be LOS D under certain conditions, the carbon monoxide
“hot spot” analysis concluded that CO levels would not exceed state or federal standards.

As a noise generator, the project would have a potentially significant noise impact on future
residential land uses of the approved California Terraces Precise Plan near the northeast project
boundary by increasing traffic noise levels on “A” Street. Future developments along “A”
Street would be required to evaluate potential noise impacts from traffic along this roadway
(including that of the proposed project) and would be required to mitigate potential noise
impacts (see page IV-73 of EIR).

Comment acknowledged.
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City of San Diego ESVIRCASINTA Mbevsis

Planning Departmemt

Development and Environmental Planning Division
202 °C" Sureet, Mail Statior 4C

San Diego, CA 92101

Attention: Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner

Comments Regarding Adeguacy

Draft Environmenial Impact Report

Proposed Palm Plaza Walmart Project
0. 92- R P_No. 92

Ladies and Gentlemen:

In this letter, the San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plamt Society (CNPS) provides
comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Repori (DEIR) for
the proposed Palm Pluza Walmart Project (project) 1o be located south of Palm Avenue,
cast of Interstate 805 in the Otay Mesa community on a portion of Section 25, T18S, R2W
(EAS No. 92-0647; DEP No. 92-0736; SCH No. 92111021). Please note that these
comments pertain only 1o the DEIR prepared for the proposed project dated May 18, 1993,
and noticed by the City of San Diego (City) on May 19, 1993. Unfortunately, the Biology
Technical Report prepared for this project dated December 22, 1992 was not included in
the materials provided 10 us for review. We appreciale the opportunity o provide
comments on the DEIR and would hope that review material supplied to CNPS in the
future include the supporting Biological Technical Studies, as clearly this is the discipline
for which we will provide comments on any proposed project.

We would like to clarify a staiement on page 1 of the City’s EIR summary, last sentence in
the third paragraph under Conclusions. Under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973,
as amended (Act), two vehicles are available for acquisition of a permit 1o 2llow “1ake” of

BWAas
007/904
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17. The commenter is correct in stating that this project would be applicable to solely the Section
10(a) permit process of the Endangered Species Act in the absence of Federal jurisdiction.
However, a Section 7 consultation option would be available in the event a 404 permit is
required.
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California Native Plant Society

City of San Diego
July 2, 1993
Page 2

a threatened or endangered species which is incidental to, but not the intent of, an otherwise
lawful activity. For projects which are authorized, funded, or carried out by the federal
government, such incidental take may be authorized through the interagency consutiation
process detailed in Section 7 of the Act. For all other projects which involve private
applicants, such take can only be authorized through Section 10 of the Act. These two
processes are mutually exclusive. Therefore, unless there is a federai agency permitting
jurisdiction involved in the proposed project, the appropriate vehicle 1o allow the incidental
"take" of California gnatcaicher (Palioptila californica calijomica) would be acquisition of a
*10a permit".

The majority of our comments are related to the Biology ponion of the DEIR
(Sub-Section D) and are referenced to specific page numbers, all in Section IV.

On the Biology Map (Onsite) Figure IV-15 - page 49, please correct the spelling of
loggerhead shrike and San Diego County viguiera. Please comrect the spelling of the species
portion of the scientific name for American kestrel to sparverius on page 53. In addition,
please correct the North indicator on Figure III-1, page 111-3.

In the discussion of sensitive wildlife on page 53, it is stated that "...three species listed by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as Category 2 candidate species, and three species listed
by the CDFG as species of special concern.” occur on the site. Actually, it appears that four
Category 2 federal candidaies are present {including the Joggeshead shrike), and a tot2l of
four species of special concern are present. The current stztus of other wildlife species
recorded from the site cannot be reviewed, because this information was not provided (o us.

On page 54, note that the loggerhead shrike s also a Category 2 federa) candidate, and that

| the San Diego cactus wren is also 2 CDFG species of special concern.

BWA jus
oo (5T
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18. The EIR has been revised to reflect these corrections.

19. Comment acknowledged. The EIR has been revised to reflect this clarification.

20. See response to comment #19.
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Page 3

" The first paragraph on page 56 indicates that the loss of maritime scrub would also impact

snake cholla. There is no previous mention of this Category 2 federal candidate and CNPS
List 1B plant’s status at the project site. Does Opuniia paryi var. sespintina occur ai the

| site? If so, please describe the distribution and abundance of 1his rare plant.

™ The third paragraph on page 56 states that *...the expected Joss of 0.4 acres of mule fat scrub

and 360 square-foot seasonal isolated wetland are not considered direct significant biological
impacts” Yet, on page IX-3, it states that, "As any loss of Diegan sage (sic) scrub, wetland
or maritime succulent scrub is considered significant...”. Does the DEIR indicate that the
loss of wetland acreage on site is a significant impact? We believe that the loss of any
amount of wetlands is a potentially significant impact, and as such these losses should be
properly mitigated. This Joss should be evaluated under the California Envirenmental
Quality Act (CEQA) procedure, and should not be dependent upon satisfying the
jurisdictional acreage threshold of federal or state wetland protection legislation. The DEIR

jmm does correctly note the cumulatively significant impact of the loss of these weiland areas.

. light of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Proposed Special Rule 10 Allow

Take of the Threatened Coastal California Gnatcatcher (Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 59,
16758-16759, March 30, 1993}, we believe the City's approach to compensation ratios for
sage scrub habitats is inadequate. This special rule has been proposed pursuant to Section
4(d) of the Act, and would permit take associated with land-use activities covered by 2n
approved plan prepared under the state and regional government’s Namural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) programs. Critical to the NCCP process is the interim
strategy 10 limit loss of coastal sage scrub 10 5 percent in any subregional area, identified
in the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community Conservation Planning
Draft Conservation Guidelines published June 17, 1993 by the California Department of
Fish and Game. Adequate mitigation to reduce the impact of loss of coastal sage scrub
vegetation 1o a level below significance cannot likely be develaped until the lacal NCCP
subregional plan is in place. It is not likely that the City’s proposed 2:1 compensation ratio

@ Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora
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Snake cholla was not observed onsite but was found immediately south of the project site
within existing maritime succulent scrub habitat. The likelihood of occurrence is moderate
since it would have been easily identifiable. However, 100 percent survey coverage did not
occur within the onsite maritime succulent scrub habitat. Therefore, snake cholla is a sensitive
plant species which potentially occurs on the site. The text of the EIR has been revised to
reflect this clarification.

The reference on page IX-5 was intended to indicate that any loss of these habitat types would
at 2 minimum be cumulatively significant. The text has been changed to clarify this point.

As stated on page IV-57 of the EIR, although normally considered to be significant biological
resource, the expected loss of 0.4 acres of mule fat scrub and 360 square-foot seasonal isolated
wetland are not considered direct significant biological impacts. The mule fat scrub vegetation
developed on the property as a result of the impoundment of water within a pond. Afier the
mule fat became established, the dam responsible for holding water in the pond had been
breached. As a result, no water collects in the pond. The pond is located in a small drainage
course and without the dam to catch the small amount of runoff in this drainage, the mule fat
scrub is expected to eventually die. Similarly, the seasonal isolated wetland is not considered
a significant resource due to its small size, lack of sensitive species and isolated occurrence.

The EIR acknowledges that the wetland habitat is of low quality and unlikely to persist on its
own. However, in order to offset the cumulative impact to onsite biological resources, the
applicant would contribute the sum of $10,000 to the City’s Mitigation Bank Program to
assist in the purchase of habitat within regional open space corridors.

See response to comment #11 and #12.
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California Native Plant Society

City of San Diego
July 2, 1993
Page 4

will satisfy USFWS requirements to issue a Section 10{a) permil, and tke Section 4(d)
proposed special rule will not be in place until the NCCP process has been finalized.

Based on the above considerations, we believe that the only way to reduce impacts to sage
scrub vegetation 10 a level below significance is to completely avoid disturbance to this
sensitive vegetation. In addition, impacts to the California gunatcaichers occurring outside
of this vegetation would have 10 be avoided to comply with the Act's Section ¢ prohibition
of take.

If such complete onsite avoidance of sage scrub vegetation js not feasible, we believe that
an adequate compensation ratio should be developed. This ratio should be much greater
than 2:1. Additionally, the Joss of 1.5 acres of maritime succulent scrub ¢annot be mitigated
by replacement with Diegan coastal sage scrub. Maritime succulent scrub is actually much
more limited in distribution within the United States, and as such any loss must be offset

- by acquisition of acreage elsewhere (if available) or revegetation/restoration/enhancement

of existing, degraded mearitime succulent scrub.

While we cancur with the concept of acquiring offsite compensation acreage {when onsite
avoidance is noi feasible) that is of high habitat value and is contiguous with larger open
areas, we believe that further biological investigations are warranted op any proposed
compensation property. These studies are needed to show that specifically proposed parcels

would:
1) repiace values of resources Jost (that is, would include all or most of the
sensitive species 10 be lost),
2)  would satisfy the intent of the subregional NCCF and USFWS concerns, ant
3) would replace sensitive habitat to be lost with similar habitat {Diegan coastal
sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub, seasonal wellands, and mulefat scrub
vegetation).
BWA s
0077904
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Comment noted. Pursuant to Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR provides
an alternative which avoids impacts to sensitive biology resources. The project applicant
contends that complete onsite avoidance of Diegan coastal sage scrub would not be feasible.
See also response to comment #11.

See response to comment #11.

See response to comment #11.

Prior to the City accepting the offsite mitigation area, the project applicant would be required
to demonstrate the site’s ability to provide adequate mitigation including the submittal of
complete biological surveys. See response to comment #22 regarding the project’s cumulative
impact.
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We believe the siatement on page IV-14, “Full mitigation of the impacts 10 other biol ogica
sensitive resources, Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub, Maritime Succulent Serub and Californ
gnatcatcher...would be achievec by the applicant’s proposal to preserve Diegan coastal sa;
scrub habitat..." is not supported by the currently proposed mitigation measures, To ful
mitigate these impacts (if complete onsite avoidance is not feasible), the City should r
evaluate the compensation ratio, and include compensation acreage for the other sensitis
habitais to be impacted.

000

Thank you for the opportunity 10 provide comments on the adequacy of 1he DEIR for th
proposed Palm Plaza Walmart project in the community of Otay Mesa. The recent;
proposed special rule by the USFWS, and the state and regional government's effor
1owards completion of the NCCP process are important actions which will likely guide lanc
Enc development in our region for many years. We look forward to seeing how the Cit
Incorporates these land-use planning tools in its environmental review of this propose:
project, and would appreciate receiving any final documents prepared.

Very truly yours,
San Diego Chapter, Californiz Native Plant Socier

=N
Ms. Bertha McKIﬂ[cy
Chapter President

2 Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora
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See response to comment #11. The proposed project has been designed to avoid impacts,
where feasible, to sensitive biological resources. Where impacts did occur, complete mitigation
in the form of offsite preservation is provided. In addition, the applicant would be required to
make a monetary contribution to the City’s Mitigation Bank Program to offset the cumulative

biological impacts.
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July 2, 1993

Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner

City of San Diego City Planming Department
Development and Environmentat Planning Divisicn
202 “C" Street

San Diege, CA 92101

Suobject: Palm Plaza Walman Drafi EIR (DEP No. 92-0736)

Dear Ms. Hix:

The City of Chula Vista has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Repont (DEIR) for the
proposed Palm Plaza Walmart project, and has concluded that the document does not adequately
address the potentizi for impacis related to wansportation, land use, air quality and growth
inducement; nar does it provide mitigation to reduce these impacts to a level of insignificance.,
An additional comment pertaining 10 the impacts on biclogy have also been jncinded.

In our judgment, the document has serious flaws that do not satisfy the requirements of CEQA
or the adopied environmenial goals of the Otay Mesa Community Plan, the Regional Growth
Management Strategy or the City's Resource Protection Ordinance. Because these deficiensies
have the potential to impace the City of Chula Vista, we would request the opportunity 10 meet
with City staff to discuss these comments prior to finalization of this EIR. Our specific
comments are as follows:

Transportation

1 : As mentionzd in previous communications with the City, the City of Chula Vista remains
concerned about the adequacy and continued use of the original environmemal document
prepared for the annexation and establishment of city zoning on Oray Mesa, in particular,
the amount of industrially desipnated Jand on the Mesa and resulting analysis regarding
cumulative traffic impacis. Smdies have shown that there is limited capacity on the
regional circulation sysiem 8o serve traffic generated on Otay Mesa uiilizing a less than
standard rate for industrial uses (100 trips per acre), To rely on those earlier documents
for ongaing project review appears flawed, as we believe they do not adequately analyze
the cumulative and regional impacts of approved and pending projecis on the existing and
planned cinculation systerm.

27€ FSURTH AVE/THULS 1516 CALIFONN 3 9°310° 5°9. £3°.3:C1
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The long-term future (build-out) traffic analysis for the proposed Palm Plaza Wal-Mart project
is based on SANDAG’s South Bay Area subarea model, adjusted by the City of San Diego to
incorporate the current plans for land uses in Otay Mesa. The model also incorporates the
transportation facilities expected to be in place to serve the build-out land uses.

An analysis in accordance with CMP requirements and regional circulation system has been
conducted and is presented in the response to comment #76.

The 43,200 trips referenced represents the number of trips into and out of the driveways of the
proposed Palm Plaza Wal-Mart project. Not all of these trips would be new trips. Some
would be “passer-by” irips representing motorists making a stop at Palm Plaza in route to
another destination. Such trips would not constitute a “new” trip on the freeway system. It is
estimated that of the total 43,200 trips, about 30,200 would be “new” trips. See response to
comment #32.
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Furthermore, it has now been twelve years since the Otay Mesa Community Plan was
adopted; and during this time, » number of community plan amendments have been
approved with others pending that add significantly to the number of trips on the regional
circulation system. It states on page IV-32 of the DEIR that the propesed project would
add 43,200 trips to the roadway system, 37,000 of which are in excess of the community
plan allocation. In our opinion, we feel this situation will be exacerbated by increasing
the commercial base through the approval of the Palm Plaza Walmart project. The net
result of continuing with this course of action will be high traffic volumes and resulbtant
poor levzls of service on the freeways and arterials connecting to and through the City
of Chula Visia.

The DEIR provides no analysis of wraffic impacts beyond the project’s immediate study
area (i.c., intersections and roadway segments of I-805, Palm Ave., "A* Sueet, and Del
Sol Blvd.). It states on page 26 of the Traffic Impact Study that the majority of project
traffic would come from the norh, via Palm Avenune. Assuming the majority of the
traffic will remurn north, via I-805 (Figure 25 estimates 40% at pre-buildout conditions),
the traffic analysis should evaluate the impact of the project’s trip distribution on
roadways serving the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Mesa Community Plan area. In
addition, the DEIR should indicate this impact as a significant, cumulative and regional
traffic impact that has yet 10 be evaluated.

Pages 1, 23, and 30 of the Traffic Impact Study report contain residential buildout
estimates and related traffic demand for the South Palm Precise Plan area (Patm Ave, 10
1-905) and project site (Palm Ave. to Del Sol Blvd.) that are inconsistent with those used
in the Land Use analysis section of the draft EIR. The numbers in the traffic study
indicate there were 1,010 dwelling units (yielding 6,200 ADT) proposed in the South
Palm Precise Plan assuming full buildout under the existing residential zone and that 520
of these dwelling units (yielding 4,500 ADT) are expected to originate in the Precise Plan
area south of the project site (Del Sol Bivd. 1o 1-905). In wsing this information 10
determine the number of dwelling units remaining and associated with the proposed
Walmart site (490 DUs), and then comparing this number 10 the land use estimate
referenced on page IV-10 of the DEIR (252 DUs for the project sile), a significant
difference exists which causes concern over both the adequacy of the land use and
transportation analysis conducted for this project. Please address these differences and
indicate if any impacts over and above those listed in the DEIR will occur.

On pages 57-60 of the Traffic Impact report, the Congestion Management Program
(CMP) is briefly described and is recognized as being a required program (per state and
regional statuics) that must be considered when evaluating project related traffic impacis.
One of the primary purposes of this program is 10 improve the coordination between
jurisdictional land use actions, transportation improvements and air quality programs.
However, an integral componeant 1o the CMP, which is not included in this discussion or
evaluated in the EIR, is the enhanced CEQA review process which is required for all
“large projects” i.e.. projects generating 2,400 or more average daily vehicle trips or 200
or more peak hour trips. The enhanced CEQA review process requires a local

30.
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An analysis of the CMP facilities and the Regionally Significant Arterial System has been
performed in accordance with CMP guidelines and is presented in the response to comment
#76. The impacts of the proposed Palm Plaza Wal-Mart project on other arterials are not
considered significant. The CMP analysis shows the impacts of the proposed Palm Plaza
Wal-Mart project on other CMP and Regionally Significant Arterials (including Main Street/
Otay Valley Road/Heritage Road, E Street, East H Street and La Media Roads) are not
considered to be significant since project traffic would represent less than 1 or 2% of the total
traffic using that facility.

For purposes of the traffic study, the number of dwelling units in the residential area south of
the proposed Palm Plaza Wal-Mart project was estimated on the basis of the original South
Palm Precise Plan and assumed that all 1,010 dwelling units referenced in the Precise Plan
would be developed in the area north of Del Sol Boulevard. For the traffic study, this yields
a worst case analysis in that 520 dwelling units were assumed in the area between the southen
boundary of Palm Plaza and Del Sol Boulevard, plus about 450 dwelling units south of Del
Sol Boulevard. Thus, the traffic analysis is based on the assumption that in the entire Precise
Plan area, there would be about 970 dwelling units plus the Palm Plaza Wal-Mart project.

The land use analysis in the DEIR is based on the Community Plan which designates the
entire Precise Plan area as “Low Density,” with 0 to 5 dwelling units per acre. As explained
on Page IV-10 of the DEIR, the estimate of 252 dus is obtained by multiplying the acreage for
Palm Plaza (59.36 acres) by 0.85 to allow 15 percent of the land area for streets, then applying
a density of 5 units per acre (59.36 x 0.85 x 5 = 252). The South Palm Precise Plan has not
been adopted and has no official standing. Therefore, the Precise Plan was not used as the
basis for the land use analysis.

The use of the yield based on the South Palm Precise Plan was chosen because it analyzed a
worst case scenario for potential traffic impacts. The yield based on the Community Plan
designation was used for the land use analysis to establish a plan to plan relationship.

The Palm Plaza Wal-Mart is considered a “large project” and is subject to the CMP requirements
for an enhanced CEQA review, due to the estimated 30,200 “new” trips that would be placed
on the roadway system. As explained in the response to comment #29, an estimated 30,200
“new” trips would be placed on the roadway system. An analysis of the CMP facilities and
the Regionally Significant Arterial System has been performed in accordance with CMP
guidelines on the following facilities; I-805, SR-905, Palm Avenue, and Otay Mesa Road,
and is presented in the response to comment #76. The impacts of the proposed Palm Plaza
Wal-Mart project on other CMP and Regionally Significant Arterials (including Main Street/
Otay Valley Road/Heritage Road, E Street, East H Street and La Media Roads) are not
considered to be significant in that project traffic would represent less than 1 or 2% of the
total traffic using that facility.
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jurisdiction, prior to taking discretionary action on a flarge project, to comduct an
enhanced traffic analysis to ensure the analysis and mitigation for project impacts to the
regional transporiation system, including state highways, the regional arterial system and
transit roufes.

It is stated in the DEIR that the proposed project would generate approximately 43,200
ADT. As such, the proposed project should be classified as a "large project” and subject
10 the CMP requirements for an enhanced CEQA review. Because this project has the
potential to impact roads located in the Cities of Chula Vista and San Diego by utilizing
2 disproportionats share of available roadway capaciry, and said roads are identified in
the CMP roadway system (I-805, E Street, E. H Streer, Main St./Ctay Valley
Rd./Heritage Rd., 12 Media and Otay Mesa Roads, etc.), it is recommended that the
traffic impact study be wpdated to include an enhanced CEQA review analysis that
evaluates the potential for regional raffic impacts, This smdy should show the impact
of the proposed project on the CMP system for exiting and buildout conditions as it
relates to existing and fumre growth in the City of Chula Vista. Given the potential for
regiopal traffic impacts to oceur, the EIR should list this as a potential significant impact,
and include a revised discussion based on the above study, evaluating how the project
meets the objcctives of the Congestion Management Program.

S. The DEIR does not appear to present or reference a Public Facilities Financing Plan
(PFFP) thai shows how and whben the facilities and improvements mnecessary w0
accommodate the project at buildout will be installed or financed. Recognizing that
additional traffic impacis to the regional circulation system may be identified as a result
of completing the above referenced traffic study, the preparation and submittal of an
approved transporiation phasing and financing plan should be made a condition of project
approval.

6. The transportation apalysis and circulation system evaluated in the traffic swdy
improperly assumes completion of required off-site infrastructure improvements
necessary to serve the project and Otay Mesa without having an adopted Transportation
Phasing Plan (TPP) for western Otay Mesa. We fee] that without an adopied TPP for
western Otav Mesa, no assurances can be given through the Precise Plan pracess or
through the approval of projeci-specific TPPs, thac a working, regional servinp
circulation system will be in place or availahle commensurate with need.

Land Use

1 On May 25, 1993, the San Diego City Council adopted Resolution R-282046 resolving
not to grani any fezones within an expanded Transborder Airport smdy arsa due (o
potential land use compatibitity impacts resulting from a new maway alipnment now
under study (Runway 29). While the Resolution allows for rezoning for airpori
compatible uses such as commercial and industrial, an analysis with findings should be
made 10 show that this is a compatibie use. Because the proposed project site is in direct
line with the flight path of runway 29, and becavse it may be Jocated within the airport

33.
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As part of the mitigation for traffic impacts, the applicant would be required to demonstrate to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer that the improvements would be assured prior to recordation
of the final map. Figure IV-14 of the EIR’s traffic section clearly sets out the improvements
to be undertaken as part of the project. A transportation phasing plan is not proposed nor
deemed necessary for the project since the City of San Diego would not approve any
development in the immediate area of Otay Mesa beyond the level of 1,513 dwelling units
plus 5.5 acres of commercial/retail until such time as interchange improvements were identified
in a Project Study Report (PSR) by Caltrans.

When first opened, the proposed Palm Plaza Wal-mart project would rely on the I-805 Freeway
and Palm Avenue west of I-805 for regional access. It would also be served via “A” Street
and Del Sol Boulevard to the south. Subsequent residential development and the extension of
Paim Avenue to the east will result in some redistribution of the traffic to and from Palm
Plaza, but Paim Plaza would be a viable enterprise without the development of the street
system to the east.

Pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulations, a Runway Protection Zone has been established for
Brown Field which limits density, land use and building heights in limited areas surrounding
airport runways. The project is located well beyond the existing zone or any anticipated zone
associated with the Transborder Airport Study Area. Therefore, the project would not be
subject to the restrictions of the Runway Protection Zone.
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influence area (area of restricted building heights and land uses) and may require
mitigation such as density or TAR restrictions, a complete discussion evaluating the
project’s compatibility with suggestzd airport safety zones should be included in the
DLCIR.

Similar o the rationale used to preclude residential rezonings within the Otay Mesz
Community Planning area (i.e., compatibility. safety, timing, and the need for a
comprehensive community plan update if the airport is approved), it may be premamre
to consider the approval of a community plan amendment and rezone at this time,
particularly since it involves such a large number of significant unmitigated impacts.

The land use section does not provide an adequate analysis of the potential jobs/housing
imbalance caused by the project’s eliminarion of residentially-designased lands; nor does
it recognize that a cumulative land use imbalance already exists on Otay Mesa, as
approximately 44 percent (4,310 acres) of the total Otay Mesa Community Planning area
is devoted to non-residential land uses. Any increase in intensive, employment
generating Jand uses- wilhout off-setting increases jm residential usage, will further
exacerbate the existing the jobs/housing imbalance and igipact Otay Mesa and the
surrounding communities in terms of traffic, air quality and economics. As such, it is
recommended that this discussion be expanded to include 2 cumulative land use impact
apalysis of all approved and pending projects, including the Gateway Fair commercial
center and Otray Corporate Center North industrial rezone, as well as the proposed

i project.
Air Quality

1. The DEIR incorrectly assumes that equivalent air quality impacts caused by vehicular
erissions would occur regardless of where the project is located. This assumption fails
to recognize that cumulative air quality impacts caused by localized congestion and
regional traffic impacts not evaluated in this EIR may be mitigable and/or mot as

[ significant at alternate lccations.

Why does the DEIR not provide a comparative analysis of the increase in air quality

impacts caused by the proposed project as opposzd to development of the property under

the existing residential Jand vse designation?

Biology

The DEIR states that development of the project would result in direct and cumulative
impacts (o sensitive vegeiation and wildlife, particularly coastal sage scrub and the
federally lisied California gnatcatcher which ocenpies this and other habitar. it also
recognizes that prior to gaining approval of the project, the applicant will need to oblain
the necessary permits from the State Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to mitigate said impacts consistent with a future Multiple Species
Conservation Plan (MSCP) to be adopied. Due to the need to adopt guidelines for

RESPONSE

36. A review of the land use allocations within the Otay Mesa Community Plan, which was

undertaken by the applicant in preparing the Community Plan Amendment, updated the
information contained in the original Community Plan to reflect recent plan amendments.
This information is presented in the following table.

Land Use Acres Percentage of Total
Single-family Residential 1,290 10.31
Multi-family Residential 565 4.52
Commercial/Office 313 2.50
Retail Commercial® 281 2.25
Industrial 3,475 27.77
School/Park 195 1.56
Open Space 2,175 17.38
Airport 1,000 7.99
Future Growth 2,200 17.58
Institutional 166 1.33
Agricultural 600 4.80
Rights of Way _252 201
Total 12,512 100.00

! Includes Palm Plaza (60 acres)

It is important to note that the existing Otay Mesa Community Plan combines retail commercial
with office and business park into one category called “commercial”. The update found that
of the 534 (excludes Palm Plaza) acres of land currently designated as commercial, 313 are
committed to office and business park use; only 221 acres allow retail commercial. Of the
221 acres, 40 acres are designated for neighborhood commercial, 120 acres are designated as
part of the commercial center and 61 acres, located within the Otay International Center, are
designated for retail commercial uses.

Thus, the amount of land set aside in the community plan for retail uses is less than the 534-
acre estimate for “commercial” land would suggest. The overall percentage of retail commercial
land in Otay Mesa with respect to the total land area is 2.25 percent. This is not considered to
be an inappropriate ratio. For example, retail commercial land based on the City of Chula
Vista’s General Plan would represent 2% of the total land use area at build-out. Similarly, the
Otay Mesa-Nestor and San Ysidro Community Plans set aside 3.01 and 4.27 percent,
respectively, of the total land within the plan areas for commercial development. The San
Ysidro Community Plan indicates that a substantial amount of its commercially-designated
land has historically been converted to residential use. Furthermore, the future growth area in
the unincorporated eastern portion of the Otay Mesa Community Plan, which represents 17.58%
of the community plan area, offers an opportunity to create residential development to fill any
future shortfall which may occur in the community plan area.

The retail uses proposed by the project would generate an estimated 1,122 new jobs. Housing
demand created by these new jobs can be met with the existing housing stock in the area.
Furthermore, the site is accessible from surrounding residential areas.
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COMMENT

Ann B. Hix <5-

habitat preservation and impact mitigation necessary for establishing a common bese for
39 implementarion of the MSCP, and the importance of exchanging information about the
demand, supply and biolopical vzlue of mitigation lands, the City of Chula Vista
recommenuys that the Final EIR provide a complele discussion and consistency analysis
2s to how the project’s impact and mitigation areas relate 1o the draft MSCP studies.

cont.

Growth Inducement

The discussion, analysis and conclusion that the project will not have significant grawth-
inducing impacts appears to be focussed on the project dtsclf within the Oray Mesa
community planning area, east of Interstate 805. Would not a commercial center of this

Fair), have the potential to induce additional and/‘or more intensive growth io the area
40 west of I-803, including the surrounding planned environment? Because the proposed
project will extend and/or expand off-site infrastructure that will benefit surrounding
lands end contribute incrementzlly 1o the Jocal and regional ecomomic activity, a
cumulative analysis of growth-inducing impacts on the existing and placned environmemn
| should be added to this secticn.

Thank you for the apportunity to present our comments on the Draft EIR. We would be happy
1o meet with you and discuss these concerns in greater detail prior to the finalization of the EIR.

If you have any questions or require clarification régarding our comments, please do not hesitate
10 contact our office at §91-5101.

Sincerely,
s

/\4/{./,/// "//"/—:

Robert A. Leiter 39.
Director of Pilanning
RAL:LF
cc:  John Goss, City Manager
George Krempl, Deputy City Manager
Chris Salomone, Community Development Direcior
Cliff Swanson, City Engineer
Emest Freeman, Planning Director, City of San Diego
(\homa\ptasaing' wiman-¢ sir)
40.

July 2, 1993 37.

size, particularly one that is located opposite another planned commercial site (Gateway 38.

RESPONSE

The model URBEMIS3 was used to calculate project-related vehicular emissions. This model
assumes average commercial activity trip lengths throughout San Diego County as the basis
for vehicle miles travelled (VMT) generation. Therefore, the VMT estimate will be identical
for the same project located anywhere in San Diego County. Regardless of location, the
project would incrementally contribute to the non-attainment status of the San Diego Air
Basin. In addition, based on the CO “hot spot” analysis, the project would not exceed State
and Federal standards on CO and therefore would not result in significant direct air quality
impacts.

Congestion effects enter into the modeling process through the travel speed selected. It is
unlikely that any other alternate location is available with similar freeway access that would
change the average travel speed by more than 5 mph which is the speed resolution of the
URBEMIS3 model.

A comparison of the effects of the proposed project with that which would occur under the
current residential land use designation on the property is made in the alternatives section of
the EIR on page IX-4. To further clarify significant air quality impacis relative to the RAQS,
the discussion of air quality impacts of the residential use alternative has been revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

“Residential use of the property would decrease the number of trips by over 27,000 ADT.
This reduction in automobile trips would result in a proportional reduction in the air emissions
contributed to the San Diego Air Basin by the project site. The net effect of this change would
be minor due to the small percentage of the total automobile trips in the air basin represented
by the 27,000 ADT reduction. There would be no localized CO benefit resulting from this
alternative since the proposed project would not create significant CO levels in the project
vicinity.

Eliminating the proposed retail center from this site would not eliminate the air emissions
related to trips by local residents to acquire goods and services. As discussed in Section IV.E
of the EIR, the proposed retail center would not represent a new emissions source.

The City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is being developed
as a mitigation measure for impacts associated with the Clean Water Program. The MSCP is
intended to identify and protect key habitat areas on both private a public land. The project
site is located within the study area of the MSCP; however, final preserve boundaries have
not been adopted for the MSCP, nor have preserve boundaries been designated within the
project site. Draft studies prepared for the MSCP have delineated disturbed grassiand, disturbed
habitat, disturbed coastal sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and a developed area (landfill) on the
project site. The mapping was done at a gross scale (2000:1 inch) and will not be relied upon
io delineate final, preserve boundaries. Although the MSCP plan is only in draft stage, the
projects impacts have generally been assessed against overall goals of the MSCP. See response
to comment #11 and #12.

Commercial uses are not typically growth-inducing but are growth-accommodating. As
discussed in response to comment #36, housing opportunities currently exist to the west and
the jobs would not create a demand sufficient to induce growth in Otay Mesa. The project is
not anticipated to induce significant additional growth to the areas west of I-805 since these
areas are currently developed and urbanized.
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COMMENT

PETERSON & PRICE

PAUL A, PCTLRSON A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION TeLEPHCNE
ORACGORY C. M. GAMKA™T *YERS P
ZDWARD F. W TTLER LAWY Arzs Coce 819
LYNNE L. WEIDEL 530 B STREET, SUITE 230C 234033
REBECCA MICMATL SAN DECO. CALIFORNiA 921014454 e
NARSMA. A, SCARR Fax
MATTHEW A, PETERSOA 1610 2394783
LARRY N, MURNANE
Fie No.
July 1, 1993 4454.001

via messenger

Ms. Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNIRNG DIV.
CITY ADMINISTRATION BLDG.

202 "C" Street, ¥S 4C

san Diego, CA 52101

Re: EAS No. 92-0647 - DEP No. 92-0736
Palm Plaza Walmart

Dear Ms. Hix:
We have reviewed the subject draft EIR ("DEIR") and would

like to submit the following comments:

1. The DEIR concludes that the only significant
unmitigated impacts to "land use” relate to the environmental

goals of the Otay Mesa Community Plan.

There are other land use impacts which have not been
addressed at all by the DEIR. The document indicates that a .33%
reduction in the total estimated dwelling units of the Dtay Kesa
Comnunity Plan and a corresponding increase of almost 17% over
the original commercially designated land in the Plan will not
constitute a significant land use impact. Further, Table S-2 on
page $-12 indicates that the proposed change in land use
designation would not have any impact on existing or planned

housing in the community plan area. (Emphasis Added)

RESPONSE
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42

43

COMMENT

¥s. Ann B, Hix
July L, 1993
Page 2

A .33% (or a 252 dwelling unit) decrease in the total

estimated dwelling units and a 17\ increase in commercially

designated land will result in significant unmitigated land use

impacts.

The text of the DEIR does not appear to contain enough
discussion of the direct and cumulative land use impacts of this
project on the Otay Mesa Community Plan area. Changing this area
from residential to commercial may reduce the viability of the
proposed 200-acre commercial center in the Plan. 1In addition,
traffic patterns will substantially change throughout the
community. WNew infrastructure requirements and modified impact
fees will result following the implementation of the project. ffe
believe there should be more analysis as to the viability of the
remaining commercial acreage not only throughout the Plan, but
also as it relates to surrounding commercial uses, and the 200-

acre commercial center.

Economic considerations can also directly result in
environmental impacts which need to be considered in the approval
of any substantial land use change. This is especially true
where there is a proposed land use change from residential te

commercial, directly across the street from an already approved

41.

42.

43.

RESPONSE

Significant land use impacts are typically associated with the relationship of incompatible
land uses, conflicts with land use plans or ordinances, and consistency with adopted
environmental goals of the community or general plan. These land use issues were addressed
in Section IV.A of the EIR. The fact that the project would result in a 0.33% decrease in the
total estimated dwelling units and a 17% increase in commercially designated land would not
result in significant land use impacts. See response to comment #36.

No development has occurred in the Town Center area. According to Section 15131 of the
CEQA Guidelines, “Economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be
presented in whatever form the agency desires.” There is no mandate in CEQA that economic
or social information be included in an EIR. Furthermore, according to Citizens Association
for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. Inyo (1985) 172 Cal. App. 3d 151, the court held
that “economic or social change may be used to determine that a physical change shall be
regarded as a significant effect. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social
effects of a project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same
manner as any other physical change resulting from the project. Altematively, economic and
social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the physical change is a
significant effect on the environment.” Thus, socio-economic effects need not be considered
if the effects would not result in a physical change in the environment (See response to comment
#36).

As addressed in the traffic analysis, traffic patterns would not change substantially in the Otay
Mesa Community Plan area with changes occurring primarily in the project vicinity. The
impacts of the project as the Otay Mesa area is built out have been addressed in the traffic
report prepared for the EIR. New road improvements and water/sewer supply improvements
are identified in the EIR as necessary to support the project and would be required to be
assured as conditions of project approval (refer to Mitigation Measures IV.C.1 - IV.C.4 and
IV.H.1 - IV.H.2). Further, it is not the intent of CEQA to assess market factors in siting
development with competing uses.

See response to comment #42.
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cont,

COMMENT

¥Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 3

neighborhood and community serving commercial center (the Gateway

Plaza project).

The objective of the propcsed project as set forth on page
3-1 indicates that the project would provide a regional shopping
center to serve Otay Mesa and the surrounding communities and be
anchored by walmart and Sam's Club. 1t also indicates that
additional commercial space would he available for lease to a

variety of users.

It is our understanding that one of these "additional
commercial uses" is a proposed supermarket. As the Planning
Department is aware, the Gateway Plaza project, immediately
across Palm Avenue to the north, has an approved PCD which
required that a supermarket and "in-line" shops be provided at
the center. Implementation of the Palm Plaza project may result
in an overabundance of a particular use (the proposed supermarket
and "in-line" shops) for which there (s not currently enough
demand. The level of residential development at this time is not
sufficient to support two supermarkets and an overabundance of

“in-1ine” shops.

RESPONSE
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L R potential mitigetion measure or perhaps a praoject

COMMENT RESPONSE

Ma. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 4

We believe that the economic and land use impacts associated 44. See response to comment #42.
with this overabundance need to be studied and analyzed as part

of the EIR.

45. See response to comment #42. This mitigation/alternative is not necessary.

alternative should be identified which would either delete or
delay the implementation of the supermaxrket and “in-line” shops
to a future phase. Thise deletion or delay would reduce or avaid
adverse and significant impacts which will result from the
overabundance of supermarket uses within this immediate area. A
mitigation measure which could be a condition on. the approval of
the Palm Plaza project could be inserted in the PCD to restrict
the issuance of a brilding permit and the development of a
supermarket and the "im-line" shops until there is sufficient
residential development on Otay Mesa (70% of the allocated

residential density) to support a second supermarket camplex.
T p P

d An alternative or project-related mitigation which would 46. See response to comment #45.
delete the supermazrket and inline shops (approximately 100,000

square feet) is reasonable since the basic objectives of the

project can still be sttained. In addition, the project would

5till retain approximately 232,800 square feet far additional

large box type commercial uses. This alternative, or proposed

mitigation measure, may result im the following: 1} a reduction
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 3

to the land use impacts; 2) a possible site layout modification

which would reduce visual impacts along 1-B05; 3) » modified

46

cont grading plan which would further reduce the significant and

unmitigated land form impacts; and 4} a reduction in overall
|, traffic and air quality impacts.

i As the Planning Department is aware, the Gateway Plaza was
not allowed to have grouped structures along I-805. In addition,
47 landscaping breaks between buildings were required. These same
design standards and visual impact mitigation measures should be

L T8Quired of the Palm Plaza project.

. 2. Visual Impacts along 1-805 and also along Palm Avenue
have not been sufficiently addressed or mitigated. Site specific
mitigation measures should be reguired to address the significant

visual impacts.

48

As previously mentioned before, grouped structures along I-

805 should be prohibited arnd landscape breaks between buildings

Lshou]d be required.

3. Permitted signage along I-805 and Palm Avenue should
49 also be consistent with the reguirements mandated for the Gateway

Plaza project.

47.

48.

49.

RESPONSE

The pro?osed project would mitigate visual impacts to a level less than significant with
landscaping and site design. Additional landscaping above that required may be offered by
the applicant but would not be considered as mitigation.

See response to comment #47.

Signage requirements for the project must be consistent with the City-wide ordinances and
policies regarding signs.
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 6

If special treatment and/or consideration is to be granted
to the Palm Plaza project, Gateway Plaza should alsc be entitled

to such special treatment and additional signage.

In summary, the direct land use impacts associated with this
project must be addressed. Analysis of the overabundance of a
particular type of use (supermarkets) within an undeveloped
comwunity will result in a land use fimpact. This is especially
true where there is & proposed land use change from low density
residential to a very high intensity reglonal commercial use. An
alternative project should be analyzed in the EIR which deletes
from permitted uses the proposed supermarket and small “in-line”
shops. As an option, a mitigation measure could be mandated to
phase in the supermarket and "in-line" shops in accordance with
the residential build out of the community. This phasing
condition should be included in the Planned Commercial
Development Permit since one of the aspects of the review and
approval of a Planned Commercial Developmernt is "a comprehensive

review of multiple phased comwercial uses”. [(Emphasis Added)

In addition to the substantive comments above, the following
comments relate to technical questions and comments regarding the

draft EIR.

RESPONSE
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix

July 1, 1993
Page 7
i 1. The public motice of draft EIR subject description 50.

contains a variety of square footages which da not appear to add
up to 617,000 square foot commercial center. There may be a

typographical error or other uses which have been omitted from
this brief description. This same comment relates tc the text

law and charts contained within the DEIR.

oty 2.
does not reflect the fact that a major grocery stors will be
included within the project. 1In addition, the motel may be
replaced with a movie theater which was contained within the

_; original conditions of approval.

| 4-2 reflecting the location of the Gateway Plaza project.
e 4. At the top of page 4-12, a conclusion iz reached.

*no land use impact would occur to the North, as this area is
already designated for similar commercial development.” In

addition, on page 4-14, that no significant impacts will occur
with respect to the loss of residential land compatibility with
existing and planned land uses or operation of Brown Fleld. As

previously indicated, we conclude that the overabundance of

supermarket uses and the "in-line" shops would result in a

The description of the Gateway Falr project on page 4-1 53,

3. A notation (or other key note) should be made on page 52.

That 53,

RESPONSE

The exact commercial square footage of the project is 617,900 SF. The text of the project
description states that the project proposes approximately 617,000 square feet of commercial
use.

Comment acknowledged.

Figure IV-2 portrays the location of Gateway Plaza, also known as Gateway Fair.

See response to comments #36.
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 8

gignificant unmitigated land use and possible urmitigated

economic jmpacts.

B mable 4-3 on page 4-34 contains a footnote #l, but does
not have a corresponding footnote on the chark. The residential
traffic counts should be included on the table as a comparison to

the project trip generation calculations.

- 6. Ae previously indicated, we believe that a new
alternative should be proposed which would either delete
approximately 100,000 square feet (the proposed supermarket and
»in-line" shops) or phase the implementation of the supermarket
and "in-line" shop uses until the Community Plan has reached at
least a 70% build out of the residential capacity.

o 7. Page 4-43 indicates that the Palm Plaza overpass is a
mitigation measure which is not currently proposed by the
applicant. The traffic impacts at this particular section of the
Community Plan are significant and unmitigated. We believe that
this impact should be addressed up front and not delayed for a
future project stwdy report which CalTrans may or may not

Since the Palm Plaza project will result in this

perform.

significant unmitigated impact, it should bear the burden of any

™ mitigation measures to address this impact.

54.

55.

56.

RESPONSE

Footnote #1 refers to the “Build-out without Project” heading of Table IV-4. This column
provides traffic volumes based upon development of the site consistent with the current
residential community plan designation.

Socio-economic effects have been determined to not result in any significant physical changes
in the environment and consideration of this alternative is not necessary (See response to
comment #36).

See response to comment #10.
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1393
Page 9

8. The larndscaping contained within Figure 3~4b on page 3- 57

11 seems to show that there is very sparse landscaping along I-
805. It appears that the overall landscape plan contemplates
"aplternative Compliance” rather than meeting strict requirements
of the Citywide Landscape Ordinance. Is alternative compliance

something that the applicant has applied for?

9. The site layout indicates that there is linear 58.

placement of buildings along I-805 which is in direct conflict
with the recommendations ¢f the Community Plan to "avoid

repetitive linear placement of buildings.”

10. Page 4-82 indicates that there is a 36" water line 59.

proposed in Palm Avenue. Is this a typographical erxor or is

such a large line mandated by this project?

11. It would appear that Note #1 under Table 4-1 is 60.

inconsistent with the conclusions of the second paragraph under

Significant Impacts on page 4-14.

12. The extra lane in the westbound direction (page 4-31) 61.

would require Palm Plaza to dedicate additional right-of-way and
realign Palm Avenue. We assume that this additional right-of-way

and realignment is a requirement of the Palm Plaza project and

RESPONSE

The landscape plan in the EIR is conceptual and, thus, does not identify the location of each
plant. Precise location and description of plantings would be contained in the final landscape
plans for the project. This comment does not reflect upon the accuracy or adequacy of the
EIR.

As shown on Figure III-5, the buildings would be clustered into three groupings and the
elevations within each grouping along I-805 would be staggered to avoid a uniform linear
orientation.

The 36-inch diameter is correct. The size of this waterline was a condition of the Gateway
Fair project and is sized to accommodate future development to the east.

Footnote #1 of Table IV-1 is referring to the southern offsite improvements of “A” Street and
Del Sol Boulevard. The text is referring to portions of the site east of “A” Street.

The extra westbound lane (fourth lane) was required in order to provide an acceleration-
deceleration area for the right-turns-only driveway on Palm Avenue for Gateway Fair. Without
the extra lane, the City would have considered the driveway undesirable from an operational
standpoint. The City of San Diego expects that the north curb line of Palm Avenue in front of
Gateway Fair will remain as designed in the approved plans for Gateway Fair. Any additional
right-of-way requirement along the south curb line would be the responsibility of Palm Plaza.
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COMMENT

Ms. Ann B. Hix
July 1, 1993
Page 10

therefore will not result in any additional liability or exposure

to surrounding properties.

¥We believe that the current DEIR is incomplete and does not
address all of the significant impact issues and we would
appreciate you addressing these issues in a revised and

recirculated EIR. Thank you for your courtesy.

slnceraiy,

PETERSON & PRICE
A »Professional Corporation

Matthew Y'Pﬁ%zc YE (h

cc: GATEWAY PLAZA PARTNERS

RESPONSE
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COMMENT

Pardee Construction 0 e S w27
£ 5 37
Conn Ry v

July 1, 1993

Ann B. Hix, Principal Planner
The City of San Diego
Planning Department

202 C Street

San Diego, Ca 92101

Subject: Comnents to Palm Plaza Wal~Mart Drarft EIR
E2S No. 22-0€47 and DEP No. 92-0736

Dear 2Znn:

Pardee Construction Corpany has reviewed the Palm Plazz Draft EIR
and would llke to offer several comments. We are cbviously
interested that the Palk Plaza project be properly planned since
our preject, california Terraces, adjcins its eastern boundary. We
are pleased to find that tre applicant has for the most part
coordinated their project with California Terraces. While in
genexral tre EIR has adequately discussed impacts from the project,
trere are several items which shourld be addressed in further
detail.

LAND USE

™ 21zhough our precise plan and several others have been submittzé to
the City for a number of years, the property-owner feor the
designated Town Center site bas not initiated planning efforis
despite the City's continuing interest. Several years ago, the City
Architect's Office and Planning Department held several workshop
sessions prcmoting ideas to achieve a well-desigred project. It
appears that 2 comnercial area is being created at Interstate 805
and Palm Ave. Approval cf Palm Plaza may delay the need for the
designated Town Center, including construction of the type of
public facilities which are integral parts of a Town Center
concept. As such, it may be appropriate for Palm Plaza to include
some of the public facilities envisioned for the Town Center within
Palm Plaza. Will the draft EIR evaluzte the impact of relocating
mmthese facilities?

RESPONSE

A

Weserkaevyer

62. See response to comment #36. Any decision to locate public facilities in the Palm Plaza
project would be at the discretion of the City.
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COMMENT

Ann Hix =2 July 1, 1993
Planning Department
The City of San Diego

San Diego, CA

Both Palm Plaza and the approved Gateway Fair project will serve as
gateways (as the name implies) to the Otay Mesa residential
community. It is important that these two projects be well
conceived and executed, as they will serve as the entrance to the
larger community. Consequently, it is appropriate to give special
consideration to the architectural, site planning and landscape
treatments, particularly as viewed from I-805 and Palm Ave. Will
these design considerations be evaluated with respect to the
prominent visibility of the site?

In addition, Palm Avenue's appearance is important, since it is a
major access to Otay Mesa. Therefore, use of landscaping in the
median should be required in lieu of paving wherever practical.

LANDFORM ALTERATION/VISUAL QUALITY

Several of the planning areas within california Terraces will have
views of the proposed project. While the vertical and horizontal
separation of California Terraces from Palm Plaza will provide an
adequate buffer between the two different land uses, visual impacts
can be avoided. Will the conditions of the Planned Commercial
Development Permit and mitigation monitoring program include
language somewhat comparable to the following?

"All exterior rooftop equipment, including HVAC, access
ladders, vents, stacks, storage tanks, communication
antennas and satellite dishes shall be completely
screened from view. All screening materials shall be
identical in color, texture and material to the exterior
walls. Ground-mounted equipment and other auxiliary-.
structures shall be screened from view in the same
manner."

The Tentative Map shown in Figure III-5 accurately shows some, but
not all, of the proposed California Terraces grading. Since the
DEIR has been released, we have worked with the applicant to
coordinate the two land use plans, and urge continued cooperation.
Our coordination has included showing all of the california
Terraces grading on the Palm Plaza plan, together with storm
drainage.

63.

64.

65.

RESPONSE

See response to comment #47. Building plans for the project have not been finalized. However,
since the project is proposed to be a Planned Commercial Development (PCD), it would be
subject to design criteria of the PCD Ordinance. The design criteria requires the project to be
compatible with existing and planned land use on adjoining properties. In addition, the
ordinance requires that architectural harmony with the surrounding community be achieved
as far as practical.

The project proposes landscaping within the medians of both Palm Avenue and “A” Street.
See comment #63. The project would be subject to screening standards contained in Section

101.0910.E.5. of the PCD Ordinance. Prior to building permit issuance, building plans would
be reviewed to ensure that rooftop equipment and appurtenances are properly screened.

66. Comment acknowledged. The City Engineer would also review the project grading plans to

ensure project compatibility.
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Ann Hix - - July 1, 1993
Planning Department
The City of San Diegeo

San Deigo, CA

UTILITIES

Water

The City Water Utilities Derartxzent has been requiring the first
project which reaches the final design stage to update the water
study for the 490 and 6B0 zones. It would appear this project
should be subject to the same requirements, which could invalve
major initial facilities including & reservoir and/or largs-
diameter transmission main. Phasing, major facility locations and
financing should be coordinated with the other affected major
landholders in the 490 and 6B0 pressure zone sexvice areas. Will
this requirement be impcsed upcn the Palr Plaza project approval,
as the rest of the projects have been conditioned?

MISCELLANEOUS

r Page IV-12 of the EIR Etates the project will shield parking and
security lighting. We assune this is the reason why impacts from
"light, glare and shading® were found not to be significant. will
the conditions of approval cf the PCD include lanquage sirilar to
the following?

*any outdoor lighting facility or fixtures shali be
shielded, be equipped with automatic timing devices and
be limited to the amount of light mnecessary for the
purpose. Lighting which is not for security puxposes

|- shall be shuteff after 10 FX.™
We appreciate the opporturnity to comment an this draft EIR.

Sincerely,

David R.
Project

DRP: sgo

cs: K. Keeter, Project Desigr
M. Hadigan, Pardee Corstruction
J. Ponder, Sparber, Ferguscn, et al
L. Sherwooé, RECON

67.

68.

‘RESPONSE

As stated in mitigation measure IV.H.1, the project applicant would be required to update the
“Water System Analysis of Two Transmission Alternatives for the South San Diego/Otay
Mesa Service Areas,” prepared by Boyle Engineering in September, 1990, to the satisfaction
of the Water Utilities Director.

Light and glare were determined to be not significant. The inclusion of the measures identified
in the comment could be included as a condition of the PCD but would not be required as
environmental mitigation.
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McDoxaLD. HECHT & SOLBERG
A PARTNERSHIP INZLUDINMG PAQFCE GOMAL CORPORATIONE
ATTCRNEYS AT LAW
BO0O WESY BRCADWAY, €L GHMTe FLOOD®R
£AN DIRGO, CALIFORN1A S210)

ALLE T NEEDNALD'

A JO=N mELnT*
DeAmYL & SOLBLSRG!
JCADLD 1+ BOLCATRT:
PAUL € ACRINSON®
THEMAS C. NELEDN"
MOBEATA S, ROWINEON®
QAVIO W BAG.EY 1*
CHARLES W BILL"
MISHAG L 3. beanER

B THARD A SCruL Ay
LALR CHDCE SYACCTLR
RAVIOR B LTT.LC
PEIER K BOLLCKI

“GENSTLA A PRGFCIN ONG. CORPOR1.O8

July 2, 1993
VIi MESSENGER

Ms. Ann B. Hix

Principal Planner

city of Sar Diegc

202 VC" Street, MS 42

San Diego, Califcrnia 921C1

Re: Palm Plaza Walmart, EAS No. 92-0647, DEP No. 82-0736

Dear Ms. Hix:

The purposes of this letter is to provide you with written
comments regarding the above-referenced draft Environmental Impact
Report ("DEIR"). These written comments are presented on behalf of
our clients, Otay International Center ("0IC"}, the property owners
and developers of approximately four hundred fifty (450) acres of
property surrounéing the second international bordex crossing on
Otay Mesa, Kknown as the International Certer.

The DEIR addresses a nvmber of significant environmental
impacts that would occur if the Palm Plaza development
("Develcpment") is approved and constructed. A nunb_er of the
significanz environmental impacts nay be mitigated while others
cannot be mitigated. Thus, the Development will cause significant
unritigated environmental consequences. It appears that the DEIR,
for the most part, accomplishes the goals of the California
Environmental Quality Act and its guidelines. However, there are
areas that reguire additional review and discussion.

Section 9 of the DEIR, entitled Alternatives to the Propased
Action, should be enhanced with additiopal discussion and analyses.
For exanple, only one off-site alternative property was analyzed.
The thirty-one (31) acre Gateway Fair site was not a good example
nor & fair ccmparison, since the Gateway Fair sitc is substantially
smaller [thirty-one (31) acres versus fifty-nine point four (59.4)
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RESPONSE

The full-offsite and partial-offsite alternatives were selected on the basis of their ability to
achieve the basic objective of the project as well as minimize environmental impacts. The
Gateway Fair site was selected because it met the project’s objective of locating a shopping
center in the Otay Mesa area which would be positioned to serve the future needs of Otay
Mesa and have an existing market area (residential development to the west) to support the
shopping center in the interim. In addition, the site has been partially graded and, thus, has
diminished resource value. The partial-offsite alternative was considered as a means to
overcome the land area shortfall of the Gateway Fair property by utilizing the existing disturbed
portions of the Palm Plaza site.

As part of the preliminary marketing research, the applicant conducted a search of the Otay
Mesa, Nestor and San Ysidro areas. In the course of this search, a2 number of sites were
considered including the Otay International Center (OIC) and San Ysidro areas. The applicant
rejected sites in these areas as not economically viable. Three sites, in particular, were
considered: Simons property, OIC and the central commercial area in the Otay Mesa
Community Plan.

The Simons site consists of approximately 50 acres located within San Ysidro, on the south
side of Camino de la Plaza. It is currently designated for commercial use. While the site
nearly meets the size criteria, the applicant rejected the site because it has poor access and is
reliant on the economic vitality of another country. Since the site would draw a substantial
amount of patronage from across the border, future commercial uses would be subject to the
economic fluctuations of the Mexican economy.

Finally, the central commercial area, known as the Town Center, at the intersection of Otay
Mesa Road and proposed I-905 was considered but rejected for reasons similar to OIC. The
central commercial area consists of a total of 90 acres divided into at least four ownerships
with the largest parcel about 20 acres. Although no single parcel would be large enough to
support the proposed center, the center could be located on either side of Otay Mesa Road in
a manner similar o the partial-offsite alternative considered for Gateway Fair. However, as
with OIC, the site lacks the necessary population base to support the project in the near-term
and future population growth is questionable due to the previously mentioned airport
moratoriums.

Although the name appears to allow retail commercial, the 230 acres of Specialized Commercial
land within the Otay Mesa Development District does not allow retail commercial uses. In
addition, as with OIC and central commercial areas, the Specialized Commercial land lacks
the market population to support the project.
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Ms. Ann B. Hix
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acres]. Alternative off-site properties that would offer <the

ability to accorplish the Development shculd have been included in
this analysis. For exanple, OIC has a significant amount of
improved property whick could be utilized for the Development as
presently envisioned. In addition, there exists the opportunity
for the Develcpment to be located in the San ¥sidro area of 'the
Ccity at the northwest quadrant of I-5 and Canino De La Plaza [fifty
(50) plus acres].

The DEIR should also have discussed potential secondary
environrental effects as a result of economic and social changes.
The Development, which contemplates a large commercial center [six
hundred seventeen thousand (617,000) square feet] will have. a
regional irpact on cother previously planned and zoned commercial
properties.

We are informed that the City of San Diego has expended over
ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,00C.00) to encourage the success ot.an
Enterprise Zone created in the Szn Y¥sidro area. The potential
relccation of busiresses and patrons to a proposed regicnal
conmercial center, represented by the Development could prove
irreversibly daneging te the City's efforts.

Similarly, OIC has expended mil<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>