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Applicant: City of San Diego Planning Department

FINAL DOCUMENT August 15, 2017:

In response to comments received during public review and City staff input subsequent to
distribution of the recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), minor revisions,
clarifications and/or additions have been made to the document which do not change the
conclusions of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) regarding the project’s potential
environmental impacts and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Section 15088.5, these
revisions, clarifications or additions to the document - which are shown in strikeeut/underline
format — do not represent “significant new information” and therefore, recirculation of the
DEIR is not warranted. No new significant environmental impacts would occur from these
modifications, and similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts
would occur.

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project is an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed
community plan amendment would revise text and figures in the Serra Mesa Community Plan
to show a street connection from Phyllis Place (in Serra Mesa) southward to the boundary
between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Community Plan areas:. Because construction of
the roadway connection was determined to be foreseeable, a project-level analysis was
conducted and is included as part of the proposed project.

Implementation of the proposed roadway amendment would include the construction and
operation of a four-lane major street with landscaped median, complete with bicycle lanes and
pedestrian pathways, extending from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa southward to Via Alta and
Franklin Ridge Road in Mission Valley.



The proposed roadway connection would extend approximately 460 feet south from Phyllis
Place to the intersection of Via Alta/Franklin Ridge Road. The project site evaluated throughout
the recirculated DEIR encompasses approximately 2 acres, which includes the area required
for grading and drainage improvements for the roadway and associated utilities work. The
proposed roadway itself would cover approximately 1.25 acre. The proposed project would
require two signalized intersections following construction. One signalized intersection would
be required at the intersection with Phyllis Place, and the other would be located where the
proposed roadway would intersect with Franklin Ridge Road/Via Alta.

PROJECT LOCATION:

The project site is located in the Mission Valley and Serra Mesa communities of the City of
San Diego. The project site is immediately south of Phyllis Place, east of Abbotshill Road,
and approximately 0.25 mile west of Interstate 805 (I-805). The project site is located within
the boundary of the Quarry Falls site, and includes undeveloped, primarily disturbed hillside.
The project site is also within a San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) easement, which contains
an active energy transmission line (four transmission towers) running east-west at the
northern portion of the project site, adjacent to Phyllis Place.

A 20-inch gas transmission main is located underground within the vicinity of the
transmission line.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives
to the project.

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's Planning Department and is based
on the City's independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to Section 21082.1 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 128.0103(a) and (b) of the San
Diego Municipal Code.

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has
prepared the following FEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified that
the project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the area of
Transportation/Circulation (Roadway Capacity, Planned Transportation Systems, Traffic
Hazards), and less than significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures with
regard to Noise (Construction Noise Levels), Biological Resources (Sensitive Species and
Sensitive Habitat), Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources (Historical Resource,
Sacred/Religious Use, Tribal Cultural Resource, and Human Remains), and Visual
Effects/Neighborhood Character (Landform Alteration). All other impacts analyzed in this
FEIR were found to be less than or not significant.



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

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

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental

document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

August 15, 2017
Date of FEIR Publication

Analyst: Susan Morrison, AICP, Planning Department

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the
recirculated DEIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copies of the
recirculated DEIR and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the offices of the
Planning Department, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.
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Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway
Connection Project Environmental Impact Report
Letters of Comment and Responses

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the
lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This section provides responses to written
environmental comments received during the 60-day public review period for the recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that started March 29, 2017 and ended May 30, 2017. A total
of 113 comment letters were received during the review period. Letters received after the end of the
comment period are included as a courtesy.

Comment letters for the recirculated DEIR were received from the following public agencies,
organizations, individuals, and Native American tribes that provided comments during the review
period. Several comment letters received during the DEIR public review period contained accepted
revisions that resulted in changes to the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) text. These
changes to the text are indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings. The
letters of comment and responses follow.

Letter A: State CleariNngOUSE ........uuiieii ittt e e e e e et e e e e e e e s et aaeeeeeeesnnaaaeeeeeeeens RTC-5
Letter B: Department of Toxic Substances CONtIol........ccuevicciieieiiiee e RTC-6
Letter C: California Department of Fish and Wildlife ........cccoooeiriiiniiiii e RTC-9
Letter D: San Diego County Archaeological SOCIiety, INC. .....ooviieriiiiiiieiiieeie et RTC-10
Letter E: North Park Planning CommIttEe.......uvueiiiiiiiciiiieee et e et e e e e e e anraeee s RTC-11
Letter F: SAVE CIVITa. . .eeiiieiiee ettt e st e e s e e s e e s e e e e e s neees RTC-12
Letter G: Serra Mesa Planning GrOUD ..occcuveeieciieeieiee e estee e estte e esetee e eseteeeesneaeeesnseesesnsseesesnseeesnneees RTC-19
Iy =T ol o B o] o I Y= 2 (o Y- Yo SR RTC-71
Letter |: San Dieg0 Gas and EIECEIIC ..vuuiieiieieiiiieriee ettt ettt sttt e sate e te e st e steesbaeenaeeenes RTC-75
Letter J: Brownstein Hyatt Farber SChreck, LLP ........coociiiieiiieeieeniee ettt sine e RTC-78
Letter K: Serra Mesa Community COUNCIl .......uvieeiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e e e e e sarrre e e e e e e s nnraeee s RTC-83
Letter L: H.G. FENTON COMPANY ...ttt e s e e et ree e s e e e e eaaa s e e e e e eaaaaaaaaeeseeeanennnnnnaaaans RTC-96
(=] <]\ R 2 00) oY) o A O = T U= A S RTC-98
Letter N: Fu RASOUII ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e e be e s bt e e sate e s abeesabeeebaesnaeannreenns RTC-99
LEtLEr O: SUB BUEII ...ttt et sttt s e s bt e e at e e st e e s ataesabaeebbeennseennnes RTC-100
Letter Pz ArEN YUSON ..eeeiiiiieiii ettt e e e e sttt e e e s e e b e et e e e s e e s asnrateeeeseesannneaneeas RTC-101
Letter Q: Linda IMCCOIMICK ...coocuiiiiiiiiiieie ettt sttt st st s b e e nmneesmne RTC-102
I <] RN Y o T =T =T o TR A/ O L RTC-103
LEtter S: JimM BOWEKS ....eeiiiiiie ettt ettt e st e e s e e st e s e me e e snne e e e smnaeesamrneesanneneesnne RTC-104
Letter T: DoUgIas and LAUIrEN FrOSt......ciiccuiieieiirieeecieeeeetee e eetee e e steeeeseeee s senteeeesnsaeeesnsaeesnnnenesennes RTC-105
Letter U: JOCEINE REMIZIO ...eiiiiiiiie ettt et sttt et e e sat e st e e s teessbaesseeennseennes RTC-106
Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
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City of San Diego Letters of Comment and Responses

LEtter Vi LiSA TANSEY oouieeiiieeeii ettt e e e ettt e e e e e st e e e e s s st e e e e e e s s saabbeaaeeeesssassbtaaaeessenssnnntnaeeas RTC-107
Letter W: JUL@ FItZEEIald .....oooceeeee ettt et e et e e et e e et e e e e e e e e e easaeesennaaaeenes RTC-108
Letter Xz Bryan Criger ..eeneeiiiieie ittt ettt e e e e et e e e s e e sbr et e e e e e e s nnrtteeeeseesnnnnaneeas RTC-109
Letter Y: Irma VillaVICENCIO . .coouii ettt ettt ettt et sate e s te e staeeateennseennes RTC-110
Letter Z: Andrea Winter and Matt Gates ........cooceieiiiiiiieeiie et s RTC-111
Letter AA: Elisa DAnI@ISON .....ccouii ittt ettt ettt ettt e et e st e s bae e ae e e e e e e RTC-114
Letter AB: Adam BUNN ... ..ottt ettt e st e bt e e abe e e st e e s bt e sabaeeaaeeenabeenans RTC-115
Letter AC: MIChElIE BUNN ....eiiiie ettt ettt st e sat e et e e st e s bae e bt e e sateesaes RTC-116
Letter AD: Carla VaidOSa ..cc..eeiieiiieeiiieeeiie ettt sttt et st st e sr e s ne e e RTC-117
Letter AE: Sarah HanCOCK .......cocuii ittt RTC-118
Letter AF: Viviane FEIINADEr .......coiuii et RTC-119
Letter AG: Marta REDEIIA ... ..o et ettt e RTC-120
Letter AH: Pat and JONN PRilliPS ...ccocueieeieeeeeee et e et e e e e e e s rnane e enes RTC-121
LEtEer Al RAffa oo e ettt ettt e et e et e e st e e sbae e saeeenateeeates RTC-122
Letter AJ: RAffa PatinO......coi ittt ettt sttt e st s be e e ae e et e saes RTC-123
Letter AK: RAffa@l PatiNo ....coouiiiiiiieieeeeeee ettt st st st st st st s RTC-124
Letter AL: SalSsa PatinO .....cc.eiiiii ittt sttt et s sb e e ne e e nn e e RTC-125
Letter AM: ANNE KNONG.....uiiiiii ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e sttt aaeeeeeeesnnsaaaeeeeseesnnsraneeas RTC-126
Letter AN: JENNITEer KOIAE ......oo ittt et ettt sttt et e et e e RTC-127
Letter AO: HECtOr HEMMANUEZ.....ci ittt ettt ettt et e st e s bae bt e e sateesaes RTC-129
Letter AP: KEVIN KNUSIAL ...coouiiiiiiie ettt ettt st et e st s bae bt e e nateesaes RTC-130
Letter AQ: Pat and JONN PRIlliPS ...ccoiuiiiiiiiieieiiee ettt e et e e st e s st e e ssaeaeeenns RTC-131
Letter AR: Elizabeth RUSH ......oo i e et RTC-132
Letter AS: 1da ROSE FIOIEZ, PR.D. ......oeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeessessessssssssesssssssssesnesesenernnes RTC-133
Letter AT: Linda MCCOIMICK ...couii ittt ettt e bee e e st e e eaes RTC-134
Letter AU: ROSIYN OFfalla...cooiiiiii ettt sttt ettt stae e aeeenaseesnes RTC-135
Letter AV: Delfin ESPOSO...ciiiiiiiieiiieeiieesteeeite ettt esteesteesteestteesabeesateesseeesteesaseesnsaesnsaesnsseennseesnses RTC-136
Letter AW: John and ANNe-Marie Lahr ......cooiiiiiiiiiieee e RTC-137
Letter AX: Laure E. & ThOomas R. RAMET.....coouiiiiiiiiiieie et RTC-139
Letter AY: Douglas and LAuren FroSt.......cuuieieiiieeieiiieeeciie e ertee e e s stee e st e e s seaee s sanae e ssnnaneeennes RTC-140
LEtter AZ: KeIIY AIOY .eeeee ettt et e et e e et e e st e e e e rata e e esastaeeseasteeeeansaeeeensaeeeanneneeannns RTC-141
Letter BA: Michael D. HUBDAIM ........ooiiiiiiieiie ettt st ettt st s RTC-142
Letter BB: IMIKE NEVIIIE ....ooiiiiiie ettt ettt st et e e s te e sbaeeabeennseesnes RTC-143
Letter BC: Mary JONNSON . .uviii ittt e e e e e et e e e e e e et t e e e e e e e e e s nnsaaaeeeeeensnnnraneens RTC-145
Letter BD: EAWArd LOPatin ...cccicccciiiieee ettt eectteeee e e eeitree e e e e e e e nrraae e e e e e e nnsaaaeeeseeennnnssaneeas RTC-146
Letter BE: IMark EIOTE ... ..cooeiieee ettt ettt et st st e e e e RTC-148
Letter BF: TreVOr CUITI. . eiiiiiiiiieeteeee ettt e e e s e e e e e e e s e s asar e e e e e s s esmnneaneeas RTC-150
Letter BG: DENiSE DAVIASON ...cc..eiiuiiiiiieiiie ettt ettt ettt e bt e st e et e s bt e e s abeesbeesabaeenbeenneeesaeas RTC-151
Letter BH: Car0l POITEI . .ciiiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e e st e s bt e s sateesateesataesnsaeesteennseennses RTC-153
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Letter Bl: GEralyn WHILE .....oov ittt e et e e e st e e e s e e e e s aee e enaeeeesnneneeenes RTC-154
Letter BJ: Carolyn IMIOITIS ....uviiciiiieeeeiieeeetee e et ee e tee e e et e e et e e e e atae e e eataeeseasteeseansaasesnsaeesnnnseeesnnes RTC-156
Letter BK: Paul T. Grandi.....c.cecceeiiieeiieesiee ettt sie e sttt e et e st e staessateessseesstaesnsaeeseeennseennses RTC-157
Letter BL: PAtrick JUSTM@N .. ..oiiiiiieie ettt ettt sttt et e e ate e s te e ssbaesateennseennes RTC-158
Letter BM: Irma VillaViCENCIO .. ..ei ettt et s e e e RTC-159
Letter BN: JUIIUS FAUIKNET .....coiiiiieeee ettt ettt et ettt et e e sae e e e e e eaes RTC-160
Letter BO: Julie KQWakami ....coc.ei ittt et ettt st eae e e e e e RTC-161
Letter BP: Cindy and Pat Canfield .........oooiioiiiiii et RTC-162
Letter BQ: CINAY IMIOOIE ...uviieiiiccciiiieee e e eeettte e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e s vt aaeee e e e e s anttaaeaeeeeeaannssaaeeeseessnnnssaneeas RTC-163
Letter BR: JOIEEN GarNEtt......ci ittt ettt st sree s ne e e e e e sane RTC-177
I Tl 2 R D T oY= o - o T PPPRE RTC-178
Letter BT: CICEIY KIaUS .ooiiueieei e ceeeee et ett e e tee e st e e st e e et e e e entaeeesnnteeeensaeeesnnsaeesnnnenesennns RTC-179
Letter BU: TOM LEECK ... ittt ettt ettt e et e bt e et e e st e e sabaeeneeennbeenaes RTC-180
Letter BV:JUan B. OSPINa ...cciii ittt ettt e e e s et e e e e e e e e e e s e e nreneeeas RTC-183
Letter BW: Jonathan and Magdalena Perry .......c.cooieiiiieiie ettt st et RTC-184
Letter BX: Henry & JUNE JONNSON ....uviiiiiiceee ettt e e e et re e e s e e e anaaaee s RTC-185
Letter BY: Laura MICKENZIE ....cc.uveiiiiieeeeee ettt e e s e e senene e s e RTC-186
Letter BZ: MiIchael SUITIVAN.....c...oi ettt s e RTC-191
Letter CA: F. RASOUIT .ttt et ettt et e et e e ab e e st e e st e e sabaeeneeennbeenaes RTC-192
Letter CB: MIKE GERIING...ccouiiiii ettt ettt et e bt e e sat e e be e s be e sbaeesbeeesateesaes RTC-193
Letter CC: LiNda MCCOIMICK ...couiiiiie ittt ettt ettt e st e s bae e bt e e sateesaes RTC-194
Letter CD: GEOIEE WOITE .. .uviiicieee ettt ettt ettt e et e e e ta e e e e s ba e e e e tbaeesensbeeeeansaaeeessaeesesreeennnns RTC-195
] A Y O o QY [ T 32U RTC-197
Letter CF: ANAreW MiIChajlEnKO........uuiei i ittt e e et ere e e e e e e sart e e e e e e e e e nnraaeeas RTC-198
Letter CG: HENMY J. ChANG ..oviiieeiee ettt e et e e et e e et e e e et e e eeaeteeeensaeeeentaeeannneneeenns RTC-201
Letter CH: Mary JEaN JONNSON ...coiuiiiiieiee ettt ettt et sttt e st e s taesbaesaeeenaseesnes RTC-203
Letter Cl: JAMES TrOY .ttt e e e e ettt e e e s e e sbr e et e e e e e e s annrebeeeeseeeannnenneeas RTC-204
Letter Cl: AIDErt VIllanUEVA ........ooiiiiiiieieee ettt et e e RTC-205
Letter CK: Adriana PaEz.....co ee ittt ettt et ettt e st e s bt e e be e e st e e st eesabaeeneeenneeenaees RTC-206
Letter CL: Judy and DIick MCENTYIE...uuiii ittt e ettt e e e e e e e e ara e e e e e e e e e anaaaneeas RTC-207
Letter CIM: IMatt SNITIEY ......eiee et e e e e st e e e et e e e e naaeeeentaeesenneaeeennes RTC-209
Letter CN: GABIiEla SUMPI .oovveiiiieiiie ettt ettt sttt s e s bt e e saeeesate e sbaestaeeaeeennseesnses RTC-210
Letter CO: RODEI RUZICH ...cc.uiiiiii ettt ettt st et e st e s tae e aeeenateesnes RTC-230
Letter CP: Effain CONIIQUE......ccccveeeeeirieeceireeeectee e e eiteeeeeetree e e treeeestbaeeeesssaeesessseeeeansaaeeenssaeesesseeesnnns RTC-233
Letter CQ: James WarniaK . .....ooc.ee ettt ettt ettt et sne e et e s bt esbee e b e e nmeeeeaes RTC-238
Letter CR: FIEMING, TiM ciiiiiiei e ecteeeeetee e et e e e et ee e s et e e e et e e e esaeaeessanteeessnnseeeennsseeeennseeesnnnsnesennes RTC-240
Letter CS: Mr. Billy Lambon and Dr. Sarah KinNiNgS ......cccuveeeiiieeeiiiee e erree e sene e ssnane e RTC-241
Letter CT: Daniel James and STeVE MCCIEa......ccc.uiiiieiiiiieiie ettt et ettt ettt e RTC-242
Letter CU: RICNArd CaiN c...coiiee e eiie ettt ettt s e et e st et e e st e s aee e st e e saseesstaesnsaeensseennseennses RTC-243
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Letter CV: DEborah BOSSIMEYET .....ccccueieeieeieeeeiiteeeeiteeeeeeteeesssteeessaeaeeesssaeessssseeessnsseeessnseessnnsseeeennns RTC-244
Letter CW: Ritchard & Agnetha STEPhENSON........cociiii i e e e RTC-245
Letter CX: Pam FIEIMING ...coiiiiiiiie ettt ettt et e st e e st e e st e sbtesateesaseesssaesnsaeesseensseennses RTC-246
Letter CY: JONN TIChENON oottt et et s e e s te e sbaesateensseesnes RTC-248
Letter CZ: SUSAN SNEAN ..ottt ettt ettt e st e sttt e bt e et e e s b e e sabeeeneeenneeenanes RTC-251
Letter DA: LeSIEY A. IMArPIES .......eei ettt ee ettt e s tee e et e e st e e e st ae e e s aeteeeeansaeeeensaeesnnneneeennns RTC-252
Letter DB: RajeeVv and Padmini TillU........cc.ueeiiiiericees e et e e e e e een e e e snane e enes RTC-254
Letter DC: AdAm GardNer.... ..o cuii ittt ettt et s e st e et e et e e s bt e s beeesabeesabeesbeesbaeeateennseesases RTC-255
Letter DD: BryCe NIiCESWANEET ...cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiirittteteeteeeeetteteettetteeettetttttttteteteetereereeteet ... RTC-260
Letter DE: RON YArdIBY ...uuuiiieii ittt sttt e ettt e e e e e e et ra e e e e e e e abtaaeeeeeeeannstaaeeeseeesnnsraneens RTC-315
Letter DF: ArNOId Tan ..ottt et et sttt e st e st e e me e e nb e e s s e e sabeeeneeennneenanes RTC-319
Letter DG: CarlO PEIEZ......oo ittt ettt ettt et e bt e e abb e e abe e s bt esbaeeeaeeesaeeenaes RTC-320
Letter DH: Rincon Band of LUiSER0 INAIaNs........c.eiiiiiiiiiiii ettt RTC-321
Letter DI: Viejas Tribal GOVEINMENT .....ooiiiiiiii ettt ettt s et e e RTC-322
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QQQ\(’ \\\ 14'

STATE OF CALIFORNIA g R %
& ' .aﬁv
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH "N v X
. Atha
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT . e o cmm\‘“
EDMUND G. BROWN JR. » C o KENALEX
GOVERNOR : DIRECTOR
May 15,2017
Susan Morrison
City of San Diego
1010 Second Ave,-Suite 1200
San Diego, CA 92101
- Subject: Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project
SCH#: 2012011048
Dear Susan Morrison:
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On.
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on May 12,2017, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. Ifthis comment package is not in order, please notify the State -
- Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearmghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. :
Piease note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:
A-1

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those -
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by

specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need

"more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the

commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to- the California Environmental Quality Act. ‘Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

“process.

Sincerely, f, ;
4 7 i”ﬂ &

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 - www.opr.ca.gov
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‘Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

‘SCH# 2012011048
.+ ProjectTitle. -Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection PrOJect
" Lead Agency San Diego, City of :
Type ‘EIR DraftEIR
Description Note: Recirculated
‘The project site is located in the Mission Valley and Serra Mesa communities of the city of San Diego.
‘The project siie is immediately south of Phyllis Piace, east of Abbotshill Rd, and approx 0.25:mile west -
of 1-805. The project site is within the boundary of the Quarry Falls site, including an undeveloped, = - -
primarily disturbed hillside. The project site is also within a San Diego Gas & Electric easement, which .
contains .an energy transmission line (four transmission poles) running east-west at the northern
portion of the project site, adjacent to Phyllis Place.
The proposed project is an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed community
plan amendment would revise text and figures in the Serra Mesa Community-Plan to show a-toadway
connection from Phyliis Place southward to the boundary between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley
community plan areas. Because construction of the roadway connection was determined to be
foreseeable, .a project level analysis was conducted and is included as part of the proposed project.
Lead Agency Contact
‘Name  Susan Morrison |
Agency City of San'Diego
‘Phone --619-533-6492 ‘Fax
email
Address 1010 Second Ave, Suite 1200
City  San Diego - State CA .Zip 92101
Project Location
County San Diego
City San Diego
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Phyllis Place/Murray Ridge Rd, Abbotshill Rd, Via Alta, Franklin Ridge Rd, Friars Rd, Mission Ce
Parcel Na. - - : - : ‘ :
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to: : :
Highways 1-805/I-8/SR-163
Airports  Montgomery Field
Railways San Diego Trolley
Waterways San Diego River
Schools Elevate Elementary Charter » .
- Land Use Key topographic features of the area consist of a drainage channel and sloping terrain. Area elevatlons o
range from approximately : SR
Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Traffic/Circulation;
Water Quality; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues; Aesthetic/Visual; Drainage/Absorption;.
Flood Plain/Flooding; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; .
* Schools/Universities; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Vegeta’non :
Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation;
Aggncies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Californja Highway Patrol; -

Caltrans, District 11; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9; Department of Toxic -~
" Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission -




‘Document Details Report
:State Clearinghouse Data Base

.Date Received 03/29/2017 - Start of Review 03/29/2017 End of Review 05/12/2017




\‘ ./ Department of Toxic Substances Control |

© ‘Barbara-A. L.ee, Director’

Edmund G..Brown.Jr.

‘Matthew Rodriquez 5796 Corporate-Avenue
Secretary for - . . Governor
Environmental Protection : Cypress, California 90830 /\r : :
. u \
April 21, 2017

Governor's Office of Planning & Research

Ms. Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner, APR 2 5 2@ 17
- City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 2nd Avenue, Suite 1200 ' STATE CLEAPINGHOUSE

~ East Tower, MS 413
San Diego, California 92101

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR SERRA
MESA COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT ROADWAY CONNECTION PROJECT
(SCH# 2012011048) |

Dea‘r?Ms, ‘Morrison:

The Department of Toxic ‘Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed thesubject EIR.
The following project description is stated in the EIR: "implementahon of the:proposed
project would include the construction and operation of a-four-lane major:street with
landscaped median, complete with bicycle lanes.and pedestrian pathways, extending
from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road in
Mission Valley. The proposed roadway connection would extend approximately 460
feet south from Phyllis Place to the intersection of Via. Alta/Frankiin Ridge Road. The
project site evaluated throughout the. Remrculated Draft EIR encompasses o
-approx:mateiy 2 acres, which includes the area required for grading and-drainage
lmprovements for the. r@adway and assoclated utilities work. The, proposed roadway
itself would cover; approxxmately 1.25.acre.” ,

Based on the review 'o’f the submi‘tted documén‘t'DTSC has ‘the 'fdllowing comments:

1. The EiR should identify and determlne Whether current or historic uses atthe
‘project site may have resulted in.any.release of hazardous: wastes/substances
A’Phase | Environmental Site Assessment may be. appropnate to. uden’ufy any -
recognized environmental conditions. _ .

@ Prinied on Recycled Paper
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A-2

(cont'd) -

Ms. Susan Morrison -
April 21,2017 - -

2.

Page2

[f there are any recognized-environmental conditions in the project area, then
proper mvesﬂga’uon ‘sampling and remedial-actions overseen by'the. appropnate
regulatory agenmes shouid ba conducted prlor to the new devekcpmen’t orany -

construction L

f pianned actwmes include bwidmg modtfxcat:ons/demohtlons lead-based pamts

or products, mercury, and asbestos containing materials (ACMs) should be
addressed in accordance with all applicable and relevant taws and regulatxons
In addition, evaluate wheather polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)-containing .
materials is present in-onsite buildings -and address as necessary fo. protect
human health and the environment. o : o

| The EIR states “The pra;nct site is aiso within: a‘Séihtbréga Gas ’&Elec‘trib o

(SDG&E) easement which contains an active energy transmission fine (four
transmission towers) runnmg east-west at'the northern portion of the project site,
adjacentto Phyllis Place.” DTSC recommends -evaluation, proper investigation
and mitigation, if necessary, on-onsite areas wx’rh current or hlstcncaf PCB—
containing transformers, if present. =

The EIR further states “To the east of the: project site is the existing SDG&E
easement south of Phylixs Place (within the Serra. Mesa Communify Planning

Area), a vacant portion of the- Quarry Falls site, and the Phyllis Place on—ramp to

I-805:south.” Aerially: depasrted lead (ADL) is: generaliy encountered ini unpaved
orformerly unpaved areas: adjammg older roads, primarily as.& resuftof
deposition from ‘historical vehicle emissions when: gasoline-contained lead. As
the project site is adjacent to 1-805, this issue should be addressed | in
accordance w;th a!l apphc:able and re!e“"" '“.'laws and reguia’acns

The EIR states “The Quarry Falls site has-also hzs’roncaﬂy caniamed muitlple
undergrotind storage tanks (USTs) for the purposes offuel and hot asphalf.
storage. These USTs weretemoved ag mining: operatton ‘ the Quarry” Fa[!s
site phased out. ‘A review-of two databases containing existing hazardaus
material sites was conducted: Envirgstor (California Department’
Substances:Coentrol 20116) and Geotracker (State Water Resources Ccntroi

- Board 2016). Two cleahup programs were-completed and appmved priorfo”
- construction of the Quarry Falls rewdentnai umtsflacated just northi-of Friars Road.
“Two-otherleaking UST cases in'the 'y of
- and are: listed as- ciosed Al four @f ese re*"opd £
_ihe pm)ect sﬁce : o o

=y also cempleted
e’m@re tham' G 5 mlte seu’rh of

a. ldent:fy the name(s) of the reguiatory agency(;es) approved the closure of
h these four UST s;tes
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(cont'd)

(ﬁincereiy,

Ms. Susan Morrison
April 21, 2017
Page 3

b. Indicate whetherthe:UST resulted in groundwater contamination. If
groundwater is impacted, then evaluate’ potential vapor mtrusxon onsite
associated with groundwater contamination.

¢. ldentify the-name(s) of the regulatory- agencv(ies)'approved two:cleanup
programs that were completed prior to construction of the Quarry Falls-
residential units. :

d. DTSC is.unable to-evaluate whether vapor sampling and/or potential
vapor-intrusion risk was adequate due to lack of relevant-detailed
information.in the EIR.

7. lf soil contamination is suspected or observed in the projectarea, then-excavated
soil should be sampled prior to-export/disposal. -If the soil is contaminated, it
should be disposed of properly in:accordance:with-all applicabie and relevant
laws and regulations. In addition, if the project proposes to import soil'to backfill
the excavated areas, proper evaluation and/or sampling should be conducted to
make sure that the imporied soil is free of .contamination.

8. If during construction/demolition:of the project, soil-and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease and
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. ifitis
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR-should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and
the appmpr’iate government agency to provide regulatory 'oversight.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (714) 484-5476 or
email at Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov. :

JQ‘IT]SO“ P. Abraham
Project Manager '
Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program - Cypress

ki/shija

cc:  See next page.
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Ms. Susan Morrison
April 21, 2017
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cCcl-

Mr Guentherw Moskat Chief (vxa e—ma;l)

- CEQA Tracking Center

 Mr. Dave Kereazis (via e-mail)

Governor's Office of P!annmg and Resnarch (vxa e»mail) o
State Clearinghouse R

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812 3044

State, cfeannqhause@apr ca gov

Planning and Environmental Analyszs Sect:on

Depariment of Toxic Substancestontrol
Guenther Moskat@dtsc.ca.gov

Office of Planning &: Enwronmentai Anatyszs

- Department of Toxic Substances Ccntm!

Dave. Kereazzs@dtsc ca.gov o i : '

Mr. Shahir Haddad, _:the‘f’(ma e-mail)

Schools Evaluation and Brownfields Cleanup

Brownfields and. Environmental Restoration Program Cypress
Shahlr Haddad@dtsc ca:goy S _

CJ:QA# 2@12(}1 1048
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From: Weiss, Eric@Wildlife <Eric. Weiss@wildlife.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 6:48 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
Cc: OPR State Clearinghouse; Patrick_Gower@fws.gov
Subject: Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection  Project No. 265605

SCH 2012011048

Ms. Morrison,

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project, Project No. 265605, State Clearinghouse
No. 2012011048. We offer the following comment to assist the City of San Diego (City) in minimizing project related
biological impacts. ; :

The proposed project is an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed community plan amendment
would revise text and figures in the Serra Mesa Community Plan to show a roadway connection from Phyllis Place (in
Serra Mesa) southward to the boundary between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Community Plan areas.
Implementation of the proposed project would include the construction and operation of a four lane major street with
landscaped median, complete with bicycle lanes and pedestrian pathways, extending from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa
southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road in Mission Valley. The proposed roadway connection would extend
approximately 460 feet south from Phyllis Place to the intersection of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road.

According to the EIR five individuals of San Diego Barrel Cactus (Ferocactus viridescens) would be impacted by the road
alignment (Dudek, 2015). We encourage the City to translocate the barrel cactus within Multiple Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) or other open space. The City has implemented such measures in the past for San Diego barrel cactus that are
directly impacted by development. Although San Diego Barrel Cactus is a MSCP covered species, take of covered species
should be incidental, and where appropriate, should be minimized. San Diego barrel cactus is a relatively slow growing
species that, when the City is presented with the opportunity, should be salvaged and translocated to a protected
location. We encourage the City to adopt additional measures to translocate the species to nearby MHPA or open

space.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project.
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions.

EricWeissy
Senior Environmental Scientist {Specialist)
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

South Coast Region, Habitat Conservation Planning Sovemor'sOfficeof Plenaing & Ressarch
3883 Ruffin Road '
- MAY 11 2017

San Diego, CA 92123
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Phone (858) 467-4289

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:
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City of San Diego Letters of Comment and Responses

Letter A: State Clearinghouse

A-1: The comment notes the State agencies that received the DEIR for comment and the date the
comment period closed, and includes one attached letter from the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) and one attached letter from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).
In addition, the comment notes that the project has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for the DEIR pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The City appreciates the Office of Planning and Research’s coordination of the DEIR. As indicated,
two comment letters were received by the State Clearinghouse. The responses to these individual
comment letters are provided under Comment Letter B (DTSC) and Comment Letter C (CDFW).

A-2: This comment includes the letter submitted by DTSC. The responses to this comment letter are
provided under Comment Letter B.

A-3: This comment includes the letter submitted by CDFW. The responses to this comment letter are
provided under Comment Letter C.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-5
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter B

From: Laliberte. Kelly@DTSC

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Cc: State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov; Moskat, Guenther@DTSC; Kereazis, Dave@DTSC; Haddad, Shahir@DTSC

Subject: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report - Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection
Project (SCH# 2012011048)

Date: Friday, April 21, 2017 3:10:00 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project EIR_Comments_04.21.17.pdf

Good afternoon:

Attached for your file is the PDF copy of the comments on the ‘Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report’ for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project
(SCH# 2012011048). The original signed document will be sent via regular mail. If you have any
questions, please contact Mr. Johnson Abraham, Project Manager, at 714.484.5476 or at emaiil

address Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov.

Thank you,

Kelly Laltberte

Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch
Cal EPA | Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Ave | Cypress, CA | 90630

Tel: 714.484.5475 | Fax: 714.484.5411

2]


mailto:Kelly.Laliberte@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
mailto:State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:Guenther.Moskat@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Shahir.Haddad@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov
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\‘ ‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Barbara A. Lee, Director

M""“S”;":’eg‘:f;g‘g”e’ 5796 Corporate Avenue Edm”’g:,férﬁg T Jr.
Environmental Protection Cypress, California 90630 :

B-2

B-3

April 21, 2017

Ms. Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner,

City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 2nd Avenue, Suite 1200

East Tower, MS 413

San Diego, California 92101

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR SERRA
MESA COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT ROADWAY CONNECTION PROJECT
(SCH# 2012011048)

Dear Ms. Morrison:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the subject EIR.
The following project description is stated in the EIR: “Implementation of the proposed
project would include the construction and operation of a four-lane major street with
landscaped median, complete with bicycle lanes and pedestrian pathways, extending
from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road in
Mission Valley. The proposed roadway connection would extend approximately 460
feet south from Phyllis Place to the intersection of Via Alta/Franklin Ridge Road. The
project site evaluated throughout the Recirculated Draft EIR encompasses
approximately 2 acres, which includes the area required for grading and drainage
improvements for the roadway and associated utilities work. The proposed roadway
itself would cover approximately 1.25 acre.”

Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments:

1. The EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the
project site may have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances.
A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment may be appropriate to identify any
recognized environmental conditions.
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Ms. Susan Morrison
April 21, 2017
Page 2

2. If there are any recognized environmental conditions in the project area, then

B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions overseen by the appropriate
regulatory agencies should be conducted prior to the new development or any
construction.

. If planned activities include building modifications/demolitions, lead-based paints

or products, mercury, and asbestos containing materials (ACMs) should be
addressed in accordance with all applicable and relevant laws and regulations.
In addition, evaluate whether polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) containing
materials is present in onsite buildings and address as necessary to protect
human health and the environment.

. The EIR states, “The project site is also within a San Diego Gas & Electric

(SDG&E) easement, which contains an active energy transmission line (four
transmission towers) running east-west at the northern portion of the project site,
adjacent to Phyllis Place.” DTSC recommends evaluation, proper investigation
and mitigation, if necessary, on onsite areas with current or historical PCB-
containing transformers, if present.

. The EIR further states, “To the east of the project site is the existing SDG&E

easement south of Phyllis Place (within the Serra Mesa Community Planning
Area), a vacant portion of the Quarry Falls site, and the Phyllis Place on-ramp to
1-805 south.” Aerially deposited lead (ADL) is generally encountered in unpaved
or formerly unpaved areas adjoining older roads, primarily as a result of
deposition from historical vehicle emissions when gasoline contained lead. As
the project site is adjacent to 1-805, this issue should be addressed in
accordance with all applicable and relevant laws and regulations.

. The EIR states, “The Quarry Falls site has also historically contained multiple

underground storage tanks (USTs) for the purposes of fuel and hot asphalt
storage. These USTs were removed as mining operations on the Quarry Falls
site phased out. A review of two databases containing existing hazardous
material sites was conducted: Envirostor (California Department of Toxic
Substances Control 2016) and Geotracker (State Water Resources Control
Board 2016). Two cleanup programs were completed and approved prior to
construction of the Quarry Falls residential units located just north of Friars Road.
Two other leaking UST cases in the vicinity of Friars Road were also completed
and are listed as closed. All four of these records are more than 0.5 mile south of
the project site.”

a. ldentify the name(s) of the regulatory agency(ies) approved the closure of
these four UST sites.
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Ms. Susan Morrison
April 21, 2017
Page 3

B-8
(cont'd)

B-9

B-10

B-11

e

b. Indicate whether the UST resulted in groundwater contamination. If
groundwater is impacted, then evaluate potential vapor intrusion onsite
associated with groundwater contamination.

c. ldentify the name(s) of the regulatory agency(ies) approved two cleanup
programs that were completed prior to construction of the Quarry Falls
residential units.

d. DTSC is unable to evaluate whether vapor sampling and/or potential
vapor intrusion risk was adequate due to lack of relevant detailed
information in the EIR.

If soil contamination is suspected or observed in the project area, then excavated
soil should be sampled prior to export/disposal. If the soil is contaminated, it
should be disposed of properly in accordance with all applicable and relevant
laws and regulations. In addition, if the project proposes to import soil to backfill
the excavated areas, proper evaluation and/or sampling should be conducted to
make sure that the imported soil is free of contamination.

If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease and
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. If it is
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and
the appropriate government agency to provide regulatory oversight.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (714) 484-5476 or

email at Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov.

C ]

nson P. Abraha\m\J

Project Manager

Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program - Cypress

Ki/sh/ja

CC:

See next page.
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Ms. Susan Morrison
April 21, 2017
Page 4

cc:  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (via e-mail)
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief (via e-mail)
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Guenther.Moskat@dtsc.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis (via e-mail)

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

Mr. Shahir Haddad, Chief (via e-mail)
Schools Evaluation and Brownfields Cleanup

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program - Cypress
Shahir.Haddad@dtsc.ca.gov

CEQA# 2012011048
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Letter B: Department of Toxic Substances Control

B-1: This comment is an e-mail transmittal that indicates a comment letter is being submitted by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and provides contact information.

The City appreciates DTSC’s interest in the proposed project. This comment does not raise any
issues requiring a response pursuant to CEQA.

B-2: This comment is an introductory statement indicating that DTSC is providing comments on the
DEIR for the proposed project. The comment also summarizes the proposed project.

The City appreciates DTSC’s interest in the proposed project. This comment does not raise any
issues requiring a response pursuant to CEQA. The specific comments raised in the pages that follow
this introduction are listed separately along with the City’s individual responses.

B-3: The comment suggests that the EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic
uses at the project site have resulted in the release of hazardous wastes or substances.

As discussed in Chapter 7, Effects Not Found To Be Significant, of the DEIR, a review of Envirostor
(California Department of Toxic Substances Control 2016) and Geotracker (State Water Resources
Control Board 2016) was conducted for the project site and the surrounding area. The search
yielded information on two cleanup sites located just north of Friars Road that were remediated and
closed prior to construction of the Quarry Falls project; however, neither site is within the project
site. Two other leaking UST cases in the vicinity of Friars Road, also offsite, were also remediated
and are listed as closed. All four of these records are more than 0.5 mile south of the project site.

The project site, itself, is currently vacant and there are no known historical uses that would have
stored or used hazardous materials. The project site is also not known to contain any USTs or
belowground hazardous materials. As such, the project site would not be located on an existing
hazardous material site. Therefore, no changes to the FEIR are required.

B-4: This comment asks if there are any recognized environmental conditions in the project area
and, if so, proper regulatory oversight should be undertaken prior to any new development or
construction.

Please see the response to comment B-3. There are no open hazardous materials cases within the
project site or in its vicinity.

B-5: The comment indicates that if the project would include any building modifications/
demolitions, then metals, lead-based paints, asbestos-containing materials (ACMs), and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) should be addressed in accordance with all applicable laws.

The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a four-lane major street extending
from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road in Mission Valley.
The project does not propose to demolish and/or modify any buildings or other structures that
could potentially contain lead-based paints, mercury, ACMs, or PCBs. No changes to the FEIR are
required.

B-6: The comment recommends evaluation and potentially further action if current or historical
PCB-containing transformers are present onsite.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-6
Final Environmental Impact Report
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According to the Phase | ESA prepared for the Quarry Falls Final PEIR, documented discussions with
SDG&E representatives regarding transformers indicated that SDG&E has never specified PCB-
containing transformers for its electrical distribution system in the project area. The Phase I ESA
further states that it is unlikely that transformers found within SDG&E'’s service area contain PCBs
based on a statistical sampling and testing program performed by SDG&E. No changes to the FEIR
are required.

B-7: The comment expresses concerns regarding the potential presence of residual aerially
deposited lead in the undeveloped area south of, and adjacent to, Phyllis Place.

Please see the response to B-3. As discussed, the hazardous materials assessment did not identify
any potential contamination onsite and there have been no known cases of contamination present
within the project site. Lead from historic freeway operations is largely based on proximity (within
proximity of 200 meters or closer, concentrations are much higher), wind direction (upwind
experiences much lower levels of lead presence in the soil), undisturbed soil where higher
concentrations are closer to the surface, and the amount of time exposure has occurred.

The potential for deposits from historical vehicle emissions from use of Interstate (I)-805 (opened in
1975) is limited because the project site is over 1,000 feet and upwind from 1-805, grading has
occurred on much of the site related to the Civita-Quarry Falls project, and the length of time the
freeway has been operational when lead was still used in gasoline is relatively limited (banned in
the early 1990s). However, the project would be required to comply with all applicable laws and
regulations, including all such laws and regulations that apply to worker safety and the reduction of
exposure to any hazardous conditions. Therefore, while the DEIR and evidence in the record
indicates there is no potential contamination onsite, the project would still be subject to
demonstrating compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, including safe working
conditions for all construction workers. No changes to the FEIR are required in response to this
comment.

B-8: The comment restates information from the DEIR regarding the historical presence of USTs at
the Quarry Falls site and raises four separate issues.

The first issue raised by the commenter requests the name(s) of regulatory agencies that approved
closure of USTs. According to Geotracker, the two site cleanup programs were closed by the San
Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) on November 18, 2010 and June 29, 2012.
In addition, the two LUST cleanup sites were closed by the San Diego County DEH on December 30,
1992 and December 1, 2008. None of these cases indicated contamination of groundwater, which is
the issue asked by the second question.

The third issue raised by the comment requests the names of agencies that approved two cleanup
programs. As mentioned in Chapter 7 of the DEIR, the two site cleanup programs were closed by the
San Diego County DEH on November 18, 2010 and June 29, 2012.

The last issue raised in this comment indicates that DTSC is unable to evaluate whether vapor
intrusion is a risk based on the information contained in the EIR. As mentioned, the two LUST
cleanup sites were closed by the San Diego County DEH on December 30, 1992 and December 1,
2008. In addition, all USTs have been removed from the site in accordance with the requirements of
the San Diego County DEH. Furthermore, the project site is located over 0.5 mile north of these areas
and grading in these areas has already occurred as part of the Quarry Falls project. There is little-to-
no potential for the project to encounter vapors from over 0.5 miles from these sites.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
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B-9: The commenter suggests that excavated soil should be sampled if soil contamination is
suspected or observed, identifies procedures for disposal of contaminated soil, and recommends
sampling of imported soil.

Please see the response to comment B-7. No changes to the FEIR are required in response to this
comment.

B-10: The comment poses a condition that if there is the potential presence of contaminated soil
and/or groundwater, construction/demolition should cease.

Please see the responses to comments B-3, B-7, and B-8. No changes to the FEIR are required in
response to this comment.

B-11: This comment concludes the comment letter and provides a contact name and information.

The City appreciates DTSC’s interest in the proposed project. This comment does not raise any
issues requiring a response pursuant to CEQA.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-8
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Letter C

From: : Weiss, Eric@Wildlife <Eric.Weiss@wildlife.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 6:48 AM

To: : ’ DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Cc ' OPR State Clearinghouse; Patrick_Gower@fws.gov :
Subject: , Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection  Project No. 265605

SCH 2012011048

Ms. Morrison,

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project, Project No. 265605, State Clearinghouse

‘No.2012011048. We offer the followmg comment to assist the City of San Diego (Clty) in mmlmlzmg pro;ect related

biological impacts.

The proposed project is an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed community plan amendment
would revise text and figures in the Serra Mesa Community Plan to show a roadway connection from Phyllis Place (in
Serra Mesa) southward to the boundary between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Community Plan areas.
Implementation of the proposed project would include the construction and operation of a four lane majorstreet with
landscaped median, complete with bicycle lanes and pedestrian pathways, extending from Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa
southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road in Mission Valley. The proposed roadway connection would extend
approximately 460 feet south from Phyllis Place to the intersection of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road.

According to the EIR five individuals of San Diego Barrel Cactus (Ferocactus viridescens) would be impacted by the road
alignment (Dudek, 2015). We encourage the City to translocate the barrel cactus within Multiple Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) or other open space. The City has implemented such measures in the past for San Diego barrel cactus that are: .
directly impacted by development. Although San Diego Barrel Cactus is a MSCP covered species, take of covered species
should be incidental, and where appropriate, should be minimized. San Dlego barrel cactus is a relatively slow growing
species that, when the City is presented with the opportunity, should be salvaged and translocated to a protected
location. We encourage the City to adopt addltlonal measures to translocate the species.to nearby MHPA or open

space.

Thank you for the opportunlty to review the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connectlon Project.
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. :

EricWedisy

Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife : ' o - S
South Coast Region, Habitat Conservatlon Planning =~ E ’OVEWOYSOWEOWHWM&WCP

3883 Ruffin Road ’ : Y A
San Diego, CA 92123 S B ' MAY 11 2017
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Phone (858) 467-4289

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:
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Letter C: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

C-1: This comment is an introductory statement indicating that CDFW is providing comments on the
DEIR for the proposed project. In addition, this comment provides a summary of the proposed
project.

The City appreciates CDFW’s interest in the proposed project. This comment does not raise any
issues requiring a response pursuant to CEQA. The specific comments that follow this introduction
are listed separately (below) along with the City’s individual responses.

C-2: The commenter requests that the City translocate the five individuals of San Diego Barrel
Cactus that would be affected by the proposed project to within the Multi Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) or other open space.

In response, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 has been modified to include the translocation of barrel
cactus to within an area in the MHPA that is appropriate for this plant. This minor modification to
the existing mitigation measure MM BIO-1 is being done at the recommendation of CDFW; however,
as noted by the commenter, the San Diego Barrel Cactus is a Multiple Species Conservation Program
(MSCP) covered species. Therefore, no new or more severe significant impact would occur and this
clarification to the mitigation measure does not meet the requirements under CEQA that would
trigger the need for recirculation.

C-3: This comment concludes the comment letter and provides a contact name and information. The
City appreciates CDFW’s interest in the proposed project. This comment does not raise any issues
requiring a response pursuant to CEQA.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
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Letter D

',,a g San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
X/

Environmental Review Committee

o 10 April 2017

To: Ms. Susan Morrison
Planning Department
City of San Diego
Suite 1200, East Tower, MS413
1010 Second Avenue
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment
Project No. 265605

Dear Ms. Morrison:

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

Based on the information contained in the DEIR, we agree with the program level

D-1 | mitigation measures for historical resources included therein. We will reserve comments
on any specific environmental documents issued under the Serra Mesa Community Plan
until project-level environmental documents are circulated.

SDCAS appreciates being included in the City's environmental review process.

Sincerely,

es W. Royle, Jr., Chairpes

Environmental Review Committee

cc: SDCAS President
File

P.O.Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935
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Letter D: San Diego County Archaeological Society,
Inc.

D-1: The commenter states that the San Diego County Archaeological Society has reviewed the DEIR
and agree with the proposed mitigation measures for historical resources. The commenter
concludes the letter by expressing appreciation for being included in the City’s environmental

review process.

The City appreciates the San Diego County Archaeological Society’s interest in the proposed project.
This comment states that the San Diego County Archaeological Society’s is in agreement with the
proposed mitigation measures for historical resources. This comment does not raise any issues
requiring a response pursuant to CEQA.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017

Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter E

From: Dionne Carlson

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Cc: Councilmember Christopher Ward; Molly Chase; Madison. Chloe; Nicole Capretz; Kathleen Ferrier
Subject: Fwd: Draft Motion mobility NPCPU PEIR comments on Mobility Element RevOla 20160601

Date: Friday, April 14, 2017 3:43:20 PM

Attachments: NPPC PEIR Comments 20160727 Final.pdf

Attn:

Susan Morrison, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 2nd Ave, Suite 1200

East Tower MS 413

San Diego CA 92101

Re: Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project #265605
Dear Ms. Morrison,
Please consider the below comments and attachment in support of the above project:

1) Attached are The North Park Planning Committee's (NPPC) official comments as
submitted to the City on the North Park Community Plan Update EIR. Y ou will find the
following relevant excerpts on Pages 8 & 9 of the attachment, which support the provision of
aNorthern access route from the Civita Development to the 805 freeway:

"Whereas, Mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-1 thru 6.3-6, 6.3-8 thru 6.3-12, 6.3-14 thru
6.3-26 as identified in sections 6.3.5.1 & 6.3.5.2 under 6.3 Transportation and
Circulation are unreasonable, unfunded, infeasible, undesirable to the community, do not
meet the clearly stated goals of the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU) and would,
in many cases, engender significant and immitigable environmental impacts of their own to
historical resources, sustainability, parking, pedestrian safety, etc.;

(Reasoning: These mitigation measures are all contrary to goals and policies contained in the
Mobility and Sustainability Elements of the NPCPU and are contrary to the City of San
Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan)

Therefore, the NPPC suggests inclusion in the Draft PEIR the following reasonable &

feasible mitigation measures which DO meet the stated goals of the Greater North Park
Community Plan, which would NOT engender further significant and un-mitigable impacts to
Transportation and Circulation, and which would constitute more reasonable mitigation under
aVMT analysis:

Street and Traffic Signal |mprovements

6) Increase 1-805 Freeway access from the Civita development in Mission Valley by
implementing a northern ingress/egress route to Civita from the 1-805 freeway via
Phyllis Place, so as to lessen traffic pressure on Texas Street & Qualcomm Way and
provide more efficient emergency evacuation for that very large development.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been studied and identified by the City of San Diego


mailto:dionneleighcarlson@cox.net
mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
mailto:ChristopherWard@sandiego.gov
mailto:mchase1890@gmail.com
mailto:CMadison@sandiego.gov
mailto:nicole@climateactioncampaign.org
mailto:kferrier@circulatesd.org

NORTH PARK PLANNING COMMITTEE

northparkplanning.org

Like us: ﬂ NorthParkPlanning  Follow us: Q @NPPIanning

July 29, 2016

Kurtis Steinert

Senior Environmental Planner

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

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
PROJECT NAME: North Park and Golden Hill Community Plan Updates
PROJECT NO. 380611 / SCH No 2013121076

Dear City Staff and Decision Makers:

Members of the North Park Planning Committee (NPPC) have spent eight years working on the
preparation of the NPCPU, either conducting or attending approximately 150 meetings,
including on the North Park and Golden Hill Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR). We have conducted an extensive review of the PEIR and while we appreciate the work
that went into to it, we unfortunately find it lacking for reasons to numerous to include in this
cover letter. However we have included a sampling of the deficiencies, including but limited to
items enumerated below:

Data that was included in many parts of the PEIR are from prior drafts of the NPCPU and do not
match the current draft NPCPU out for review.

Because of these errors in the PEIR data, the actual proposed increases in densities outlined in
the 2016 Draft NPCPU were not included. The NPPC finds the PEIR fails to address or analyze
environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) (1), which is the
responsibility of the city to provide.

The PEIR includes no quantitative data or analysis of how the density increase and the resulting
increases in traffic and other impacts will affect greenhouse gases. It offers no mitigation to deal
with the probable increase in GHG. The PEIR lists unfunded mitigation methods for traffic
impacts. CEQA regulations require mitigation measures to be reasonable and part of a funded
program. None of the proposed mitigation methods are funded or part of an existing funded
program. Therefore, they are not adequate mitigation measures; even for an impact that requires
overriding considerations, as this type of impact still requires an attempt at some form of real
mitigation methods.
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Several mitigation methods refer the reader to an unspecified and unattached Implementation
Plan. CEQA Regulations require public access and ability to comment on all documents
referenced in a CEQA mitigation measure. The Implantation Plan is not included for the public
to review and therefore, does not meet the standards for public review. CEQA requires the reader
an opportunity to review all studies and plans referenced in a mitigation measure. The inability
for the public to analyze and comment on the so called Implementation Plan calls into question
whether the public could fully analyze the EIR and its mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 merely re-states the current (and inadequate due to lack of
enforcement and implementation) City Policy regarding application of the Secretary of the
Interior Standards, and does not provide meaningful mitigation that will continue to protect
North Park historic resources during implementation of the NPCPU. Citing a General Plan policy
does not constitute a mitigation measure. Impacts to historic districts are not mitigated and the
process for protecting them is still vague at best and no-existent at worse. However, there are still
possible mitigation methods available for North Park.

When a PEIR includes the number of errors, lack of adequate documentation and general
inadequacies as this one does, the analysis and conclusions cannot be trusted and provide
limited and suspect guidance for future development.

NPPC Board Members have expressed satisfied with the NPCPU, if not the PEIR, and
would like to see the NPCPU move forward. However, they will only do so if there are
significant and binding mitigations offered by the City and at the very least a timeline and
commitment to provide the requested studies and analyses.

Please find attached the unanimously approved NPPC Comments of July 19, 2016 on the
North Park and Golden Hill Community Plan Updates.

Sincerely

Vicki Granowitz Chair
North Park Planning Committee

cc: Councilmember Todd Gloria
Jeff Murphy, Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Alyssa Mutto, Deputy Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Nancy Bragado, Deputy Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Tait Galloway, Manager Planning Department City of San Diego
Lara Gates, Senior Planner City of San Diego
Chris Ward





North Park Planning Committee - PEIR Comments

Project Name: North Park and Golden Hill Community Plan Updates
Project No. 380611 / SCH No 2013121076

pg. 1 of 18

The following constitutes the July 19, 2016 North Park Planning Committee’s (NPPC)
unanimously approved comments on the North Park Program Environmental Impact
Report.

3.0 Project Description: Land Use Distribution at Build Out (page 3-36)

Issue:

Table 3-12, (Residential Development Existing and at Proposed Community Plan Update
(CPU) Build-out) is Unclear & confusing to the general community with regard to the
difference between number of units proposed at Plan Build Out vs. Household Population
proposed to be served at Plan Build Out..

Solution:

Table 3-12 should be re-formatted by changing the column heading to clarify that 73,170
represents proposed increase in Household Population for North Park and NOT number
of proposed Residential Units.

Urban Design Comments

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

The PEIR is supposed to include recommended mitigation measures, which—when
implemented—would lessen project impacts and provide the City with ways to
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects of the project on the environment,
whenever feasible. The PEIR should further serve as the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for subsequent activities or implementing actions, including future development of
public and private projects, to the extent it contemplates and adequately analyzes the
potential environmental impacts of those subsequent projects. If, in examining future
actions for development within the CPU areas, the City finds no new effects could occur
or no new mitigation measures would be required other than those analyzed and/or
required in the PEIR, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope
covered by this PEIR, and no new environmental documentation would be required. If
additional analysis is required, it can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR

PEIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs (MMRP) assist future
projects to building what Community Plan outlines under this EIR. The absence in
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this parent document of reliable mitigation analysis and enforceable measures, such
as Complete Streets improvements impact on traffic Level of Service and Vehicle
Miles Traveled impact on Greenhouse Gas emissions, equates to subsequent
projects needing new analysis and studies.

The Draft North Park Community Plan’s policies explicitly request Complete
Streets and improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit mobility facilities to be
built in the public realm. In our Charter City, which does not require vertical
conformance between its policies statements and implementing regulations, the city
is legally held accountable for its public realm improvements responsibilities found
in Mitigation Measures in the PEIR’s MMRP.

Verify that the analysis sufficiently addressed minor modifications, such as travel
lane reductions, future bicycle track lanes, removal of on-street parking, and curb
extensions for added pedestrian capacity, to ensure that no additional traffic impact
studies are required for these public improvements independently or associated with
private development applications.

3.2 Relationship to the General Plan (page 3-2 — 180)

The proposed CPUs would build upon the vision, goals, and strategies of the General
Plan. The proposed CPUs are intended to further express General Plan policies
through the provision of site-specific recommendations that implement Citywide goals
and policies at the community plan level, address community needs, and guide zoning.
The General Plan and Community Plans work together to establish the policy framework
for growth and development in the CPU areas. The Land Development Code within the
Municipal Code implements the community plan policies and recommendations
through zoning and development regulations.

Provide analysis and determination on the ability of city-wide zoning to implement
the location specific Community Plan policies as opposed to the former Mid-Cities
Planned Development Ordinance zoning tool crafted specifically for the 1986
updates.

CPU implementation requires amendments to the General Plan to incorporate the updated
community plans as components of the General Plan’s Land Use Element; amendments
to the LDC to remove North Park from the Mid-City Communities Planned District
Ordinance (MCPDO); amendments to the Land Development Code (LDC) to rezone the
area located in North Park Community Planning Areas from the Mid-City Communities
Planned District to Citywide zoning; adoption of LDC amendments to allow for
implementation of the community plan policies; amendments to the Neighborhood
Development Permit (NDP) regulations to include Supplemental Design Regulations for
Potential Historic Districts; and a comprehensive update to the existing Impact Fee
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Studies (IFS) (formerly known as Public Facilities Financing Plans) resulting in a new
impact fee for each community.

3.4.1.3 Urban Design Element (pg 3-14, pg 192)

The proposed North Park Urban Design Elements describe existing community character
and identify and provide goals and policies related to urban form, including public spaces
and village design, neighborhood and community gateways and linkages, building types
and massing, streetscape and pedestrian orientation, public views, urban forestry, and
other unique aspects of the communities. These elements present the proposed urban
form of the plan areas and highlight opportunities for urban design in the community.

Urban Design Element is more than Visual Effects & Neighborhood Character.
Recommendation:

Update our citywide CEQA Thresholds to Include Measures for
Mixed-Use, Walkable Vertical Mixed Use Private Buildings as
outlined in the city’s General Plan PEIR MMRP.

Consider utilizing the area identified as Traditional Character
Neighborhood (pg. 81 CPU) as a mitigation measure for future
Historic Preservation Districts. These areas are identified for their
‘historic character’ to be preserved in this plan. However we need to
be mindful that “Community Character” is defined by more than just
density, as some individuals and organizations seem to be trying to
say.

3.4.3.1 Citywide Rezoning (3-20)
Citywide zoning will be applied in all areas. Proposed densities will be consistent with
existing zoning with the exception of Community Enhancement Areas in the North Park

CPU area where increased density and modified development regulations would be
allowed with processing of a PDP.

Recommendation:

Create a city-wide Mixed-Use CC Zone that better fits the need for
vertical mixed-use development on EI Cajon Boulevard
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Table 6.1-1 Applicable CPU Policies Related to Land Use (pg. 6.1-8, pg. 287)
Urban Design Element

Issue:

An outdated version of the Draft NPCPU was used by City Staff in the preparation of the
PEIR leading to errors in the text. The following are the ones we caught however there
are likely others we missed.

Solution:
Make the following corrections:

Public Realm

1. UE-2.2 Consider plazas, courtyards, pocket parks, and terraces with commercial
and mixed-use buildings.

[The correct UE-2.2 policy states: Accentuate key focal points and entrances,
and corner of a development with art, signs, special lighting, and accent
landscape] — Remove this Incorrect Reference

2. UE-2.5 Encourage the creation of public plazas at gateways, nodes, and street
corners with transit stops to help activate street corners and provide a foreground
to building entrances.

[The correct UE-2.5 policy states: Provide continuous and consistently
designed right-of-way improvements, so that a development project reads as
one unified project. Crate a seamless connection of landscape improvements

between proprieties and across the streets.] — Remove this Incorrect
Reference

Core and Mixed-Use Corridors

3. UE-1.8 Preserve and encourage the enhancement of the Adams Avenue “Antique
Row” and commercial node.

[The policy reference is now located at UD-3.33] — Remove this Incorrect
Reference

Consistent Character Area

4. UE-1.21 Preserve and retain the single-family character created by small lots
along Mission Avenue. —

This Policy does not Exist. Remove this Incorrect Reference.
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Gateways and Nodes

5. UE-2.17 Preserve and encourage the continued enhancement of the Adams
Avenue “Antique Row” and commercial node.

[The correct location of policy is UD-3.33] — Remove this Irrelevant Land
Use Reference.

Replace the above Incorrect Policy Reference sited above with these
Recommendations:

1. UD-2.1 Create publicly accessible plazas and paseos as part of new
development.

(The intention is to enable these public space types to count towards our Park and
Recreation Deficits outline in MMRPs as they are required on all new
development)

2. UD-2.13 Improve pedestrian environments in the community with wider
sidewalks where needed, enhanced crosswalks and paving, and better access
and connectivity, shaping-producing street trees, street furnishings, and
amenities that support walking.

3. UD3.22 promote a strong pedestrian and bicycling orientation along
ECB (a-c)
(Enable these on Pedestrian-Orientation policies in TOD Enhancement Program
Streetscapes)

Chapter 13 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
13.1 Introduction

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires
that a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) be adopted upon
certification of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (including associated Findings), to
ensure that the associated mitigation measures are implemented.

Recommendations:

1. Inclusion of Complete Streets Mitigation
i. With Pedestrian/Bicycle Plans w/Class | Bikeways
ii. To Plan for Mixed-Use Walkable Urbanism
2. Need to implement mixed-use, walkable/bikable/transit urbanism on corridors
3. Currently the only mitigation offered is the formation of Historic Districts and 1
freeway interchange. This is unacceptable given the proposed density increases
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for North Park as well as the increases in greenhouse gas levels over the life of the
CP among other impacts.

4. Only used LOS to study traffic impact, not mobility impact.

5. City needs to ensure mobility mitigation based on LOS.

Comments:

1. There is a conflict with studying and then dismissing mitigation measures that
don’t meet our goals.

2. The PEIR should have used VMT to study measures that meet our goals (VMT’s
intent) and be in conformance with our city’s CAP.

3. The City response to the NPPC request to use VMT was, ...”the State has not
formalized their rules for VMT so they had no choice but to use LOS.” The NPPC
finds this specious for the following reasons.

a. Other municipalities have been using VMT in the absence of approved
state rules and guidelines.

b. However the City is constantly updating their own rules, codes, and
guidelines. To update rules for VMT would be no different than any other
process currently conducted.

c. Additionally the City Council recently approved a ban on plastic bags in
spite of the fact the State rules on this issue have not been formalized.

Section 6.3: Transportation and Circulation

Whereas the State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) released a Revised
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(the “Paper”) on January 16, 2016 based on Senate Bill 743;

Whereas the OPR’s suggested changes to move away from analyzing impacts and mitigation
using Levels of Service (LOS) and instead adopting Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) will trigger
an update to the state CEQA Guidelines and subsequent local CEQA Guidelines;

Whereas the Traffic Impact Study for the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU)
analyzed impacts and mitigation using LOS instead of VMT;

Whereas the OPR’s Paper lists potential measures to reduce VMT, most of which are already
included in the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU) policies (shown in brackets), such
as:

a. Improving or increasing access to transit [ME-2.3, UD-2.12]

b. Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools, and daycare

[ME-1.1, ME-1.5, ME-1.6]

c. Incorporate affordable housing into the project [LU-4.6 thru LU-4.11]

Incorporate neighborhood electric vehicle network [ME-5.18, SE-1.13]

e
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f. Orient the project toward transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities [ME-2.9, UD-3.18, UD-
3.19]

Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks, or transit service [ME-1.8, ME-1.16]

Provide traffic calming [ME-1.12, ME-3.13]

Provide bicycle parking [ME-1.8, ME-2.3]

Limit or eliminate parking supply [ME-5.8, ME-5.19]

Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs [ME-1.19, ME-5.17, SE-
1.14, SE-1.27]

I. Provide transit passes [ME-2.12, SE-1.14]

xT o oa

Whereas OPR’s Paper lists examples of project alternatives that may reduce VMT, most of
which are already included in the NPCPU policies (shown in brackets), such as:
a. Locate the project near transit [LU-3.4, LU-4.5, LU Density Bonus Program]
b. Increase project density [LU-5.11, LU Density Bonus Program]
c. Increase the mix of uses within the project, or within the project’s surroundings [LU-
3.10, LU-5.12]
d. Increase connectivity and/or intersection density on the project site [ME-1.5, ME-3.17]
e. Deploy management (e.g. pricing, vehicle occupancy requirements) on roadways or
roadway lanes [ME-2.1, ME-2.2]

Whereas the NPCPU goals and policies will not only reduce VMT, but will also implement
alternatives that may reduce VMT;

Therefore, the un-mitigated impacts that resulted from using LOS methodology listed Section 6.3
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft PEIR could be mitigated through other measures
that do not involve road and intersection widening to accommaodate single occupancy vehicles.

Whereas, Environmental impacts under section 6.3 Transportation and Circulation are
deemed by the Draft PEIR to be cumulative, significant, and un-mitigable;

Whereas the City of San Diego completed traffic analysis for this Draft PEIR using LOS (Level
of Service) methodology rather than the soon-to-be-implemented VMT (Vehicle Miles
Travelled) methodology currently under review by the State of California Office of Planning and
Research as more appropriate for such analyses,

Whereas, Mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-1 thru 6.3-6, 6.3-8 thru 6.3-12, 6.3-14 thru 6.3-26
as identified in sections 6.3.5.1 & 6.3.5.2 under 6.3 Transportation and Circulation are
unreasonable, unfunded, infeasible, undesirable to the community, do not meet the clearly stated
goals of the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU) and would, in many cases, engender
significant and immitigable environmental impacts of their own to historical resources,
sustainability, parking, pedestrian safety, etc.;

Reasoning: These mitigation measures are all contrary to goals and policies contained in the
Mobility and Sustainability Elements of the NPCPU and are contrary to the City of San Diego’s
recently enacted Climate Action Plan
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Therefore, the NPPC suggests inclusion in the Draft PEIR of the following reasonable & feasible
mitigation measures which DO meet the stated goals of the Greater North Park Community Plan,
which would NOT engender further significant and un-mitigable impacts to Transportation and
Circulation, and which would constitute more reasonable mitigation under a VMT analysis:

Street and Traffic Signal Improvements

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Implement enhanced updated signalization technology at all present and future
signalized intersections within and directly adjacent to the Greater North Park
Planning area failing to meet an LOS score of C or higher; so as to allow for time-
of-day appropriate flexible signal timing and to implement more efficient circulation
for all transportation modes.
Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to all modes of transportation from
projected increases in motor vehicle traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability
goals of the NPCPU and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate
Action Plan

Coordinate with CALTRANS & SANDAG to implement Improvements and
enhancements to all freeway on-ramps/off-ramps serving the Greater North Park
Planning area so as to reduce automobile “stacking” and facilitate smooth
transitions for transit, while preserving pedestrian and bike safety in these areas
with pedestrian activated crossing enhancements.
Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to motor vehicle and transit delays from
projected increases in traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan

Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-18, Madison Avenue from Texas Street to Ohio
Street to remove dysfunctional median chokers at Madison Avenue and Utah Street
and implement Road Diet with bike lanes similar to Segment of Madison Avenue
between Texas Street and Park Boulevard.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-6 to implement the University Avenue Mobility Plan,
including appropriate maintenance, tree planting and public art.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

Increase North/South multimodal access-opportunities ( e.g. bikeways, pedestrian
elevators, skyways, more frequent MTS service with later hours from Mission
Valley Trolley Stations) from Mission Valley to other adjacent planning areas
(Uptown, Normal Heights, Kensington), thus reducing traffic pressure on Texas
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Street (One of the two most impacted streets in North Park per the Draft PEIR

traffic analysis).
Reasoning: Currently Texas Street is one of very few access points from Mission
Valley up to the Mesa on the South side. This mitigation measure meets the
mobility connectivity and sustainability goals of the NPCPU as well as those of
the adjacent planning areas, supports the City of San Diego’s recently enacted
Climate Action Plan by promoting & encouraging walkability & bikability; thus
reducing motor vehicle trips. This mitigation measure is feasible, and parts are
already funded as part of SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan. (Note:
See SANDAG Bikeway Projects:
http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/RegionalBikeProjects/SR15.aspx

6) Increase 1-805 Freeway access from the Civita development in Mission Valley by
implementing a northern ingress/egress route to Civita from the 1-805 freeway via
Phyllis Place, so as to lessen traffic pressure on Texas Street & Qualcomm Way and
provide more efficient emergency evacuation for that very large development.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been studied and identified by the City
of San Diego for inclusion in Mission Valley’s IFS, meets the mobility and
sustainability goals of the NPCPU and that of Mission Valley, and would reduce
motor vehicle trips on Texas Street. Potential traffic from the Civita Development
has already be identified as having significant impacts to North Park in the areas
of traffic and circulation by that Development’s own Draft PEIR, and creating
multimodal bike and pedestrian access up Texas Street has already been accepted
by North Park and the City as reasonable mitigation for those impacts.

Sidewalk, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Improvements;

7) Implement Bike and pedestrian safety improvements to all intersections within and
directly adjacent to the Greater North Park Planning area failing to meet an LOS.

8) score of C or higher, including bike-permeable curb extensions to reduce pedestrian
exposure to increasing traffic and appropriately designed to accommodate future
bike lane infrastructure in all 4 directions.

Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to pedestrian and bike safety from
projected increases in traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan. Parts of this mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning
for SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

9) Improve sidewalk safety and enhance pedestrian environment in the Public Right-
of-Way (PROW) by removing trip hazards, repaving where necessary, proper
PROW maintenance, relocating or burying intruding utility appurtenances,
planting trees and appropriately locating public art.

Reasoning: Enhancing the pedestrian environment encourages walking and
biking, thus reducing automotive trips, meeting the mobility and sustainability
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goals of the NPCPU and supporting the City of San Diego’s recently enacted
Climate Action Plan

10) Pedestrian and bike mobility, safety and aesthetic environment enhancements to the
following bridges: Adams Avenue over the 1-805, Adams Avenue over Texas Street,
Howard Ave over the 1-805 (ref: SANDAG bike lane project), Fern Street Bridge on
30t Street over Switzer Canyon.

Reasoning: These mitigation measures have been identified by NPPC for
inclusion in the North Park IFS, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan by promoting & encouraging walkability & bikability, thus reducing motor
vehicle trips. Parts of this mitigation measure are already funded and included in
planning for SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

11) Implement multimodal traffic & circulation enhancements in the area of Upas and
30t Street, as identified by NPPC for inclusion in the North Park IFS.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the North Park IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and
supports the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

12) Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-19 to increase SANDAG & other funding for
community requested multimodal improvements, art, landscaping, and maintenance
along the 3 identified SANDAG East/West bike corridors.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU, and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan. Parts of this
mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning for SANDAG’s
Mid City Bikeway project.

13) Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-4 to enhance all intersections along the 30" street
corridor to be bike and pedestrian safe and friendly.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU, & supports the
City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan by promoting &
encouraging walkability & bikability, thus reducing motor vehicle trips. Parts of
this mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning for
SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

14) The Transportation and Circulation Section the Draft PEIR (Section 6.3.6) only
includes three (3) mitigation measures as feasible because they are included in the
Impact Fee Study (IFS) and discards the rest of the mitigation measures: “It is not
likely that mitigation measures not included in the IFS would be implemented based on
the lack of a funding mechanism and in some cases due to inconsistency of the
recommended measure within the mobility goals of the proposed North Park CPU.” In
addition, those three (3) mitigation measures may not be implemented in time before the
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impact occurs: “Full implementation of these measures cannot be guaranteed because
the IFS funding would not be adequate to fully fund the necessary improvements and
there is no guarantee that they would be constructed prior to an impact occurring.

Thus, impacts 6.3-7, 6.3-13, and 6.3-18 would remain significant and unavoidable.”
Therefore, the analysis using LOS not only was inconsistent with the goals and policies
of the NPCPU, but also produced mitigation measures that could not be implemented
before the impact occurs using the same analysis;

The NPPC therefore requests an analysis using VMT, with mitigation measures that are
consistent with the goals and policies of the NPCPU.

15) The NPCPU supports the implementation of Complete Streets as mandated by AB 1358.
However the LOS analysis included in the PEIR only provides an analysis for single
occupancy vehicles and circumvents other modes of transportation such as walking,
bicycling, and riding mass transit. Therefore, both the analysis in the traffic study and the
mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR do not support the policies of the NPCPU.

16) The City should now prepare regulations relating to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) to
eliminate the Level-of-Service (LOS) standard of traffic engineering. The CA Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) is currently preparing VMT regulations to comply with AB
743; however, there is no reason that the City could not promulgate its own, prior to the
OPR 2018 deadline and be ahead of this curve. The City of San Francisco has already
adopted its own VMT regulations and there is no reason San Diego could not follow suit.
The VMT standard would end the business as usual LOS standard and offer opportunities
for the City to implement creative planning within North Park.

17) NPPC requests mitigation measures that are in full support of the policies that are
contained in the NPCPU [such as ME Goal 6, ME- 3.2, SE-1.1, SE-1.27] and that will be
consistent with the Climate Action Plan (CAP). Therefore the NPPC hereby requests
Analysis under VMT possible recirculation of the Draft PEIR because the Draft PEIR
could have included feasible mitigation measures considerably different from those
previously analyzed; mitigation measures that would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project.

18) Some of the policies listed in Table 6.1-1 (Applicable CPU Policies Related to Land Use)
DO NOT match the policies listed in the June 2016 Draft of the NPCPU, specifically
from “Parks and Open Space” onward for example, UE-2.17 in the Draft PEIR reads
“Preserve and encourage the continued enhancement of the Adams Avenue “Antique
Row” and commercial node” and UE-2.17 in the NPCPU reads “Locate and design
utilities outside of the sidewalks to maintain a clear path of travel”. Therefore, due to the
inconsistencies in the information provided during public review, correction of these
substantive errors recirculation of the Draft PEIR might be warranted.
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19) Mitigation Measure TRANS 6.3-6 should be re-worded to identify that the 1-805

northbound on-ramp is located at the intersection of University Ave. & Wabash Ave.
This is a factual description error.

20) Mitigation Measure TRANS 6.3-21a should be re-worded to clarify that Texas St. is not

an at-level intersection with Adams Ave. within the segment from Adams Ave. to El
Cajon Blvd. This is a factual description error.

Section 6.5.5 Mitigation Framework - Impact Fee Study

Issue:

An Impact Fee Study (IFS) is cited in Table 3.1 (Project Components), Section 6.3.5,
Mitigation Framework, Mitigation Measures TRANS 6.3-7, 6.3-13, AND 6.3-18,
however no such study has been released to date by the City for Public Review.

At the April 19, 2016 NPPC Board Meeting, the public was noticed that an overview of
the Greater North Park IFS would occur. However no viable details were provided by
City Staff. The presentation lacked any substantive information about how the report
would be compiled, what was to be contained in the report, how projects would be
prioritized, how the NPPC and the public could provide input, or when an IFS would be
made available for public review, among other issues. Subsequent requests for release of
the Impact Fee Study meet with silence on the part of the City.

On June 29, 2016 (less than one month before the comment period for the PEIR is to
close) a two-page list of projects (“The List”) was sent to Vicki Granowitz, Chair North
Park Planning Committee, with a comment: “...to share the List with the NPPC
Board...”

“The List was never made available for public for review, provides no substantive
information, lacks prioritization, contains errors, and appears to be incomplete. It
provided no information to assist the Board in evaluation of the Transportation &
Circulation Mitigation Framework (pg 6.3.44) or any other element that would be
expected to be contained in an IFS; including but not limited to Public Facilities, Parks
and Recreation and Libraries.

More importantly, a “List” is not a “Study” (“The List” includes no analysis) and since
the PEIR cited the “Impact Fee Study”, such a study including accompanying analysis
should have been made available to the NPPC and the public for review and analysis to
coincide with our review of the PEIR.

Conclusion:

The NPPC finds this is a significant and unmitigable error.
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Correction:
This error should be corrected by immediately releasing the IFS and accompanying
analysis, and either extending the public review period by 30 days or possibly
recirculation of the PEIR.

Section 6.7: Historic Preservation

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 merely re-states the current (and inadequate due to lack
of enforcement and implementation) City Policy regarding application of the Secretary of
the Interior Standards, and does not provide meaningful mitigation that will continue to
protect North Park historic resources during implementation of the NPCPU. Citing a
General Plan policy does not constitute a mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 states that “fo further increase protection of potential
resources — specifically potential historic districts — the City is proposing to amend the
Historical Resources Regulations to include supplemental development regulations to
assist in the preservation of specified potential historic districts until they can be
intensively surveyed and brought forward for designation”.

1) Because the above cited Proposed Draft Historical Resources Regulations (PDHRR)
being amended in the Land Development Code (LDC) have neither been finalized,
received an appropriate public noticing or vetting, nor have they been analyzed in this
PEIR as is required under CEQA.

2) These PDHRRs were presented for the first time to the public on July 19, 2016 (less
than a week before the end of the public comment period for this PEIR), precluding
the possibility of their analysis in this document, therefore rendering these proposed
PDHRR no mitigation at all under CEQA.

3) The explanation given by City staff that “this PDHRR is no different from the
original draft zoning ordinance proposal” is nonsensical, inaccurate, and Specious.
The NPPC and the North Park Community have consistently placed Historic
Resources Protection at the level of very highest importance in their input to the City
during this Community Plan Update process. The NPPC and the North Park
community have worked hard and unceasingly for 8 years to assist City Staff to meet
this most important CPU planning goal It is entirely unacceptable and un-analyzable
under CEQA to have this last-minute change sprung on the community after the
community has agreed to accept density increases in exchange for promised increased
protections for North Park’s unique historic resources including but not limited to the
North Park Main Street commercial area, A Bungalow Court Multiple Listing District
and implementation of community identified Historic Districts.

4) The content of the proposed amendment of the Historical Resources Regulations has
not been finalized or received appropriate public noticing, is not analyzed in this
PEIR, therefore cannot be cited as a mitigation.
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5) There was a lack of information readily available during the public review period and
a total lack of analysis of feasible mitigation for impacts to Historic Resources.

6) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact such as reduction in
historic resources will result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance. Appropriate and Feasible mitigation measures
meeting the goals of the CPU and considerably different from those previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, and should be
analyzed and considered.

7) The potential Draft Regulation Amendments to the LDC regulations (143.0210)
represents a mitigation strategy that is unanalyzed in this PEIR. The NPPC finds it to
be is substantially deficient and fundamentally problematic. An implementation
timeline was presented for the first time at the July 19,2016 NPPC meeting, it is
inadequate and has not been committed to in any official City action. Additionally,
funding is inadequate for the task. The NPPC finds these the proposals as presented
do not adequately meet the Historic Preservation goals of the NPCPU; there is
significant public concern that the PEIR and NPCPU do not provide adequate
community-specific protections for historic resources.

The NPPC requests inclusion for analysis in the Draft PEIR the following
proportional, reasonable & feasible mitigation measures which DO meet the stated
goals of the June 2016 Draft North Park Community Plan, and which would NOT
engender further significant and un-mitigable impacts to historic resources:

1) Accelerate the implementation schedule for Historic Districts that are identified in
Figures 10-3 and 10-4 of the NPCPU. Eight years is an unacceptably long period of
time to create eleven (11) historic districts, six (6) of which fall in the “small” range

2) of 50 properties or less and three (3) in the “medium” range. Further, 8 years is an
unacceptably long period for a newly updated community Plan to be entirely without
community-specific Historic Resource protections;

3) Increase funding for the Historic Districts that are listed in Figures 10-3 and 10-4 of
the NPCPU;

4) Amend the NPCPU to Exclude historic resources from development calculations for
floor area ratio, to allow additional density when retaining a historic resource; This
would meet the General Plan’s goal for allowing increased density in the Mid-City
Area, facilitating affordable housing, meeting sustainability goals of the Climate
Action Plan by retaining existing infrastructure which would not have to go to a
landfill, while also meeting the NPCP goal of protecting historic resources from
demolition or removal from the area.
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5) Exclude historic resources from parking calculations to provide a reduced
requirement when retaining a historic building. This is particularly important in the
preservation of bungalow courts; This would meet the General Plan’s goal for
allowing increased density in the Mid-City Area, facilitating affordable housing,
meeting sustainability goals of the Climate Action Plan by retaining existing
infrastructure which would not have to go to a landfill, while also meeting the NPCP
goal of protecting historic resources from demolition or removal from the area.

6) Include city-wide transferable development rights (TDR), enabling property owners
to buy/sell rights so growth will result in appropriate areas, near transit and amenities.
This would meet the General Plan’s goal for allowing increased density in the Mid-
City Area, facilitating affordable housing, meeting sustainability goals of the Climate
Action Plan by retaining existing infrastructure which would not have to go to a
landfill, while also meeting the NPCP goal of protecting historic resources from
demolition or removal from the area.

7) Remove the “1/3 option” in the proposed Land Development Code (LDC) & replace
with protections consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Historic
Review for all community proposed Historic Districts, including Commercial districts
and the proposed Multiple Listing Bungalow Court District. The proposed “1/3
option” is not only not analyzed in this document, it has no precedent or analysis Stat-
wide; whereas the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Historic Review are well
documented and analyzed under CEQA as providing mitigation protections, and
provide a more consistent and well understood framework, thereby providing greater
developer certainty.

Further, he term “original footprint” with regard to the “1/3 Option™ is not clearly
defined and could lead to trivial disputes. Also, the 2/3 rule does not adequately
protect corner properties and will facilitate obtrusive and odd-shaped rear additions,
which will be detrimental to a potential district. This provision is confusing and likely
difficult to implement, and it’s potentially very negative impacts to Historic
Resources are unanalyzed in this PEIR document.

Solution: Remove “original footprint” language. Include language stating that
additional stories and structural changes shall comply with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards. Small additions (less than 300 square feet) and facade changes
shall be limited to side and rear facades, and be minimally visible from the public
rights-of-way.

8) In order to effectively protect potential districts from incompatible change, i.e. scale,
bulk, rhythm, and materials, for parcels that do not include a historic resource, but are
located within a potential district; comprehensive infill guidelines for these potential
districts are needed. Infill guidelines are necessary to ensure the potential historic
district remains intact until such time when the district is brought forward. Without
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such guidelines and an analysis thereof, this PEIR fails to analyze potential
mitigations to historic resources.

9) Because no permit is currently required for so doing, the potential Draft Regulation
Amendments to the LDC regulations (143.0210) do not adequately protect historic
resources from the installation of replacement doors and windows when placed within
the same opening, This lack is detrimental to any potential Historic district, could
render the historic asset no longer contributing or eligible for a district, and therefore
language should be developed and included in the CPU and LDC requiring such
permits. Current City of San Diego General Plan and LDC provide no such
protection, thus the PEIR’s contention that these documents protect North Park is
unsubstantiated.

Solution: All window and door replacements that fall within the proposed Land
Development Code must require a building permit. Accordingly, add to Table 132-
16B of Section 132.1602, for improvements consisting of replacement windows: (i)
replacement windows that do comply with Section 132.1603 will require a

Construction Permit/Process One decision process, and (ii) replacement window that
do not comply with Section 132.1603 will require a Neighborhood Development
Permit/Process Two decision process.

10) To effectively protect the potential district from inappropriate change, infill design
guidelines should be created:

11) Survey and implement the multiple listing for Bungalow Courts as a stand-alone
district: Preservation of these historic affordable housing units meets the goals of the
City’s Climate Action plan, and their loss to infill development due to inadequate
protection would constitute a significand and unavoidable impact under CEQA that
an accelerated district implementation would prevent.

12) Provide adequate enforceable protections for the potential historic districts. Due to
inadequately funded and supported code enforcement, the City has not provided
adequate code enforcement for Historic Resources in all areas of the City. City must
provide a plan and funding for adequate code enforcement to ensure there is not a loss
of historic fabric, rendering buildings no longer contributing to potential districts

Solution: Code Compliance issues within potential historic districts should be near
the top of the priority list. In addition to higher monetary penalties, any features
removed in violation shall be reconstructed. Residents of potential districts should be
provided a direct number to contact officials when work occurs on weekends,
evenings, and holidays to ensure against loss of historic fabric by illegal demolition.
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13) Offer rehabilitation loans and grants, including low- and moderate-income housing
loans and grants, and commercial facade improvements grants for both documented
and potential historic resources.

Section 6.4 Air Quality

The air quality study showed a 3.6% to 4.8% increase in air pollutants, primarily as a
result of increased traffic. Note, however, that the Greenhouse Gas Emissions study used
a 3% reduction factor to account for the effects of the tire pressure program and Low
Emission Vehicles, and this adjustment factor was not used in the air quality study. In
addition, the air quality study simply took the difference between current land use and
projected land use and multiplied it by the present-day average pollutants generated per
land use unit. This analysis does not take into account the policies in the CPU designed to
increase multimodal transportation and decrease Vehicle Miles Traveled, both of which
effects would reduce the quantity of air pollutants generated.

Section 6.5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Issue

The City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) is meant to play a significant role in reducing
greenhouse gases (GHG). This is a significant endeavor and essential to the future of not
just North Park but the City of San Diego.

6.5.5 Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures concludes that, “All impacts to GHG
emissions would be less than significant. Thus no mitigation is required” pg 6.5.13

The NPPC finds this to be a significant error for the following reasons:

The PEIR fails to address or analyze environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) (1), which is the responsibility of the city to provide. The
2016 Draft North Park Community Plan along with the just adopted new city standards
for the affordable housing bonus density program will lead to significant increased
density at build out.

The PEIR includes no quantitative data or analysis of how the density increase and the
resulting increases in traffic and other impacts will affect greenhouse gases. It offers no
mitigation to deal with the probable increase in GHG.

Because of errors in the PEIR data, the actual proposed increases in densities outlined in
the 2016 Draft NPCPU were not included, making the analysis even more questionable.
Data that was included in many parts of the PEIR are from prior drafts on the NPCPU
and do not match the current draft NPCPU out for review.
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In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown San
Diego Mobility Plan SCH #2014121002, April 26, 2016, pages E-8-9 includes
quantitative modeling (proving that the City of San Diego has this capability), therefore
the same standard of quantitative analysis needs to be provided for North Park. Failing to

provide this analysis for North Park and Golden Hill does not meet the Goals of the
City’s Climate Action Plan, nor the Analysis Standards required under CEQA.

Conclusion:

In the Coast Law Group’s comments, on behalf of the CAP, to the City dated July 8,
2016 they conclude:

“The current CPU EIRs fail to meet applicable CEQA mandates. The CPU EIRs
must assess quantitative compliance with the Climate Action Plan, its reduction
targets and goals. As drafted, the EIRs demonstrate a lack of compliance with
Climate Action Plan goals because all four CPUs result in an increase in GHG
emissions compared to baseline rather than a decrease of 15 percent by 2020, 40
percent by 2030, and 50 percent by 2035. Climate Action Campaign urges the
City to conduct the requisite analysis and recirculate the EIRs for further public
comment.”

The NPCPU is one of the four CPUs referenced in the Coast Law Group’s letter.
The NPPC agrees with this assessment & questions whether a recirculation might
be necessary.

Solution:

Consistent with the on-going request by the NPPC, the City should provide quantitative
analysis of how the NPCPU meets the strategic targets for multi-modal transit and VMTs
in the CAP.

Section 6.6 Noise

Like the air quality study, the noise study showed significant effects largely due to
increases in automobile traffic, and like that study, the methodology was to take the
difference between current land use and projected land use and multiply it by the present-
day average traffic noise generated. This analysis does not take into account the policies
in the CPU designed to increase multimodal transportation and decrease Vehicle Miles
Traveled and traffic speeds, all of which effects would reduce the volume of traffic noise
generated.
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for inclusion in Mission Valley’s IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU and that of Mission Valley, and would reduce motor vehicle trips on Texas Street.
Potential traffic from the Civita Development has already been identified as having
significant impacts to North Park in the areas of traffic and circulation by that Development’s
own Draft PEIR, and creating multimodal bike and pedestrian access up Texas Street has
already been accepted by North Park and the City as reasonable mitigation for those

impacts "

2) Also among the attached NPPC comments you will find support for increased bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity between Planning Areas, specifically those adjacent to the North Park
Planning area. Mission Valley is directly adjacent to the North Park Planning area, thus traffic
congestion in Mission Valley has direct environmental impacts on residents of the North Park
Planning Area (including the Mission-Valley-Canyon-Rim neighborhood of University
Heights). Any improved Street connectivity that lessons congestion in Mission Valley, also
lessons the environmental impacts on residents in North Park and University Heights, for
whom Mission Valley isakey Ingress and Egress route used every day, and also most
particularly, during times of emergency.

3) The City of San Diego's recently enacted Climate Action Plan requires the City to provide
increased safe, multimodal, "complete streets’ connectivity wherever feasible, and
particularly to provide such access to parks and recreation areas that people could reasonably
walk and bike to. The proposed roadway connection would provide a safe walking and biking
experience for residents on the northern Mesa above Mission Valley to access Civitas
large public park and recreation facilities, as well as allowing walking and biking accessto
commercia shopping and restaurants in Mission Valley. It would also provide safe walking
and biking access for the residents of Mission Valley and the Civita development to the large
church on Phyllis Place.

4) The proposed Redway connection between the Civita development and Phyllis Place would
provide a safe northern route for emergency access from both the Civita development, and
from Mission Valley. Thisroadway connection provides not just additional freeway access
points in both north and south directions to the 805, but also an additional emergency access
route via surface streets on the North East Mesa. (Serra Mesa)

5) Civitaisnot a"gated" community,and was never designed to be one (see original PEIR and
Master Development Plan), with residents of adjacent communities promised public access to
its roadways and public parks as mitigation for the environmental impacts of that very large
development. Thus, connecting adjacent communities to the Civita development via safe
walkable and bike-able roadways, fulfills that promise and the goals of the Master
Development Plan.

For all the above stated reasons, the public benefit of providing the proposed roadway
connection outweighs the few small negative environmental impacts.

Sincerely,
Dionne Carlson

University Heights, 92116
Dionneleighcarlson@cox.net
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NORTH PARK PLANNING COMMITTEE

northparkplanning.org

Like us: ﬂ NorthParkPlanning  Follow us: Q @NPPIanning

July 29, 2016

Kurtis Steinert

Senior Environmental Planner

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

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
PROJECT NAME: North Park and Golden Hill Community Plan Updates
PROJECT NO. 380611 / SCH No 2013121076

Dear City Staff and Decision Makers:

Members of the North Park Planning Committee (NPPC) have spent eight years working on the
preparation of the NPCPU, either conducting or attending approximately 150 meetings,
including on the North Park and Golden Hill Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR). We have conducted an extensive review of the PEIR and while we appreciate the work
that went into to it, we unfortunately find it lacking for reasons to numerous to include in this
cover letter. However we have included a sampling of the deficiencies, including but limited to
items enumerated below:

Data that was included in many parts of the PEIR are from prior drafts of the NPCPU and do not
match the current draft NPCPU out for review.

Because of these errors in the PEIR data, the actual proposed increases in densities outlined in
the 2016 Draft NPCPU were not included. The NPPC finds the PEIR fails to address or analyze
environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) (1), which is the
responsibility of the city to provide.

The PEIR includes no quantitative data or analysis of how the density increase and the resulting
increases in traffic and other impacts will affect greenhouse gases. It offers no mitigation to deal
with the probable increase in GHG. The PEIR lists unfunded mitigation methods for traffic
impacts. CEQA regulations require mitigation measures to be reasonable and part of a funded
program. None of the proposed mitigation methods are funded or part of an existing funded
program. Therefore, they are not adequate mitigation measures; even for an impact that requires
overriding considerations, as this type of impact still requires an attempt at some form of real
mitigation methods.
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Several mitigation methods refer the reader to an unspecified and unattached Implementation
Plan. CEQA Regulations require public access and ability to comment on all documents
referenced in a CEQA mitigation measure. The Implantation Plan is not included for the public
to review and therefore, does not meet the standards for public review. CEQA requires the reader
an opportunity to review all studies and plans referenced in a mitigation measure. The inability
for the public to analyze and comment on the so called Implementation Plan calls into question
whether the public could fully analyze the EIR and its mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 merely re-states the current (and inadequate due to lack of
enforcement and implementation) City Policy regarding application of the Secretary of the
Interior Standards, and does not provide meaningful mitigation that will continue to protect
North Park historic resources during implementation of the NPCPU. Citing a General Plan policy
does not constitute a mitigation measure. Impacts to historic districts are not mitigated and the
process for protecting them is still vague at best and no-existent at worse. However, there are still
possible mitigation methods available for North Park.

When a PEIR includes the number of errors, lack of adequate documentation and general
inadequacies as this one does, the analysis and conclusions cannot be trusted and provide
limited and suspect guidance for future development.

NPPC Board Members have expressed satisfied with the NPCPU, if not the PEIR, and
would like to see the NPCPU move forward. However, they will only do so if there are
significant and binding mitigations offered by the City and at the very least a timeline and
commitment to provide the requested studies and analyses.

Please find attached the unanimously approved NPPC Comments of July 19, 2016 on the
North Park and Golden Hill Community Plan Updates.

Sincerely

Vicki Granowitz Chair
North Park Planning Committee

cc: Councilmember Todd Gloria
Jeff Murphy, Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Alyssa Mutto, Deputy Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Nancy Bragado, Deputy Director of Planning Department City of San Diego
Tait Galloway, Manager Planning Department City of San Diego
Lara Gates, Senior Planner City of San Diego
Chris Ward
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The following constitutes the July 19, 2016 North Park Planning Committee’s (NPPC)
unanimously approved comments on the North Park Program Environmental Impact
Report.

3.0 Project Description: Land Use Distribution at Build Out (page 3-36)

Issue:

Table 3-12, (Residential Development Existing and at Proposed Community Plan Update
(CPU) Build-out) is Unclear & confusing to the general community with regard to the
difference between number of units proposed at Plan Build Out vs. Household Population
proposed to be served at Plan Build Out..

Solution:

Table 3-12 should be re-formatted by changing the column heading to clarify that 73,170
represents proposed increase in Household Population for North Park and NOT number
of proposed Residential Units.

Urban Design Comments

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

The PEIR is supposed to include recommended mitigation measures, which—when
implemented—would lessen project impacts and provide the City with ways to
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects of the project on the environment,
whenever feasible. The PEIR should further serve as the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for subsequent activities or implementing actions, including future development of
public and private projects, to the extent it contemplates and adequately analyzes the
potential environmental impacts of those subsequent projects. If, in examining future
actions for development within the CPU areas, the City finds no new effects could occur
or no new mitigation measures would be required other than those analyzed and/or
required in the PEIR, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope
covered by this PEIR, and no new environmental documentation would be required. If
additional analysis is required, it can be streamlined by tiering from this PEIR

PEIR Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs (MMRP) assist future
projects to building what Community Plan outlines under this EIR. The absence in
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this parent document of reliable mitigation analysis and enforceable measures, such
as Complete Streets improvements impact on traffic Level of Service and Vehicle
Miles Traveled impact on Greenhouse Gas emissions, equates to subsequent
projects needing new analysis and studies.

The Draft North Park Community Plan’s policies explicitly request Complete
Streets and improvements to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit mobility facilities to be
built in the public realm. In our Charter City, which does not require vertical
conformance between its policies statements and implementing regulations, the city
is legally held accountable for its public realm improvements responsibilities found
in Mitigation Measures in the PEIR’s MMRP.

Verify that the analysis sufficiently addressed minor modifications, such as travel
lane reductions, future bicycle track lanes, removal of on-street parking, and curb
extensions for added pedestrian capacity, to ensure that no additional traffic impact
studies are required for these public improvements independently or associated with
private development applications.

3.2 Relationship to the General Plan (page 3-2 — 180)

The proposed CPUs would build upon the vision, goals, and strategies of the General
Plan. The proposed CPUs are intended to further express General Plan policies
through the provision of site-specific recommendations that implement Citywide goals
and policies at the community plan level, address community needs, and guide zoning.
The General Plan and Community Plans work together to establish the policy framework
for growth and development in the CPU areas. The Land Development Code within the
Municipal Code implements the community plan policies and recommendations
through zoning and development regulations.

Provide analysis and determination on the ability of city-wide zoning to implement
the location specific Community Plan policies as opposed to the former Mid-Cities
Planned Development Ordinance zoning tool crafted specifically for the 1986
updates.

CPU implementation requires amendments to the General Plan to incorporate the updated
community plans as components of the General Plan’s Land Use Element; amendments
to the LDC to remove North Park from the Mid-City Communities Planned District
Ordinance (MCPDO); amendments to the Land Development Code (LDC) to rezone the
area located in North Park Community Planning Areas from the Mid-City Communities
Planned District to Citywide zoning; adoption of LDC amendments to allow for
implementation of the community plan policies; amendments to the Neighborhood
Development Permit (NDP) regulations to include Supplemental Design Regulations for
Potential Historic Districts; and a comprehensive update to the existing Impact Fee
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Studies (IFS) (formerly known as Public Facilities Financing Plans) resulting in a new
impact fee for each community.

3.4.1.3 Urban Design Element (pg 3-14, pg 192)

The proposed North Park Urban Design Elements describe existing community character
and identify and provide goals and policies related to urban form, including public spaces
and village design, neighborhood and community gateways and linkages, building types
and massing, streetscape and pedestrian orientation, public views, urban forestry, and
other unique aspects of the communities. These elements present the proposed urban
form of the plan areas and highlight opportunities for urban design in the community.

Urban Design Element is more than Visual Effects & Neighborhood Character.
Recommendation:

Update our citywide CEQA Thresholds to Include Measures for
Mixed-Use, Walkable Vertical Mixed Use Private Buildings as
outlined in the city’s General Plan PEIR MMRP.

Consider utilizing the area identified as Traditional Character
Neighborhood (pg. 81 CPU) as a mitigation measure for future
Historic Preservation Districts. These areas are identified for their
‘historic character’ to be preserved in this plan. However we need to
be mindful that “Community Character” is defined by more than just
density, as some individuals and organizations seem to be trying to
say.

3.4.3.1 Citywide Rezoning (3-20)
Citywide zoning will be applied in all areas. Proposed densities will be consistent with
existing zoning with the exception of Community Enhancement Areas in the North Park

CPU area where increased density and modified development regulations would be
allowed with processing of a PDP.

Recommendation:

Create a city-wide Mixed-Use CC Zone that better fits the need for
vertical mixed-use development on EI Cajon Boulevard
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Table 6.1-1 Applicable CPU Policies Related to Land Use (pg. 6.1-8, pg. 287)
Urban Design Element

Issue:

An outdated version of the Draft NPCPU was used by City Staff in the preparation of the
PEIR leading to errors in the text. The following are the ones we caught however there
are likely others we missed.

Solution:
Make the following corrections:

Public Realm

1. UE-2.2 Consider plazas, courtyards, pocket parks, and terraces with commercial
and mixed-use buildings.

[The correct UE-2.2 policy states: Accentuate key focal points and entrances,
and corner of a development with art, signs, special lighting, and accent
landscape] — Remove this Incorrect Reference

2. UE-2.5 Encourage the creation of public plazas at gateways, nodes, and street
corners with transit stops to help activate street corners and provide a foreground
to building entrances.

[The correct UE-2.5 policy states: Provide continuous and consistently
designed right-of-way improvements, so that a development project reads as
one unified project. Crate a seamless connection of landscape improvements

between proprieties and across the streets.] — Remove this Incorrect
Reference

Core and Mixed-Use Corridors

3. UE-1.8 Preserve and encourage the enhancement of the Adams Avenue “Antique
Row” and commercial node.

[The policy reference is now located at UD-3.33] — Remove this Incorrect
Reference

Consistent Character Area

4. UE-1.21 Preserve and retain the single-family character created by small lots
along Mission Avenue. —

This Policy does not Exist. Remove this Incorrect Reference.
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Gateways and Nodes

5. UE-2.17 Preserve and encourage the continued enhancement of the Adams
Avenue “Antique Row” and commercial node.

[The correct location of policy is UD-3.33] — Remove this Irrelevant Land
Use Reference.

Replace the above Incorrect Policy Reference sited above with these
Recommendations:

1. UD-2.1 Create publicly accessible plazas and paseos as part of new
development.

(The intention is to enable these public space types to count towards our Park and
Recreation Deficits outline in MMRPs as they are required on all new
development)

2. UD-2.13 Improve pedestrian environments in the community with wider
sidewalks where needed, enhanced crosswalks and paving, and better access
and connectivity, shaping-producing street trees, street furnishings, and
amenities that support walking.

3. UD3.22 promote a strong pedestrian and bicycling orientation along
ECB (a-c)
(Enable these on Pedestrian-Orientation policies in TOD Enhancement Program
Streetscapes)

Chapter 13 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
13.1 Introduction

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires
that a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) be adopted upon
certification of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (including associated Findings), to
ensure that the associated mitigation measures are implemented.

Recommendations:

1. Inclusion of Complete Streets Mitigation
i. With Pedestrian/Bicycle Plans w/Class | Bikeways
ii. To Plan for Mixed-Use Walkable Urbanism
2. Need to implement mixed-use, walkable/bikable/transit urbanism on corridors
3. Currently the only mitigation offered is the formation of Historic Districts and 1
freeway interchange. This is unacceptable given the proposed density increases
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for North Park as well as the increases in greenhouse gas levels over the life of the
CP among other impacts.

4. Only used LOS to study traffic impact, not mobility impact.

5. City needs to ensure mobility mitigation based on LOS.

Comments:

1. There is a conflict with studying and then dismissing mitigation measures that
don’t meet our goals.

2. The PEIR should have used VMT to study measures that meet our goals (VMT’s
intent) and be in conformance with our city’s CAP.

3. The City response to the NPPC request to use VMT was, ...”the State has not
formalized their rules for VMT so they had no choice but to use LOS.” The NPPC
finds this specious for the following reasons.

a. Other municipalities have been using VMT in the absence of approved
state rules and guidelines.

b. However the City is constantly updating their own rules, codes, and
guidelines. To update rules for VMT would be no different than any other
process currently conducted.

c. Additionally the City Council recently approved a ban on plastic bags in
spite of the fact the State rules on this issue have not been formalized.

Section 6.3: Transportation and Circulation

Whereas the State of California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) released a Revised
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(the “Paper”) on January 16, 2016 based on Senate Bill 743;

Whereas the OPR’s suggested changes to move away from analyzing impacts and mitigation
using Levels of Service (LOS) and instead adopting Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) will trigger
an update to the state CEQA Guidelines and subsequent local CEQA Guidelines;

Whereas the Traffic Impact Study for the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU)
analyzed impacts and mitigation using LOS instead of VMT;

Whereas the OPR’s Paper lists potential measures to reduce VMT, most of which are already
included in the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU) policies (shown in brackets), such
as:

a. Improving or increasing access to transit [ME-2.3, UD-2.12]

b. Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools, and daycare

[ME-1.1, ME-1.5, ME-1.6]

c. Incorporate affordable housing into the project [LU-4.6 thru LU-4.11]

Incorporate neighborhood electric vehicle network [ME-5.18, SE-1.13]

e
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f. Orient the project toward transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities [ME-2.9, UD-3.18, UD-
3.19]

Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks, or transit service [ME-1.8, ME-1.16]

Provide traffic calming [ME-1.12, ME-3.13]

Provide bicycle parking [ME-1.8, ME-2.3]

Limit or eliminate parking supply [ME-5.8, ME-5.19]

Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs [ME-1.19, ME-5.17, SE-
1.14, SE-1.27]

I. Provide transit passes [ME-2.12, SE-1.14]

xT o oa

Whereas OPR’s Paper lists examples of project alternatives that may reduce VMT, most of
which are already included in the NPCPU policies (shown in brackets), such as:
a. Locate the project near transit [LU-3.4, LU-4.5, LU Density Bonus Program]
b. Increase project density [LU-5.11, LU Density Bonus Program]
c. Increase the mix of uses within the project, or within the project’s surroundings [LU-
3.10, LU-5.12]
d. Increase connectivity and/or intersection density on the project site [ME-1.5, ME-3.17]
e. Deploy management (e.g. pricing, vehicle occupancy requirements) on roadways or
roadway lanes [ME-2.1, ME-2.2]

Whereas the NPCPU goals and policies will not only reduce VMT, but will also implement
alternatives that may reduce VMT;

Therefore, the un-mitigated impacts that resulted from using LOS methodology listed Section 6.3
(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft PEIR could be mitigated through other measures
that do not involve road and intersection widening to accommaodate single occupancy vehicles.

Whereas, Environmental impacts under section 6.3 Transportation and Circulation are
deemed by the Draft PEIR to be cumulative, significant, and un-mitigable;

Whereas the City of San Diego completed traffic analysis for this Draft PEIR using LOS (Level
of Service) methodology rather than the soon-to-be-implemented VMT (Vehicle Miles
Travelled) methodology currently under review by the State of California Office of Planning and
Research as more appropriate for such analyses,

Whereas, Mitigation measures TRANS 6.3-1 thru 6.3-6, 6.3-8 thru 6.3-12, 6.3-14 thru 6.3-26
as identified in sections 6.3.5.1 & 6.3.5.2 under 6.3 Transportation and Circulation are
unreasonable, unfunded, infeasible, undesirable to the community, do not meet the clearly stated
goals of the North Park Community Plan Update (NPCPU) and would, in many cases, engender
significant and immitigable environmental impacts of their own to historical resources,
sustainability, parking, pedestrian safety, etc.;

Reasoning: These mitigation measures are all contrary to goals and policies contained in the
Mobility and Sustainability Elements of the NPCPU and are contrary to the City of San Diego’s
recently enacted Climate Action Plan
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Therefore, the NPPC suggests inclusion in the Draft PEIR of the following reasonable & feasible
mitigation measures which DO meet the stated goals of the Greater North Park Community Plan,
which would NOT engender further significant and un-mitigable impacts to Transportation and
Circulation, and which would constitute more reasonable mitigation under a VMT analysis:

Street and Traffic Signal Improvements

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Implement enhanced updated signalization technology at all present and future
signalized intersections within and directly adjacent to the Greater North Park
Planning area failing to meet an LOS score of C or higher; so as to allow for time-
of-day appropriate flexible signal timing and to implement more efficient circulation
for all transportation modes.
Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to all modes of transportation from
projected increases in motor vehicle traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability
goals of the NPCPU and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate
Action Plan

Coordinate with CALTRANS & SANDAG to implement Improvements and
enhancements to all freeway on-ramps/off-ramps serving the Greater North Park
Planning area so as to reduce automobile “stacking” and facilitate smooth
transitions for transit, while preserving pedestrian and bike safety in these areas
with pedestrian activated crossing enhancements.
Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to motor vehicle and transit delays from
projected increases in traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan

Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-18, Madison Avenue from Texas Street to Ohio
Street to remove dysfunctional median chokers at Madison Avenue and Utah Street
and implement Road Diet with bike lanes similar to Segment of Madison Avenue
between Texas Street and Park Boulevard.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-6 to implement the University Avenue Mobility Plan,
including appropriate maintenance, tree planting and public art.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

Increase North/South multimodal access-opportunities ( e.g. bikeways, pedestrian
elevators, skyways, more frequent MTS service with later hours from Mission
Valley Trolley Stations) from Mission Valley to other adjacent planning areas
(Uptown, Normal Heights, Kensington), thus reducing traffic pressure on Texas
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Street (One of the two most impacted streets in North Park per the Draft PEIR

traffic analysis).
Reasoning: Currently Texas Street is one of very few access points from Mission
Valley up to the Mesa on the South side. This mitigation measure meets the
mobility connectivity and sustainability goals of the NPCPU as well as those of
the adjacent planning areas, supports the City of San Diego’s recently enacted
Climate Action Plan by promoting & encouraging walkability & bikability; thus
reducing motor vehicle trips. This mitigation measure is feasible, and parts are
already funded as part of SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan. (Note:
See SANDAG Bikeway Projects:
http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/RegionalBikeProjects/SR15.aspx

6) Increase 1-805 Freeway access from the Civita development in Mission Valley by
implementing a northern ingress/egress route to Civita from the 1-805 freeway via
Phyllis Place, so as to lessen traffic pressure on Texas Street & Qualcomm Way and
provide more efficient emergency evacuation for that very large development.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been studied and identified by the City
of San Diego for inclusion in Mission Valley’s IFS, meets the mobility and
sustainability goals of the NPCPU and that of Mission Valley, and would reduce
motor vehicle trips on Texas Street. Potential traffic from the Civita Development
has already be identified as having significant impacts to North Park in the areas
of traffic and circulation by that Development’s own Draft PEIR, and creating
multimodal bike and pedestrian access up Texas Street has already been accepted
by North Park and the City as reasonable mitigation for those impacts.

Sidewalk, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Improvements;

7) Implement Bike and pedestrian safety improvements to all intersections within and
directly adjacent to the Greater North Park Planning area failing to meet an LOS.

8) score of C or higher, including bike-permeable curb extensions to reduce pedestrian
exposure to increasing traffic and appropriately designed to accommodate future
bike lane infrastructure in all 4 directions.

Reasoning: This would mitigate impacts to pedestrian and bike safety from
projected increases in traffic, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan. Parts of this mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning
for SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

9) Improve sidewalk safety and enhance pedestrian environment in the Public Right-
of-Way (PROW) by removing trip hazards, repaving where necessary, proper
PROW maintenance, relocating or burying intruding utility appurtenances,
planting trees and appropriately locating public art.

Reasoning: Enhancing the pedestrian environment encourages walking and
biking, thus reducing automotive trips, meeting the mobility and sustainability
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goals of the NPCPU and supporting the City of San Diego’s recently enacted
Climate Action Plan

10) Pedestrian and bike mobility, safety and aesthetic environment enhancements to the
following bridges: Adams Avenue over the 1-805, Adams Avenue over Texas Street,
Howard Ave over the 1-805 (ref: SANDAG bike lane project), Fern Street Bridge on
30t Street over Switzer Canyon.

Reasoning: These mitigation measures have been identified by NPPC for
inclusion in the North Park IFS, meet the mobility and sustainability goals of the
NPCPU, and support the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action
Plan by promoting & encouraging walkability & bikability, thus reducing motor
vehicle trips. Parts of this mitigation measure are already funded and included in
planning for SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

11) Implement multimodal traffic & circulation enhancements in the area of Upas and
30t Street, as identified by NPPC for inclusion in the North Park IFS.
Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the North Park IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU and
supports the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan

12) Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-19 to increase SANDAG & other funding for

E-3 community requested multimodal improvements, art, landscaping, and maintenance
cont. along the 3 identified SANDAG East/West bike corridors.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU, and supports
the City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan. Parts of this
mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning for SANDAG’s
Mid City Bikeway project.

13) Modify Mitigation TRANS 6.3-4 to enhance all intersections along the 30" street
corridor to be bike and pedestrian safe and friendly.

Reasoning: This mitigation measure has been identified by NPPC for inclusion in
the IFS, meets the mobility and sustainability goals of the NPCPU, & supports the
City of San Diego’s recently enacted Climate Action Plan by promoting &
encouraging walkability & bikability, thus reducing motor vehicle trips. Parts of
this mitigation measure are already funded and included in planning for
SANDAG’s Mid City Bikeway project.

14) The Transportation and Circulation Section the Draft PEIR (Section 6.3.6) only
includes three (3) mitigation measures as feasible because they are included in the
Impact Fee Study (IFS) and discards the rest of the mitigation measures: “It is not
likely that mitigation measures not included in the IFS would be implemented based on
the lack of a funding mechanism and in some cases due to inconsistency of the
recommended measure within the mobility goals of the proposed North Park CPU.” In
addition, those three (3) mitigation measures may not be implemented in time before the
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impact occurs: “Full implementation of these measures cannot be guaranteed because
the IFS funding would not be adequate to fully fund the necessary improvements and
there is no guarantee that they would be constructed prior to an impact occurring.

Thus, impacts 6.3-7, 6.3-13, and 6.3-18 would remain significant and unavoidable.”
Therefore, the analysis using LOS not only was inconsistent with the goals and policies
of the NPCPU, but also produced mitigation measures that could not be implemented
before the impact occurs using the same analysis;

The NPPC therefore requests an analysis using VMT, with mitigation measures that are
consistent with the goals and policies of the NPCPU.

15) The NPCPU supports the implementation of Complete Streets as mandated by AB 1358.
However the LOS analysis included in the PEIR only provides an analysis for single
occupancy vehicles and circumvents other modes of transportation such as walking,
bicycling, and riding mass transit. Therefore, both the analysis in the traffic study and the
mitigation measures in the Draft PEIR do not support the policies of the NPCPU.

16) The City should now prepare regulations relating to Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) to
eliminate the Level-of-Service (LOS) standard of traffic engineering. The CA Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) is currently preparing VMT regulations to comply with AB
743; however, there is no reason that the City could not promulgate its own, prior to the
OPR 2018 deadline and be ahead of this curve. The City of San Francisco has already
adopted its own VMT regulations and there is no reason San Diego could not follow suit.
The VMT standard would end the business as usual LOS standard and offer opportunities
for the City to implement creative planning within North Park.

17) NPPC requests mitigation measures that are in full support of the policies that are
contained in the NPCPU [such as ME Goal 6, ME- 3.2, SE-1.1, SE-1.27] and that will be
consistent with the Climate Action Plan (CAP). Therefore the NPPC hereby requests
Analysis under VMT possible recirculation of the Draft PEIR because the Draft PEIR
could have included feasible mitigation measures considerably different from those
previously analyzed; mitigation measures that would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project.

18) Some of the policies listed in Table 6.1-1 (Applicable CPU Policies Related to Land Use)
DO NOT match the policies listed in the June 2016 Draft of the NPCPU, specifically
from “Parks and Open Space” onward for example, UE-2.17 in the Draft PEIR reads
“Preserve and encourage the continued enhancement of the Adams Avenue “Antique
Row” and commercial node” and UE-2.17 in the NPCPU reads “Locate and design
utilities outside of the sidewalks to maintain a clear path of travel”. Therefore, due to the
inconsistencies in the information provided during public review, correction of these
substantive errors recirculation of the Draft PEIR might be warranted.
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19) Mitigation Measure TRANS 6.3-6 should be re-worded to identify that the 1-805

northbound on-ramp is located at the intersection of University Ave. & Wabash Ave.
This is a factual description error.

20) Mitigation Measure TRANS 6.3-21a should be re-worded to clarify that Texas St. is not

an at-level intersection with Adams Ave. within the segment from Adams Ave. to El
Cajon Blvd. This is a factual description error.

Section 6.5.5 Mitigation Framework - Impact Fee Study

Issue:

An Impact Fee Study (IFS) is cited in Table 3.1 (Project Components), Section 6.3.5,
Mitigation Framework, Mitigation Measures TRANS 6.3-7, 6.3-13, AND 6.3-18,
however no such study has been released to date by the City for Public Review.

At the April 19, 2016 NPPC Board Meeting, the public was noticed that an overview of
the Greater North Park IFS would occur. However no viable details were provided by
City Staff. The presentation lacked any substantive information about how the report
would be compiled, what was to be contained in the report, how projects would be
prioritized, how the NPPC and the public could provide input, or when an IFS would be
made available for public review, among other issues. Subsequent requests for release of
the Impact Fee Study meet with silence on the part of the City.

On June 29, 2016 (less than one month before the comment period for the PEIR is to
close) a two-page list of projects (“The List”) was sent to Vicki Granowitz, Chair North
Park Planning Committee, with a comment: “...to share the List with the NPPC
Board...”

“The List was never made available for public for review, provides no substantive
information, lacks prioritization, contains errors, and appears to be incomplete. It
provided no information to assist the Board in evaluation of the Transportation &
Circulation Mitigation Framework (pg 6.3.44) or any other element that would be
expected to be contained in an IFS; including but not limited to Public Facilities, Parks
and Recreation and Libraries.

More importantly, a “List” is not a “Study” (“The List” includes no analysis) and since
the PEIR cited the “Impact Fee Study”, such a study including accompanying analysis
should have been made available to the NPPC and the public for review and analysis to
coincide with our review of the PEIR.

Conclusion:

The NPPC finds this is a significant and unmitigable error.
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Correction:
This error should be corrected by immediately releasing the IFS and accompanying
analysis, and either extending the public review period by 30 days or possibly
recirculation of the PEIR.

Section 6.7: Historic Preservation

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 merely re-states the current (and inadequate due to lack
of enforcement and implementation) City Policy regarding application of the Secretary of
the Interior Standards, and does not provide meaningful mitigation that will continue to
protect North Park historic resources during implementation of the NPCPU. Citing a
General Plan policy does not constitute a mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure HIST 6.7-21 states that “fo further increase protection of potential
resources — specifically potential historic districts — the City is proposing to amend the
Historical Resources Regulations to include supplemental development regulations to
assist in the preservation of specified potential historic districts until they can be
intensively surveyed and brought forward for designation”.

1) Because the above cited Proposed Draft Historical Resources Regulations (PDHRR)
being amended in the Land Development Code (LDC) have neither been finalized,
received an appropriate public noticing or vetting, nor have they been analyzed in this
PEIR as is required under CEQA.

2) These PDHRRs were presented for the first time to the public on July 19, 2016 (less
than a week before the end of the public comment period for this PEIR), precluding
the possibility of their analysis in this document, therefore rendering these proposed
PDHRR no mitigation at all under CEQA.

3) The explanation given by City staff that “this PDHRR is no different from the
original draft zoning ordinance proposal” is nonsensical, inaccurate, and Specious.
The NPPC and the North Park Community have consistently placed Historic
Resources Protection at the level of very highest importance in their input to the City
during this Community Plan Update process. The NPPC and the North Park
community have worked hard and unceasingly for 8 years to assist City Staff to meet
this most important CPU planning goal It is entirely unacceptable and un-analyzable
under CEQA to have this last-minute change sprung on the community after the
community has agreed to accept density increases in exchange for promised increased
protections for North Park’s unique historic resources including but not limited to the
North Park Main Street commercial area, A Bungalow Court Multiple Listing District
and implementation of community identified Historic Districts.

4) The content of the proposed amendment of the Historical Resources Regulations has
not been finalized or received appropriate public noticing, is not analyzed in this
PEIR, therefore cannot be cited as a mitigation.
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5) There was a lack of information readily available during the public review period and
a total lack of analysis of feasible mitigation for impacts to Historic Resources.

6) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact such as reduction in
historic resources will result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance. Appropriate and Feasible mitigation measures
meeting the goals of the CPU and considerably different from those previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, and should be
analyzed and considered.

7) The potential Draft Regulation Amendments to the LDC regulations (143.0210)
represents a mitigation strategy that is unanalyzed in this PEIR. The NPPC finds it to
be is substantially deficient and fundamentally problematic. An implementation
timeline was presented for the first time at the July 19,2016 NPPC meeting, it is
inadequate and has not been committed to in any official City action. Additionally,
funding is inadequate for the task. The NPPC finds these the proposals as presented
do not adequately meet the Historic Preservation goals of the NPCPU; there is
significant public concern that the PEIR and NPCPU do not provide adequate
community-specific protections for historic resources.

The NPPC requests inclusion for analysis in the Draft PEIR the following
proportional, reasonable & feasible mitigation measures which DO meet the stated
goals of the June 2016 Draft North Park Community Plan, and which would NOT
engender further significant and un-mitigable impacts to historic resources:

1) Accelerate the implementation schedule for Historic Districts that are identified in
Figures 10-3 and 10-4 of the NPCPU. Eight years is an unacceptably long period of
time to create eleven (11) historic districts, six (6) of which fall in the “small” range

2) of 50 properties or less and three (3) in the “medium” range. Further, 8 years is an
unacceptably long period for a newly updated community Plan to be entirely without
community-specific Historic Resource protections;

3) Increase funding for the Historic Districts that are listed in Figures 10-3 and 10-4 of
the NPCPU;

4) Amend the NPCPU to Exclude historic resources from development calculations for
floor area ratio, to allow additional density when retaining a historic resource; This
would meet the General Plan’s goal for allowing increased density in the Mid-City
Area, facilitating affordable housing, meeting sustainability goals of the Climate
Action Plan by retaining existing infrastructure which would not have to go to a
landfill, while also meeting the NPCP goal of protecting historic resources from
demolition or removal from the area.
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5) Exclude historic resources from parking calculations to provide a reduced
requirement when retaining a historic building. This is particularly important in the
preservation of bungalow courts; This would meet the General Plan’s goal for
allowing increased density in the Mid-City Area, facilitating affordable housing,
meeting sustainability goals of the Climate Action Plan by retaining existing
infrastructure which would not have to go to a landfill, while also meeting the NPCP
goal of protecting historic resources from demolition or removal from the area.

6) Include city-wide transferable development rights (TDR), enabling property owners
to buy/sell rights so growth will result in appropriate areas, near transit and amenities.
This would meet the General Plan’s goal for allowing increased density in the Mid-
City Area, facilitating affordable housing, meeting sustainability goals of the Climate
Action Plan by retaining existing infrastructure which would not have to go to a
landfill, while also meeting the NPCP goal of protecting historic resources from
demolition or removal from the area.

7) Remove the “1/3 option” in the proposed Land Development Code (LDC) & replace
with protections consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Historic
Review for all community proposed Historic Districts, including Commercial districts
and the proposed Multiple Listing Bungalow Court District. The proposed “1/3
option” is not only not analyzed in this document, it has no precedent or analysis Stat-
wide; whereas the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Historic Review are well
documented and analyzed under CEQA as providing mitigation protections, and
provide a more consistent and well understood framework, thereby providing greater
developer certainty.

Further, he term “original footprint” with regard to the “1/3 Option™ is not clearly
defined and could lead to trivial disputes. Also, the 2/3 rule does not adequately
protect corner properties and will facilitate obtrusive and odd-shaped rear additions,
which will be detrimental to a potential district. This provision is confusing and likely
difficult to implement, and it’s potentially very negative impacts to Historic
Resources are unanalyzed in this PEIR document.

Solution: Remove “original footprint” language. Include language stating that
additional stories and structural changes shall comply with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards. Small additions (less than 300 square feet) and facade changes
shall be limited to side and rear facades, and be minimally visible from the public
rights-of-way.

8) In order to effectively protect potential districts from incompatible change, i.e. scale,
bulk, rhythm, and materials, for parcels that do not include a historic resource, but are
located within a potential district; comprehensive infill guidelines for these potential
districts are needed. Infill guidelines are necessary to ensure the potential historic
district remains intact until such time when the district is brought forward. Without
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such guidelines and an analysis thereof, this PEIR fails to analyze potential
mitigations to historic resources.

9) Because no permit is currently required for so doing, the potential Draft Regulation
Amendments to the LDC regulations (143.0210) do not adequately protect historic
resources from the installation of replacement doors and windows when placed within
the same opening, This lack is detrimental to any potential Historic district, could
render the historic asset no longer contributing or eligible for a district, and therefore
language should be developed and included in the CPU and LDC requiring such
permits. Current City of San Diego General Plan and LDC provide no such
protection, thus the PEIR’s contention that these documents protect North Park is
unsubstantiated.

Solution: All window and door replacements that fall within the proposed Land
Development Code must require a building permit. Accordingly, add to Table 132-
16B of Section 132.1602, for improvements consisting of replacement windows: (i)
replacement windows that do comply with Section 132.1603 will require a

Construction Permit/Process One decision process, and (ii) replacement window that
E-3 do not comply with Section 132.1603 will require a Neighborhood Development
Permit/Process Two decision process.
cont.
10) To effectively protect the potential district from inappropriate change, infill design
guidelines should be created:

11) Survey and implement the multiple listing for Bungalow Courts as a stand-alone
district: Preservation of these historic affordable housing units meets the goals of the
City’s Climate Action plan, and their loss to infill development due to inadequate
protection would constitute a significand and unavoidable impact under CEQA that
an accelerated district implementation would prevent.

12) Provide adequate enforceable protections for the potential historic districts. Due to
inadequately funded and supported code enforcement, the City has not provided
adequate code enforcement for Historic Resources in all areas of the City. City must
provide a plan and funding for adequate code enforcement to ensure there is not a loss
of historic fabric, rendering buildings no longer contributing to potential districts

Solution: Code Compliance issues within potential historic districts should be near
the top of the priority list. In addition to higher monetary penalties, any features
removed in violation shall be reconstructed. Residents of potential districts should be
provided a direct number to contact officials when work occurs on weekends,
evenings, and holidays to ensure against loss of historic fabric by illegal demolition.
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13) Offer rehabilitation loans and grants, including low- and moderate-income housing
loans and grants, and commercial facade improvements grants for both documented
and potential historic resources.

Section 6.4 Air Quality

The air quality study showed a 3.6% to 4.8% increase in air pollutants, primarily as a
result of increased traffic. Note, however, that the Greenhouse Gas Emissions study used
a 3% reduction factor to account for the effects of the tire pressure program and Low
Emission Vehicles, and this adjustment factor was not used in the air quality study. In
addition, the air quality study simply took the difference between current land use and
projected land use and multiplied it by the present-day average pollutants generated per
land use unit. This analysis does not take into account the policies in the CPU designed to
increase multimodal transportation and decrease Vehicle Miles Traveled, both of which
effects would reduce the quantity of air pollutants generated.

Section 6.5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Issue

The City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) is meant to play a significant role in reducing
greenhouse gases (GHG). This is a significant endeavor and essential to the future of not
just North Park but the City of San Diego.

6.5.5 Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures concludes that, “All impacts to GHG
emissions would be less than significant. Thus no mitigation is required” pg 6.5.13

The NPPC finds this to be a significant error for the following reasons:

The PEIR fails to address or analyze environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) (1), which is the responsibility of the city to provide. The
2016 Draft North Park Community Plan along with the just adopted new city standards
for the affordable housing bonus density program will lead to significant increased
density at build out.

The PEIR includes no quantitative data or analysis of how the density increase and the
resulting increases in traffic and other impacts will affect greenhouse gases. It offers no
mitigation to deal with the probable increase in GHG.

Because of errors in the PEIR data, the actual proposed increases in densities outlined in
the 2016 Draft NPCPU were not included, making the analysis even more questionable.
Data that was included in many parts of the PEIR are from prior drafts on the NPCPU
and do not match the current draft NPCPU out for review.
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In addition, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown San
Diego Mobility Plan SCH #2014121002, April 26, 2016, pages E-8-9 includes
quantitative modeling (proving that the City of San Diego has this capability), therefore
the same standard of quantitative analysis needs to be provided for North Park. Failing to

provide this analysis for North Park and Golden Hill does not meet the Goals of the
City’s Climate Action Plan, nor the Analysis Standards required under CEQA.

Conclusion:

In the Coast Law Group’s comments, on behalf of the CAP, to the City dated July 8,
2016 they conclude:

“The current CPU EIRs fail to meet applicable CEQA mandates. The CPU EIRs
must assess quantitative compliance with the Climate Action Plan, its reduction
targets and goals. As drafted, the EIRs demonstrate a lack of compliance with
Climate Action Plan goals because all four CPUs result in an increase in GHG
emissions compared to baseline rather than a decrease of 15 percent by 2020, 40
percent by 2030, and 50 percent by 2035. Climate Action Campaign urges the
City to conduct the requisite analysis and recirculate the EIRs for further public
comment.”

The NPCPU is one of the four CPUs referenced in the Coast Law Group’s letter.
The NPPC agrees with this assessment & questions whether a recirculation might
be necessary.

Solution:

Consistent with the on-going request by the NPPC, the City should provide quantitative
analysis of how the NPCPU meets the strategic targets for multi-modal transit and VMTs
in the CAP.

Section 6.6 Noise

Like the air quality study, the noise study showed significant effects largely due to
increases in automobile traffic, and like that study, the methodology was to take the
difference between current land use and projected land use and multiply it by the present-
day average traffic noise generated. This analysis does not take into account the policies
in the CPU designed to increase multimodal transportation and decrease Vehicle Miles
Traveled and traffic speeds, all of which effects would reduce the volume of traffic noise
generated.
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Letter E: North Park Planning Committee

E-1: This comment states that the North Park Planning Committee (NPPC) supports the proposed
project. It provides an excerpt taken from the committee’s public comments on the North Park
Community Plan Update EIR that is intended to demonstrate support for the proposed project. This
comment also introduces the attachment of the NPPC’s comments on the North Park and Golden Hill
Community Plan Update Program EIR (PEIR), which the comment states includes reasons for NPPC’s
support of the proposed project.

The commenter refers to the DEIR as a PEIR; however, the DEIR is not a PEIR but rather is a project-
level analysis of the roadway connection. The previously recirculated EIR (July 2016) was a PEIR, as
detailed within the notices at the front of the DEIR and Chapter 4, History of Project Changes. The
comment continues on to state that the Draft PEIR should include mitigation measures described in
comment E-2. No changes to the FEIR are required as a result of Comment E-1.

E-2: This comment states that increased access to the [-805 from Civita (Quarry Falls) should occur
in order to lessen traffic congestion on Texas Street and Qualcomm Way. The comment goes on to
state why the NPPC supports increasing freeway access from Civita (Quarry Falls). This comment
presents reasons for support of the project in addition to those referenced with respect to the North
Park Community Plan Update PEIR—such as the Climate Action Plan, increased emergency access,
and increased public access—that the NPPC supports the proposed project.

The comment does not raise issues with the analysis conducted within the DEIR, though it does
generally discuss the Climate Action Plan, emergency access, and public access. The proposed
project’s conformance with the City’s Climate Action Plan is detailed in Section 5.10, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. Emergency access is analyzed within Chapter 7, Effects Not Found To Be Significant. Public
access is analyzed within Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. The comment generally states
support for the proposed project but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

E-3: This comment is the attachment of the NPPC’s comments on the North Park and Golden Hill
Community Plan Update PEIR, which the commenter previously stated includes reasons for NPPC’s
support of the proposed project, specifically on pages 8 and 9 of the letter. The comment generally
states support for the proposed project but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-11
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter F

From: michael hubbard

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: Reject Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project No. 265605 SCH No. 2012011048
Date: Thursday, May 11, 2017 6:27:57 PM

Attachments: Save Civita - General Comments on EIR - No Freeway Connectors 5-11-17.pdf

Save Civita - Technical Comments on EIR for No Freeway Connectors 5-11-17.pdf

City Planning:

I've attached a letter compiled by the neighbors of Civita regarding the freeway connector at Phyllis Place
and Franklin Ridge Rd.

I, along with my wife and neighbors, vehemently oppose this new roadway. The addition of this road
would completely destroy the brand new community of Civita. This is the newest master planned
community that the City of San Diego has been talking about for years. A walkable community, a village
within the city, a safe place for families to raise and educate their children. Why on earth would the city
planners decide that this is a good idea? The roadway has been proposed multiple times and has been
rejected every single time. Now that there is a beautiful new community in the old quarry, this roadway
makes even less sense. DO NOT RUIN OUR WONDERFUL NEW NEIGHBORHOOD!!

Please take the time to read the attached letter. I'm sure many of my neighbors will be sending you the
same letter, or something very similar.

Please.. DO NOT APPROVE THIS NEW ROADWAY!!!
Michael and Brooke Hubbard

2618 Aperture Cir
San Diego, CA 92108


mailto:mykalhub@yahoo.com
mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
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FREEWAY CONNECTORS DO NOT BELONG WITHIN THE WALKABLE COMMUNITY OF CIVITA

The City of San Diego proposes construction of a 4-lane connector at Franklin Ridge and
Phyllis Place to connect Mission Valley with Serra Mesa and the [-805 entrance/exit. If this
happens, two streets in Civita, Via Alta and Franklin Ridge, both 2-lane residential streets are
slated to serve as a primary freeway connector.

Last month the City recirculated 2016’s Draft EIR proposal (Environmental Impact Report). This
second report still indicates that traffic volume within Civita on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge will
be more than doubled. Projecting 34,117 ADT (Average Daily Trips) of regional traffic through
Civita’s residential district.

o If the Draft EIR proposal were solely intended to connect the divided communities of Mission
Valley and Serra Mesa, the residents of Civita would warmly invite the connector. The reality is
this is a proposal to alleviate regional traffic congestion within Mission Valley by introducing
new freeway interchange collector streets to the [-805.

e Atwhat cost? At the degradation of Civita, an Urban Land Institute award winning planned
walkable village with 4,500 dwelling units and 1.2M sf of retail and office. Civita will be
impacted by heavy volumes of non-stop regional traffic diminishing the community’s
walkability, pedestrian safety, village character, and environmental quality.

¢ The City has said to accommodate future growth, residents need to live in highly dense
communities. Civita was designed for that purpose and the residents bought into the
concept. But the City is also pushing to turn the streets in Civita into high volume freeway
connectors. This community cannot successfully serve two diametrically opposed purposes. It
cannot be a safe walkable dense urban village and a conduit for freeway traffic at the same
time.

e Residents see themselves as Stewards of Civita, not NIMBYs. They are the ones that bought
into the City’s progressive plan of communities and parks for the future and they are the ones
that will make sure it succeeds.

¢ Home owners in Civita were surveyed and 95% of them are against the freeway connector.

e When Civita owners bought their homes,

o the official Civita map showed a dead end at the top of the hill where Via Alta and
Franklin Ridge connect. There were no indications on the map of the intention to
connect the roads to Serra Mesa.

o the home builder’s sales agents downplayed the possibility of the freeway connector.
buyers were told the connector “likely won’t happen.”

o marketing/Promotion materials touted Civita as the “perfect walkable community.”

o disclosures indicated the connector was a “possibility” not a definite. The 1985
Community Plan included the freeway connector as an “option” not definite.

¢ The City has already factored this connector into their traffic studies for future growth in
Mission Valley. It is apparent the City has planned for this connector all along, but Civita home

SaveCivita.com Donate at gofundme.com/save-civita SaveCivita@gmail.com
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owners were not informed of the City’s true intention.

If the home builders and developer thought that telling the home buyers about the freeway
connector would sell homes they would have advertised it. But instead they went out of their
way to downplay or omit the possibility of a freeway connector. This indicates they knew there
would be difficulty selling homes if everyone knew their residential street was going to
become a freeway connector.

Civita owners are tasked with paying for the new Civita Park that is open to the pubilic. The
Civita maintenance assessment district is funded by annual charges of about $200 to $300 per
housing unit. Adding up to $600,000 in operational and maintenance cost with the City
adding only a small percentage of $60,000 per year.

0 Via Alta and Franklin Ridge surround the park on both sides. the Park becomes less
desirable because of the noise, pollution, traffic, and safety risk the freeway connector
will present.

0 The freeway connector will lower home values and create instability in the Civita
housing market. This will put a greater burden on the owners who must pay for the
public park.

Via Alta is a thriving growing neighborhood with a parade of residents exercising, walking their
dogs, pushing strollers, carrying babies in pouches, holding toddler’s hands, etc. There is
constant movement, up and down the street.

There are no pedestrian crossings along Via Alta other than at Civita Blvd and the top of the
ridge at Franklin Ridge. Continuous traffic will make it dangerous for residents to cross the
street safely. Cutting off access for over 1,000 residents to Civita Park, Rec Center and future
elementary school.

There are few options to slow traffic and allow crossings on these streets. Because of the steep
grade of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge cross walks are not allow and because of access for
emergency vehicles, speed bumps not allowed.

Residential units line both sides Via Alta from the base of the hill all the way up to the ridge.
The home’s front doors, porches, balconies, and bedrooms are no more than 10 to 15 feet
from the street.

Other connector streets for Mission Valley are in primarily non-populated areas. Except for
commercial or residential located only at the base or top of the ridges, these connectors are
surrounded by open canyon land on the sections leading in and out of the Valley. Those
existing connections are Mission Village Road, Mission Center Road, Texas Street, and
Bachman Place.

The high traffic on the streets of Murray Ridge in Serra Mesa, Texas Street in North Park, and
Mission Village Road in Serra Mesa have diminished the quality of life for those residents. If we
have learned in the past that heavily used roads in and out of Mission Valley are not
conducive to residential neighborhoods, why would we consciously and intentionally make a
primary residential street a freeway connector and subject its residents to the same problems
these other streets are experiencing?

GPS programs will indicate that cutting through Civita is the shortest route for cars from Mission
Valley up to the 805. Drivers will not care they are going through a residential area.
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Easy ingress/ egress to Civita in multiple directions will increase the crime rate.

There are other improvements already approved for Mission Valley that will ease traffic
congestion. The intersection of 163 and Friars Road is schedule to be completely reconfigured
to function better. There are other options to improve traffic flow in Mission Valley without
having the destroy a neighborhood to do it.

Stop pushing outdate planning concepts. Where does it end, when does a City stop trying to
accommodate an ever-increasing number of cars on the roads? The City will never be able
to keep up and accommodate what could be an infinite number of cars with the growing
population. Do you ruin every residential street to accommodate this demand? Or do you
stop and realize this is a never-ending problem and needs a different solution?

The City seems to be at odds with itself. It knows we need more mass transit for the future. It
knows people’s driving habits must change. But at the same time the City enables this
behavior. How do you get people to stop driving when the City keeps building more ways for
cars to go?

Put the time and energy into improving and adding more mass transit in and through Mission
Valley. Make it harder to use a car and make it easier to use alternative forms of
transportation. Whatever the City does, DO NOT ruin a neighborhood in the process.

Technical Comments and Questions about the Draft EIR for the Serra Mesa
Community Plan Amendment Street Connection:
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1. The Draft EIR classifies Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road, North of Civita Blvd, as 2-lane collectors with a traffic volume
LOS threshold equivalent to a 2-lane collector (continuous left-turn lane). Each of these roadway segments are 2-lane
roadways with a divided median and multi-family residential zoning continuously on either side.

a. Why are Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road roadway segments, North of Civita Blvd, classified for purposes of

F-3 the EIR as 2-lane collectors (continuous left-turn lane) versus 2-lane collectors (multi-family) which would
more appropriately fit their physical built character?

b.  When left-hand turn traffic on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road roadway segments encounter the high-
volume of long-term traffic predicted, will the median turn pockets provide adequate queuing capacity? If the
left-hand turn pockets back-up beyond their design capacity, what is the additional impact to the LOS of these
roadway segments?

2. Did the Draft EIR address the impact of increased traffic and pedestrian safety for the future school site planned at the

F-4 northeast corner of Civita Boulevard and Via Alta? If not, why not?

3. Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road segments will have limited pedestrian crossings with significant distance between
crossings. There is a 0.4-mile lineal distance along Via Alta between pedestrian crossings at Civita Blvd and Franklin
Ridge Road. There is a 0.5-mile lineal distance along Franklin Ridge between street crossings at Civita Blvd and Via
Alta. Continuous and heavy long-term traffic projections show Via Alta and Franklin Ridge operating at a LOS (level of
service) C and LOS F, respectively. Heavy and continuous traffic will present pedestrian danger.

F-5 a. Did the Draft EIR review the projected volume of pedestrian traffic within the walkable community of Civita?

b. Did the Draft EIR review pedestrian crossings on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road?

c. Did the Draft EIR review the distance between accessible pedestrian crossings on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge
Road?

d. Did the Draft EIR address the safety of pedestrian crossings for access to Civita Park, Civita’s recreational
facility, Civita’s Bark Park, and Civita’s proposed grade school?

e. How does the Draft EIR address pedestrian safety within the walkable community of Civita?

4. The Draft EIR states the connector road will "relieve" traffic from Mission Center Road and would provide a
convenient surface-road link from Mission Valley to Serra Mesa, and could help relieve traffic on Mission Center Road
that connects the two communities.

a. Why would the Draft EIR argue that traffic needs to be diverted from Mission Center Road, a four land, largely

F-6 non-populated, canyon frontage street containing only one set-back small residential complex at the base of
the street?

b.  Why would the Draft EIR suggest that traffic should be diverted through Civita, a master planned walkable
community with wholly residential streets, a park, a planned school, and dense residential complexes all, of
which, closely abut against the street with very little or no setback?

5. The Mission Valley Community Plan Update is currently in progress. The Mission Valley Community Plan Update will
include a comprehensive Mission Valley mobility plan, including:

®  Potential new public transit corridors to reduce vehicles;

®  Potential new Riverwalk trolley station and relocated trolley station at Mission;
®  Valley Center to increase ridership;

F-7 ®  Ppotential new skyways to UCSD and University Heights;

®  Planned and potential new walking multi-use paths;

®  Planned and potential new cycling paths;

®  Recommendations for roadway and connectivity improvements;

®  Recommendations for new freeway interchanges and improvements;

Continuation of Technical Comments and Questions about the Draft EIR for the Serra Mesa Community Plan
Amendment Street Connection:
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F-8

F-10

F-11

Why is the City advancing the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection DRAFT EIR ahead of the
Mission Valley Community Plan Update which should serve as the Community’s guide to the future development of
Mission Valley?

6.

The Mission Valley Community Plan states on page 55, “Streets serving new development should be connected to the
road network, and not to major streets serving residential areas on the mesa.” The proposed connector roadway
introduces new streets connecting through residential neighborhoods located on the hillsides of Mission Valley and
the mesa of Serra Mesa. Why does the DRAFT EIR not address this statement within the Mission Valley Community
Plan and the impacts to residential neighborhoods on Mission Valley hillsides and at the ridge of the Serra Mesa?

Additional comments as to why the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection will undermine the City’s
vision for Civita as San Diego’s next walkable village:

The connector proposal encourages ~34,000 ADT of regional traffic through Civita’s residential district;

Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road, North of Civita Blvd, are residential neighborhood streets — regional freeway traffic
should not be encouraged by design to trespass through residential neighborhoods;

High traffic streets adjacent to residential has been shown to diminish quality of life;

High traffic streets adjacent to residential has been shown to diminish property values;

Impacts safe access to Civita Park;

Impacts safe access to Civita’s future grade school;

Impacts safe access to Civita’s future community center and dog park;

Easy vehicular ingress/ egress in multiple directions increases crime rates;

Proposed regional traffic impacts residential neighborhoods;

Proposed regional traffic negatively impacts property values;

Proposed regional traffic impacts tranquility, peace and quiet;

Proposed regional traffic impacts nature, air quality and biology;

The Civita community was intended to be a pedestrian friendly, family-oriented, smart-growth, mixed-use community
with access to transit. Freeway connectors through this community’s residential neighborhoods undermines the very
vision of the community as a Smart Growth village focused on walkability and limited vehicle trips.

Via Alta, one of the proposed main route to/from 1-805 via Phyllis Place, is a wholly residential, narrow, two-lane road
with bike paths on both sides, further narrowing the road. This street will purportedly feed into/out of a four-lane,
major connecting road that will funnel non-stop traffic through our neighborhood to/from I1-805. It is currently used
primarily for walking, cycling, dog-walking, and getting to/from our homes. It will become unsafe for anything but
vehicular traffic.

Instead of a cohesive community, this road connector will virtually slash Civita into three separate parts dominated by
significant traffic, safety, congestion, noise, pollution, and disruption. It will no longer be a walkable community.

Via Alta (and eventually Franklin Ridge Road) will become dangerous, congested, polluted, noisy thoroughfares.

Why hasn't the Draft EIR proposed better solutions? The so-called connector road was initially placed into a 30-year-
old plan when Civita was nothing more than a rock quarry and it made sense then. However, the quarry is now
developing into a vibrant, planned, residential community with lovely parks, walking trails, a community center, a
school, community events and concerts....in short, everything the City of San Diego should be encouraging and
supporting instead of destroying, which is exactly what approving the Connector Road would do. It would gut this
community for the sake of what? ... perhaps cutting one or two minutes from someone's commute (and even that is
debatable).

“The General Plan and Community Plan Amendment Manual states that “To capture both the list of issues presented
to the decision maker as well as those raised in the public hearing discussion, a resolution is prepared to record
direction given.” (p. 5) City Council Resolution 304297 (October 2008) directed staff to analyze the following issues:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road connection. 2. Whether the road
connection could serve as an emergency evacuation route.

3. Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only.

4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would be improved by the street connection.”

Why weren’t these objectives, as directed by the City Council, used in the studies and analyses?
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= Will the above information be added to the appropriate sections of the Recirculated DEIR? If not, provide an
F-11 explanation for the exclusion.
cont. | * What portions of the Recirculated DEIR address the four named objectives in the resolution?"
= Basically, the report is studying something completely different from the original requests, which would make it illegal
and useless.
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F-16

Technical Comments and Questions about the Draft EIR for the Serra Mesa
Community Plan Amendment Street Connection:

1. The Draft EIR classifies Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road, North of Civita Blvd, as 2-lane collectors with a traffic volume
LOS threshold equivalent to a 2-lane collector (continuous left-turn lane). Each of these roadway segments are 2-lane
roadways with a divided median and multi-family residential zoning continuously on either side.

a. Why are Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road roadway segments, North of Civita Blvd, classified for purposes of
the EIR as 2-lane collectors (continuous left-turn lane) versus 2-lane collectors (multi-family) which would
more appropriately fit their physical built character?

b.  When left-hand turn traffic on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road roadway segments encounter the high-
volume of long-term traffic predicted, will the median turn pockets provide adequate queuing capacity? If the
left-hand turn pockets back-up beyond their design capacity, what is the additional impact to the LOS of these
roadway segments?

2. Did the Draft EIR address the impact of increased traffic and pedestrian safety for the future school site planned at the
northeast corner of Civita Boulevard and Via Alta? If not, why not?

3. Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road segments will have limited pedestrian crossings with significant distance between
crossings. There is a 0.4-mile lineal distance along Via Alta between pedestrian crossings at Civita Blvd and Franklin
Ridge Road. There is a 0.5-mile lineal distance along Franklin Ridge between street crossings at Civita Blvd and Via
Alta. Continuous and heavy long-term traffic projections show Via Alta and Franklin Ridge operating at a LOS (level of
service) C and LOS F, respectively. Heavy and continuous traffic will present pedestrian danger.

a. Did the Draft EIR review the projected volume of pedestrian traffic within the walkable community of Civita?

b. Did the Draft EIR review pedestrian crossings on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road?

c. Did the Draft EIR review the distance between accessible pedestrian crossings on Via Alta and Franklin Ridge
Road?

d. Did the Draft EIR address the safety of pedestrian crossings for access to Civita Park, Civita’s recreational
facility, Civita’s Bark Park, and Civita’s proposed grade school?

e. How does the Draft EIR address pedestrian safety within the walkable community of Civita?

4. The Draft EIR states the connector road will "relieve" traffic from Mission Center Road and would provide a
convenient surface-road link from Mission Valley to Serra Mesa, and could help relieve traffic on Mission Center Road
that connects the two communities.

a. Why would the Draft EIR argue that traffic needs to be diverted from Mission Center Road, a four land, largely
non-populated, canyon frontage street containing only one set-back small residential complex at the base of
the street?

b.  Why would the Draft EIR suggest that traffic should be diverted through Civita, a master planned walkable
community with wholly residential streets, a park, a planned school, and dense residential complexes all, of
which, closely abut against the street with very little or no setback?

5. The Mission Valley Community Plan Update is currently in progress. The Mission Valley Community Plan Update will
include a comprehensive Mission Valley mobility plan, including:

®  Potential new public transit corridors to reduce vehicles;

®  Ppotential new Riverwalk trolley station and relocated trolley station at Mission;
®  Valley Center to increase ridership;

®  Potential new skyways to UCSD and University Heights;

®  Planned and potential new walking multi-use paths;

®  Planned and potential new cycling paths;

®  Recommendations for roadway and connectivity improvements;

®  Recommendations for new freeway interchanges and improvements;
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Why is the City advancing the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection DRAFT EIR ahead of the
Mission Valley Community Plan Update which should serve as the Community’s guide to the future development of
Mission Valley?

6.

The Mission Valley Community Plan states on page 55, “Streets serving new development should be connected to the
road network, and not to major streets serving residential areas on the mesa.” The proposed connector roadway
introduces new streets connecting through residential neighborhoods located on the hillsides of Mission Valley and
the mesa of Serra Mesa. Why does the DRAFT EIR not address this statement within the Mission Valley Community
Plan and the impacts to residential neighborhoods on Mission Valley hillsides and at the ridge of the Serra Mesa?

Additional comments as to why the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection will undermine the City’s
vision for Civita as San Diego’s next walkable village:

The connector proposal encourages ~34,000 ADT of regional traffic through Civita’s residential district;

Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road, North of Civita Blvd, are residential neighborhood streets — regional freeway traffic
should not be encouraged by design to trespass through residential neighborhoods;

High traffic streets adjacent to residential has been shown to diminish quality of life;

High traffic streets adjacent to residential has been shown to diminish property values;

Impacts safe access to Civita Park;

Impacts safe access to Civita’s future grade school;

Impacts safe access to Civita’s future community center and dog park;

Easy vehicular ingress/ egress in multiple directions increases crime rates;

Proposed regional traffic impacts residential neighborhoods;

Proposed regional traffic negatively impacts property values;

Proposed regional traffic impacts tranquility, peace and quiet;

Proposed regional traffic impacts nature, air quality and biology;

The Civita community was intended to be a pedestrian friendly, family-oriented, smart-growth, mixed-use community
with access to transit. Freeway connectors through this community’s residential neighborhoods undermines the very
vision of the community as a Smart Growth village focused on walkability and limited vehicle trips.

Via Alta, one of the proposed main route to/from 1-805 via Phyllis Place, is a wholly residential, narrow, two-lane road
with bike paths on both sides, further narrowing the road. This street will purportedly feed into/out of a four-lane,
major connecting road that will funnel non-stop traffic through our neighborhood to/from I-805. It is currently used
primarily for walking, cycling, dog-walking, and getting to/from our homes. It will become unsafe for anything but
vehicular traffic.

Instead of a cohesive community, this road connector will virtually slash Civita into three separate parts dominated by
significant traffic, safety, congestion, noise, pollution, and disruption. It will no longer be a walkable community.

Via Alta (and eventually Franklin Ridge Road) will become dangerous, congested, polluted, noisy thoroughfares.

Why hasn't the Draft EIR proposed better solutions? The so-called connector road was initially placed into a 30-year-
old plan when Civita was nothing more than a rock quarry and it made sense then. However, the quarry is now
developing into a vibrant, planned, residential community with lovely parks, walking trails, a community center, a
school, community events and concerts....in short, everything the City of San Diego should be encouraging and
supporting instead of destroying, which is exactly what approving the Connector Road would do. It would gut this
community for the sake of what? ... perhaps cutting one or two minutes from someone's commute (and even that is
debatable).

“The General Plan and Community Plan Amendment Manual states that “To capture both the list of issues presented
to the decision maker as well as those raised in the public hearing discussion, a resolution is prepared to record
direction given.” (p. 5) City Council Resolution 304297 (October 2008) directed staff to analyze the following issues:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road connection. 2. Whether the road
connection could serve as an emergency evacuation route.

3. Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only.

4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would be improved by the street connection.”
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=  Why weren’t these objectives, as directed by the City Council, used in the studies and analyses?

= Will the above information be added to the appropriate sections of the Recirculated DEIR? If not, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

F-20 = What portions of the Recirculated DEIR address the four named objectives in the resolution?"

cont. = Basically, the report is studying something completely different from the original requests, which would make it illegal

and useless.
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City of San Diego Letters of Comment and Responses

Letter F: Save Civita

F-1: This comment expresses the commenter’s general opposition to the project and states that
detailed comments compiled by the neighbors of Civita are attached within the letter (responses to
these comments are provided below). The comment states opposition of the proposed project but
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR or suggest alternatives to the proposed project.

F-2: This comment is a multifaceted comment. The general comment provides numerous opinions
as to why the commenter opposes the proposed project and generally states that the DEIR is
inadequate. However, it does not provide explanation or specific examples of alleged inadequacies,
or other support for the comment.

A comment that does not raise a specific environmental issue does not require a response. Under
CEQA, the lead agency is obligated to respond to timely comments with “good faith, reasoned
analysis” (CEQA Guidelines 15088(c)). These responses “shall describe the disposition of the
significant environmental issues raised . .. [and] giv[e] reasons why specific comments and
suggestions were not accepted (CEQA Guidelines, 15088(c)). To the extent that specific comments
and suggestions are not made, specific responses cannot be provided and, indeed, are not required
(Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Jose [1986] 181
Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is made, a general response is sufficient]).

The commenter also restates data from Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR
related to the projected average daily trips (ADTs) along the proposed roadway connection under
the long-term (Year 2035) with project conditions. The comment merely cites information from the
DEIR, but does not raise issue regarding its adequacy. Additionally, the commenter generally
restates an objective of the project, specifically the third project objective to alleviate traffic
congestion and improve navigational efficiency to and from local freeway on- and off-ramps for the
surrounding areas. Therefore, because the commenter is simply restating a project objective, this
comment does not raise any issues not previously disclosed in the DEIR.

The DEIR fully addresses the impacts associated with the proposed project. The impact analysis and
significance conclusions presented in the DEIR are based upon and supported by substantial
evidence, including the technical analyses (e.g., traffic, noise, biological resources) provided as
appendices to the DEIR. The technical information is summarized and presented in the body of the
DEIR, thus providing in full the factual basis for the conclusions.

All environmental impacts are disclosed and analyzed within the DEIR. Based on the analysis
presented in Chapter 5 of the DEIR, the project would result in significant and unavoidable direct
impacts after mitigation related to transportation/circulation (roadway network capacity, planned
transportation systems, and traffic hazards). Based on the analysis provided in Chapter 5, the
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to
transportation/circulation.

With the implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project would result in less-than-
significant impacts for the issue areas of noise (construction noise), biological resources (sensitive
species and sensitive vegetation communities), historical resources (historical resource,
religious/sacred use, tribal cultural resource, and human remains), and visual effects/neighborhood
character (landform alteration). Impacts were determined to be less than significant for the issue
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areas of land use, air quality, paleontological resources, hydrology and water quality, and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Other issue areas that were determined to be not significant are
analyzed in Chapter 7, Effects Not Found To Be Significant.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns about the project’s effects on walkability and pedestrian
safety, internal circulation within Civita was developed as part of the Quarry Falls project, including
the locations of signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks. Existing signalized, designated
pedestrian crosswalks are located at the intersection of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road and the
intersection of Via Alta and Civita Boulevard. The proposed road connection would include bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk for pedestrians, which would be consistent with the City’s Street Design
Manual. The City’s Street Design Manual contains guidelines for the physical design of streets that
consider the needs of all users of the public right-of-way and for the safe design of intersections. The
manual includes provisions for street trees, traffic calming, and pedestrian design guidelines, and
addresses how to create streets that are important public places. During final design of the proposed
roadway, the City will determine whether traffic-calming measures are necessary to ensure safe
roadway operating speeds. It is assumed pedestrians would use designated crosswalks and comply
with applicable City laws and regulations.

Additionally, regarding the commenter’s concerns about the project’s effects on village character, as
discussed in Section 5.9.5 of the DEIR, the proposed project would also not result in significant
impacts on the existing or planned character of the area. More recently, it was determined that
changes in community character are considered a social and psychological issue and not an
environmental issue under the purview of CEQA (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal. App. 4th
560). Accordingly, changes in community character are not considered an environmental impact
under CEQA.

This comment also states that the Civita homeowners are tasked with paying for the new Civita Park
that is open to the public, and expresses the opinion that the proposed roadway connection would
lower home values and create instability in the Civita housing market. The commenter’s concerns
regarding decreased property values are broad statements and are not issues that are under the
domain of CEQA unless attributed to a specific physical impact on the environment. The comment
raises an economic issue unrelated to the environmental analysis provided within the DEIR.
Similarly, the issues raised by the commenter related to crime and decreased quality of life are
generally not considered issues subject to CEQA, unless crime or decreased quality of life results in a
specific physical impact on the environment or there is evidence to indicate that the project would
increase crime or decrease quality of life that would lead to a specific physical impact on the
environment. The commenter has not provided any substantial evidence as to how a roadway
connection would increase crime or why crime or decreased quality of life would result in a specific
physical impact on the environment.

The commenter suggests that there are other improvements already approved for Mission Valley
that will ease traffic congestion. While these future improvements may improve traffic flow in
Mission Valley, they do not address the underlying purpose of the proposed project. As stated in
Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR, as part of the actions by which it approved the Quarry
Falls Project, the City Council initiated a resolution (Staff Recommendation Number 6) that directed
City staff to analyze the inclusion of a street connection between Phyllis Place and Friars Road in the
Transportation Element of the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed project fulfills the
direction provided by the City Council.
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Lastly, the comment requests that the City put the time and energy into improving and adding more
mass transit in and through Mission Valley. The proposed roadway connection would provide a
multi-modal linkage between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities, meaning the roadway
would accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. As detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation
and Circulation, the proposed roadway connection would provide a connection for pedestrians and
cyclists to travel southward access the Rio Vista and the Mission Valley Center trolley stations.
Moreover, the proposed project would implement the planned Class II Bike Lane facility that is
included within the City’s Bicycle Master Plan. It should be noted that the proposed project would
not generate new vehicle trips, but rather would result in the redistribution of area traffic patterns.
Although the proposed roadway would provide a connection between two communities, it would
not provide access to a previously inaccessible area. The Mission Valley and Serra Mesa
communities are almost entirely developed and will continue to grow in accordance with the
respective community plans.

The comment states opposition of the proposed project but does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR.

F-3: This comment states the roadway classifications of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road and asks
why these roadways are not classified as 2-lane collectors (multi-family). It also asks if the left-hand
turn pockets would back up beyond their design capacity.

Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road are currently constructed or will be constructed as 2-lane
roadways with a median; therefore, the 2-lane collector capacity is more commensurate with the
existing and future roadway than the 2-lane (multi-family), which is lower. The comment regarding
queueing does not specifically raise issues concerning the adequacy of the DEIR.

F-4: This comment expresses concerns regarding pedestrian safety as it relates to schools and
additional traffic.

Regarding pedestrian safety, internal circulation within Civita was developed as part of the Quarry
Falls project, including the locations of signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks. Existing
signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks are located at the intersection of Via Alta and Franklin
Ridge Road and the intersection of Via Alta and Civita Boulevard. As discussed in Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR, the proposed roadway and access points have been
conceptually designed to be consistent with the City’s Street Design Manual (2002). The City’s Street
Design Manual contains guidelines for the physical design of streets that consider the needs of all
users of the public right-of-way and for the safe design of intersections. The manual includes
provisions for street trees, traffic calming, and pedestrian design guidelines, and addresses how to
create streets that are important public places. The road connection would include bicycle lanes and
a sidewalk for pedestrians, which would be consistent with the City’s Street Design Manual. During
final design of the proposed roadway, the City will determine whether traffic-calming measures are
necessary to ensure safe roadway operating speeds. As such, the proposed roadway connection does
not include any design features that would create hazardous conditions for pedestrians and
bicyclists. In addition, the project does not propose any changes to the existing designated
pedestrian crossings within Civita.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns surrounding the potential future school at Via Alta and Civita
Boulevard, the suitability of the potential school site would be evaluated by the California
Department of Education, which is the agency that approves new school sites. The California
Department of Education considers several criteria prior to approving a new school site, including,
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but not limited to, the site’s accessibility from arterial roads and location relative to major arterial
streets with heavy traffic patterns (Title 5, Section 14010, CCR).

No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

F-5: This comment states that segments of Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road will have limited
pedestrian crossings with significant distance between crossings. It also states that long-term traffic
projections show Via Alta and Franklin Ridge operating at level of service (LOS) C and LOS F,
respectively. The comment also asks several questions regarding if the DEIR reviewed the projected
volume of pedestrian traffic, pedestrian crossings, and pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian circulation and linkages are detailed within the Quarry Falls Specific Plan. For example,
the Specific Plan states: “Streetside sidewalks, separated from the streets by landscaped parkways,
occur as pedestrian elements along Quarry Falls Boulevard, Community Lane, Russell Park Way, Via
Alta and Franklin Ridge Road. Sidewalks should be provided along local streets and private drives in
accordance with the City of San Diego Street Design Manual (November 2002).” Figure 4-14 from
the Specific Plan shows the pedestrian circulation and linkages within Quarry Falls and has been
included as a figure within the FEIR (see Figure 3-9 within the FEIR). As detailed above in the
response to comment F-4, internal circulation within Civita was developed as part of the Quarry
Falls project, including the locations of signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks. The proposed
road connection would include bicycle lanes and a sidewalk for pedestrians, which would be
consistent with the Street Design Manual. It is assumed pedestrians would use designated
crosswalks and comply with applicable City laws and regulations. In addition, the response to
comment F-4 also addresses pedestrian safety associated with the potential future school in Civita.

Although vehicle traffic along Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road will increase as a result of the
project, the roadways are designed to accommodate this amount of vehicle traffic. In the long-term
scenario (Year 2035), the segment of Franklin Ridge Road from Via Alta to Civita Boulevard is
projected to operate at an LOS F (see Table 5.2-16 of the DEIR). However, as detailed above, this
would not result in an impact to pedestrian safety. Franklin Ridge Road has been designed with
sidewalks separated from the streets by landscaped parkways and has multiple crossings and
linkages (see Figure 4-14 from the Quarry Falls Specific Plan). Therefore, as adequately detailed in
the DEIR, the proposed project would not result in an impact related to pedestrian safety. No
revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

F-6: This comment alleges that the DEIR states that the proposed roadway would relieve traffic from
Mission Center Road.

The DEIR does not explicitly state that the proposed roadway would “relieve” traffic from Mission
Center Road, nor is it an objective of the proposed project (see Section 3.1 of the DEIR). As detailed
in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR, the traffic analysis included existing
conditions, a near-term scenario, and a long-term scenario. The results of each of these scenarios,
both with and without the proposed project, show the differences within traffic along Mission
Center Road. For example, Table 5.2-10 shows that the segment of Mission Center Road from
Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road would operate at a Level of Service (LOS) F in the near-
term condition without the project and would improve to LOS D with the project. The comment
states that the DEIR “argues” that traffic needs to be diverted from Mission Center Road. The DEIR
does not make any such statement, nor is it an objective of the proposed project (see Section 3.1 of
the DEIR). The comment also states that the DEIR “suggests” that traffic should be “diverted”
through Civita. The DEIR does not make any such suggestion, nor is it an objective of the proposed
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project (see Section 3.1 of the DEIR). The comment also generally states that the proposed project
would not be compatible with the Civita community. The DEIR evaluates land use compatibility of
the roadway and the surrounding uses. Please see Section 5.1, Land Use, of the DEIR. As discussed in
that section, the analysis determined that there would be no incompatibilities between the project
and the surrounding land uses that would result in a significant impact on the environment. No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

F-7: The comment states that an update to the Mission Valley Community Plan is in progress and
states numerous intended goals.

It is acknowledged that the Mission Valley Community Plan Update is in progress. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

F-8: This comment asks why the City is advancing the proposed project ahead of the Mission Valley
Community Plan Update.

Please refer to Section 3.2 of the DEIR. On October 21, 2008, the City Council held a public hearing
and approved the Quarry Falls Project. As part of the actions by which it approved the Quarry Falls
Project, the City Council initiated an amendment (Staff Recommendation Number 6) that directed
City staff to analyze an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan to include a street connection
between Phyllis Place and Friars Road in the Serra Mesa Community Plan Transportation Element.
Subsequently, on January 23, 2012, the City’s Development Services Department circulated a Notice
of Preparation for an EIR for the proposed project, stating that the project included a CPA, site
development permit, and construction of the road. Although the comment questions why the
proposed project is being analyzed within the DEIR, it does not raise a substantive issue with the
analysis conducted within the DEIR. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

F-9: The comment asks why a statement on page 55 of the Mission Valley Community Plan was not
addressed in the DEIR.

As stated in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR: Currently, there is a discrepancy between the Mission Valley
Community Plan and Serra Mesa Community Plan regarding a roadway connection south from
Phyllis Place. The Mission Valley Community Plan calls for a roadway connection; the Serra Mesa
Community Plan does not include the connection on the roadway map (included in its
Transportation Element).

Concerning the roadway connection, the Mission Valley Community Plan (adopted June 1985)
states:

Public streets of adequate capacity to connect Stadium Way and Mission Center Road with I
805 at Phyllis Place will be needed when urban development occurs north of Friars Road
between Mission Center Road and I-805. Provision of these streets will not be considered
until the sand and gravel operation has ceased and resource depletion has occurred.
Additionally, the exact alignment will be determined by detailed engineering studies, by
agreement between the City and the property owner at the time urban development takes
place on these parcels.

As discussed in Section 5.1.3, Land Use, of the DEIR, “...merely being inconsistent with an existing
plan or regulation would not necessarily be considered a significant impact under CEQA; rather, the
inconsistency must result in a substantial adverse effect on the environment.” CEQA Guidelines
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Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss inconsistencies with applicable plans that the
decision-makers should address, but does not require a discussion of all the policies a project is
consistent with. A project is considered inconsistent with the provisions of the identified regional
and local plan if it would work in opposition to the attainment of the primary intent of the land use
plan or policy. If a project is determined to be inconsistent with specific objectives or policies of a
land use plan, but is largely consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not work in
opposition to the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan, the project would not be
considered inconsistent with the plan. In addition, an inconsistency with a specific objective or
policy of a land use plan does not necessarily mean that the project would result in a significant
impact on the physical environment.

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, subsection 5.1.5, Impact Analysis, the project would not
conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community
Plans or other applicable land use plan. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City of San Diego
General Plan and the Serra Mesa Community Plan were compared against the compatibility of the
proposed project and its objectives, as the proposed project entails an amendment to the Serra Mesa
Community Plan. The proposed project would generally implement and uphold the goals, policies,
guidelines, and recommendations contained within the existing City of San Diego General Plan and
the Serra Mesa Community Plan. Specifically, the proposed project is consistent with planning goals
identified in the Mobility Element of the General Plan, as the roadway would balance the needs of
multiple users of the public right-of-way by providing vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
lanes/sidewalks. It is also consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG)
Regional Transportation Plan and is included within long-term forecast models. Moreover, it would
provide a linkage within and between communities (Mission Valley and Serra Mesa) and would
expand personal travel options by providing a roadway connection from Serra Mesa to the trolley
stations in Mission Valley that would allow pedestrians and cyclists a dedicated route. Therefore,
impacts were determined to be less than significant. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a
result of this comment.

F-10: Please see the response to comment F-2 as well as other responses provided above, as the
comment duplicates, in part, previous comments. This comment raises general issues related to
traffic, pedestrian safety, land use compatibility, community division, air quality, biology, noise, and
alternatives to the project, but does not specifically raise issues concerning the adequacy of, and
substantive analysis conducted within, the DEIR.

Please refer to DEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, for an analysis on land use compatibility; Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, for an analysis on traffic and pedestrian safety; Section 5.3, Air
Quality, for the analysis of the project’s air quality impacts; Section 5.4, Noise, for an analysis of the
project’s noise impacts; Section 5.5, Biological Resources, for the analysis on the project’s impacts on
biological resources; and Chapter 9, Alternatives, for a range of alternatives to the proposed project
that were contemplated. Issues raised by the commenter related to quality of life and property
values are not relevant to the substantial environmental analysis conducted pursuant to CEQA.
Several commenters stated that increases in traffic on roadways near their residences would
decrease property values, and therefore, would cause economic hardship. Neither the redistribution
nor the construction of roadway under the proposed project would result in a reasonably
foreseeable indirect environmental impact, such as urban decay or deterioration. The proposed
project does not introduce a new freeway. Physical decay and deterioration would be unlikely given
the City neighborhoods immediately surrounding the project site are within an urban area where
thousands of vehicles along roadways currently exist. The implementation of a roadway connection
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that connects these roadways would not result in urban decay or deterioration. No changes to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

F-11: This comment states that the list of issues set forth by the City Council were not used in the
studies and analysis within the DEIR.

The commenter erroneously links the list of issues with the project objectives. The objectives set
forth by the City are detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. The list of issues set forth
by the City Council as imitated in the amendment (Staff Recommendation Number 6) are analyzed
within relevant sections of the DEIR. The first and second issues are analyzed in Chapter 7, Effects
Not Found To Be Significant, of the DEIR. The third objective is analyzed in Chapter 9, Alternatives, as
“Alternative 2 - Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Emergency Access Only Alternative.” The fourth objective is
analyzed within Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, with the DEIR. No changes to the FEIR
are warranted as a result of this comment.

F-12: This comment is identical to comment F-3. Please see the response to comment F-3.
F-13: This comment is identical to comment F-4. Please see the response to comment F-4.
F-14: This comment is identical to comment F-5. Please see the response to comment F-5.
F-15: This comment is identical to comment F-6. Please see the response to comment F-6.
F-16: This comment is identical to comment F-7. Please see the response to comment F-7.
F-17: This comment is identical to comment F-8. Please see the response to comment F-8.
F-18: This comment is identical to comment F-9. Please see the response to comment F-9.
F-19: This comment is identical to comment F-10. Please see the response to comment F-10.

F-20: This comment is identical to comment F-11. Please see the response to comment F-11.
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Serra Mesa Planning Group

A Recognized San Diego City Planning Group - Serving the Citizens of Serra Mesa

Post Office Box 23315  San Diego, CA 92193
smpg@serramesa.org

May 18,2017

RE: Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection Project
Project No 265605

Susan Morrison

Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Planning Department
1010 2nd Avenue, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Morrison:

The Serra Mesa Planning Group (SMPG) discussed the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway
Connection Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report at our May 18, 2017 meeting and passed a motion to
approve this letter. This letter is the result of a careful review of the Recirculated DEIR and recognition of the
permanence and far reaching impacts of a roadway connection. Please note that Civita was formerly called Quarry
Falls; and City View Church, formerly First Assembly of God. The Reference section at the end of this letter
contains information on references in the letter to other documents.

According to state CEQA guidelines, Article 7,15088.5 f(1): (g) When recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole
or in part, the lead agency shall, in the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the
revisions made to the previously circulated draft EIR. The Recirculated DEIR states “This revised and
recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) analyzes impacts at a project level to ensure that all
potential significant environmental effects associated with the project are disclosed.” (Chapter 4)

We note at this time that the half-page (Chapter 4 History of Project Changes) is a very broad inadequate
response to our detailed 27-page (June 26, 2016) submittal, that does not meet the indicated CEQA guidelines
requiring summarizing (sic) the revisions made to the previously circulated draft EIR.

Listed below are specific questions and comments organized by topics.

Omitted in this Recirculated DEIR:

e Mission Valley Community Plan

o The Sand and Gravel Re-use Development section (p. 56) states “Streets serving new
development should be connected to the road network and not to major streets serving residential
areas in the mesas.” This statement is consistent with the Serra Mesa Community Plan.

o “Franklin Ridge Road should be constructed as a north-south two-lane collector street through
Quarry Falls. Class II bike lanes should be provide on both sides of the street. Parking should not
be allowed.” (p. 81) The Franklin Ridge Road connection, which would partially run through
Civita, is proposed as four lanes and not two lanes, and would be inconsistent with the Mission
Valley Community Plan.


19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Text Box
G-2

19312
Text Box
G-3

19312
Text Box
G-4

19312
Text Box
G-5


G-6

G-7

G-8

G-9

G-10

G-11

G-12

G-13

o “Development oriented towards the Valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor should
not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (p. 124)

There are inconsistencies within the Mission Valley Community Plan. Aren’t amendments needed?
Explain how it is acceptable to propose an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan when the
Mission Valley Community Plan contains contradiction and needs amending.

e Emergency access exists from Aperture Circle in Civita to Serra Mesa via Kaplan Drive and can be seen
in the Addendum, p. 10.

e The completed emergency access and sidewalks at Kaplan Drive provide bicycle and pedestrian access
and can be seen in the Addendum, p. 10.

e The developer, Sudberry Properties, has indicated that they would fund the road connection if approved;
or if not approved, make improvements to Mission Center Road (described in the Final PEIR for the
Quarry Falls Project, p. 11-5). Will this information be added? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

Will each of the above items be added to and discussed in the appropriate areas of the Recirculated DEIR? If
not, provide an explanation for the exclusion for each item. For the appropriate items, will the information
be used in the analyses and studies? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Clarification Needed

What other means of reconciling the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Community Plans have been attempted?

The Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, Figure 5.2-3, and the Quarry Falls Specific Plan, Figure 4-16,
show a minimum of one trail between Civita and Phyllis Place Park without the roadway connection. The trail
provided by the developer can be accessed by pedestrians and bikers and will provide connectivity to the LRT
line. Can you include this schematic? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Grade

e Provide documentation for the analysis of the grade.

e (an a grading map for the roadway connection (e.g., similar to Figure 3-40, Final PEIR for the
Quarry Falls Project) be included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

e The Recirculated DEIR indicates the maximum grade is 7% (3.3.1.1). However, the Final PEIR for
the Quarry Falls Project states “A Preliminary Road Profile Evaluation for the segment of Franklin
Ridge Road to Phyllis Place has been prepared by TCB/AECOM that determined the grade of the
road would be less than 10%; a deviation from standards has been submitted and conceptually
approved by the City of San Diego for Franklin Ridge Road.” (p. 900 of 1042) Also, in the same
document the road is described as a four lane Major Street. (p. 10-39) According to the Street Design
Manual the maximum grade for a Major Street is 7%. (p. 45) Since a deviation from standards is
needed, the road connection must be greater than 7%. Additionally, the developer confirmed in May
2017 that the grade of the road from Phyllis Place to the Via Alta/Franklin Ridge intersection would
be just under 10% at the steepest section. Explain the discrepancy in maximum grade analysis.

e Discuss the grade of the roadway connection as it pertains to ADA requirements.

Executive Summary

Refer to the appropriate sections of this letter for comments that would relate to the Executive Summary.
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Objectives

The General Plan and Community Plan Amendment Manual states that “To capture both the list of issues
presented to the decision maker as well as those raised in the public hearing discussion, a resolution is
prepared to record direction given.” (p. 5) City Council Resolution 304297 (October 2008) directed staff to
analyze the following issues:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road connection.

2. Whether the road connection could serve as an emergency evacuation route.

3. Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only.

4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would be improved by the street connection

Why weren’t these objectives, as directed by the City Council, used in the studies and analyses?

Will the above information be added to the appropriate sections of the Recirculated DEIR? If not,

provide an explanation for the exclusion.

What portions of the Recirculated DEIR address the four charged issues identified in the Resolution?

The objectives that are being used for this Recirculated DEIR are different than the ones used in the DPEIR.
These are the ones with substantive changes:

DPEIR

Recirculated DEIR

Change

Resolve the inconsistency between the
Serra Mesa Community Plan and Mission
Valley Community Plan as it pertains to a

Resolve the inconsistency between
the Mission Valley Community
Plan and the Serra Mesa

Multi-modal
linkage from
Friars Road

developing interconnectivity between
communities.

connection from Mission Valley to Phyllis | Community Plan by providing a replaces
Place in Serra Mesa. multi-modal linkage from Friars connection from
Road in Mission Valley to Phyllis | Mission Valley
Place in Serra Mesa.
Amend the Serra Mesa Community Plan to | Improve local mobility in the Local mobility
include a street connection from the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley replaces overall
existing Phyllis Place Road into Mission planning areas. circulation
Valley, that if developed in the future, network
could:
e Improve the overall circulation
network in the Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley planning areas.
e Implement the General Plan and Deleted from the
Bicycle Master Plan as they pertain to Recirculated DEIR

Why were changes made to the objectives?

The following objectives weren’t listed in City Council Resolution 304297 (October 2008):

e Resolve the inconsistency between the Mission Valley Community Plan and the Serra Mesa
Community Plan by providing a multi-modal linkage from Friars Road in Mission Valley to

Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa.

e Improve local mobility in the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas.
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e Alleviate traffic congestion and improve navigational efficiency to and from local freeway on- and
off-ramps for the surrounding areas.

e Improve emergency access and evacuation route options between the Serra Mesa and Mission
G-16 Valley planning areas.

(cont'd). e Provide a safe and efficient street design for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians that minimizes
environmental and neighborhood impacts.

What is the source for the objectives not stated in the Resolution? Will the source for the objectives be
added? If the source isn’t added, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Provide a concise description of the justification for the project.

NOP and Scoping Meeting

The General Plan and Community Plan Amendment Manual, Appendix D, List of Possible Issues, states
G-17 “Note: this list includes issues that have been previously analyzed in plan amendments, however any issue
identified by staff, the public, or a decision maker should be analyzed as well.” Why weren’t the following
items, excerpted and quoted, from letters that were submitted by the community mentioned, discussed and/or
studied in the Recirculated DEIR?

Project Description: “Since there will be emergency access at Kaplan Drive and pedestrian and bicycle
G-18 access whether or not the road connection is built, how will a study be conducted? What will be the
criteria for analyzing and evaluating improvement?”

Aesthetics: “Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
This has been marked as Less Than Significant Impact. Without the road connection there would be a
G-19 contiguous park. How would a “four lane major artery” with its traffic and noise not have a significant
impact on the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings?”

Air Quality: “What is the grade for the road connection?” “Will it impact the Senior Housing located at
G-20 San Diego First Assembly of God?” “What is the anticipated amount of time for queuing during peak
traffic times?” “How much pollution is expected during this time?”

Hazards and Hazardous Wastes:

“The discussion mentions Faith Community School but it doesn’t mention the Senior Housing at San
Diego First Assembly. What would be the potential health risks for the Senior Housing which is not
separated by a buffer and includes a vulnerable population?”

G-21

“The discussion doesn’t mention the emergency connection at Kaplan Drive that is included in the
Civita Development. What benefits and impacts will the Kaplan Drive emergency connection
provide? If the road connection were not there, how much extra time is needed to access this
connection?”

Public Services:

G-22 “The discussion doesn’t include the Kaplan Drive emergency connection. What benefits and impact
will the Kaplan Drive emergency connection provide?”
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Land Use

According to the Significance Determination Thresholds land use compatibility impacts may be significant if
the project would result in “Development or conversion of general plan or community plan designated open
G-23 space...” (p. 46) Will the Franklin Ridge Road connection traverse through open space? Or will the additional
space that’s needed for the park if it is split in two and/or the widening of Phyllis Place require open space
land? If affirmative, discuss the significant impact on land use.

The DPEIR referenced consistency with the bicycling goals in the Mobility Element including “A safe and
comprehensive local and regional bikeway network”. This Recirculated DEIR doesn’t include the following
policy, “Develop a bikeway network that is continuous, closes gaps in the existing system, improves safety,
G-24 and serves important destinations.” (Policy ME-F.2.a) Since the roadway connection will create an unsafe
situation for vehicles entering and exiting the City View Church driveway and bicycle lanes would be
removed if at least six of the mitigations were implemented, discuss the consistency of the roadway
connection with this policy. (Note: Since not all of the mitigations are described in detail, it’s hard to
determine the exact number of mitigations that would require removal of bike lanes for implementation.)

What criteria was used to determine the project’s consistency with the City of San Diego 2008 General Plan
G-25
(refer to Table 5.1-1)?

Listed below are the comments to Table 5.1-1, Proposed Project’s Consistency with the City of San Diego
G-26 2008 General Plan. The list identifies the items and the appropriate section of the General Plan. Will each of
these items be included in the table? Will questions be answered and explanations provided? If not, provide
an explanation for the exclusion of any item.

e The Mission Valley Community Plan in the Sand and Gravel Re-use Development section (p. 56)

states “Streets serving new development should be connected to the road network and not to major
G-27 streets serving residential areas in the mesas.” Why isn’t this statement mentioned? (Policy LU-C.1.c;
Policy LU-D.3; Policy LU-D.12)

e “Franklin Ridge Road should be constructed as a north-south two-lane collector street through Quarry
Falls. Class II bike lanes should be provide on both sides of the street. Parking should not be
allowed.” (Mission Valley Community Plan, p. 81) The Franklin Ridge Road connection, which

G-28 would partially run through Civita, is proposed as four lanes and not two lanes, and would be

inconsistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan. (Policy LU-C.1.c; Policy LU-D.3; Policy LU-

D.12)

e “Development oriented towards the Valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor should not
G-29 extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (Mission Valley Community Plan, p. 124) The road

- would extend above the 150-foot elevation contour. (Policy LU-C.1.c; Policy LU-D.3; Policy LU-
D.12)

e Mission Center Road is a direct connection from Murray Ridge Road in Serra Mesa to Friars in
G-30 Mission Valley. (Policy LU-C.2.f; D. Plan Amendment Process Goal 1; Environmental Justice Goal
1; Policy LU-1.11; C. Street and Freeway System Goal I; Policy UD-A.2; Policy UD-B.5; Policy UD-
C.6)

G-31 e Two linkages from Serra Mesa to Mission Valley exist — Mission Center Road and Mission Village
Drive. (C. Street and Freeway System Goal II)

e The traffic studies describe an increase in traffic congestion in Serra Mesa. (Policy LU-C.5.c; C.

Street and Freeway System Goal III; Policy ME-C.1; C. Street and Freeway System Goal I) Explain
G-32 how the increase in traffic congestion meets the goal of “Vehicle congestion relief”. (C Street and
Freeway System Goal III)
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G-33

G-34

G-35

G-36

G-37

G-38

G-39

G-40

The primary purpose for the roadway connection, a collector road, is access to I-805. Provide an
explanation for how this meets the ME goal of “Safe and efficient street design that minimizes
environmental and neighborhood impacts” and ME-C.3 regarding “choice of routes to neighborhood
destinations” and “designed to control traffic volumes”.

The developer will provide a minimum of one trail connection between Serra Mesa and Civita in
Mission Valley for pedestrians and bikers. (Policy LU-H.6; A. Walkable Community Goal II; A.
Walkable Community Goal III; A. Walkable Community Goal IV; A. Walkable Community Goal IV;
Policy ME-A.6; C. Street and Freeway System Goal I; F. Bicycling Goal; Policy UD-A.2; Policy UD-
B.5; Policy UD-C.6; Policy UD-C.7)

Emergency access via Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa which is located adjacent to Civita housing exists.
Why wasn’t this considered in the Recirculated DEIR? (C. Street and Freeway System Goal I)

The completed emergency access and sidewalks at Kaplan Drive provides for bicycle and pedestrian
access. Why wasn’t this considered in this Recirculated DEIR? (Policy LU-H.6; A. Walkable
Community Goal II; A. Walkable Community Goal III; A. Walkable Community Goal IV; A.
Walkable Community Goal IV; Policy ME-A.6; C. Street and Freeway System Goal [; F. Bicycling
Goal; Policy UD-A.2; Policy UD-B.5; Policy UD-C.6; Policy UD-C.7; 1)

Two park designs (one with the roadway connection and one without the roadway connection) for
Phyllis Place Park have gone through the design approval process and the Park Development
Agreement, p. 2, requires construction of the park.

o “The proposed project would somewhat divide the park by placing a roadway in between the
two portions of it.” (5.1.4.1) Phyllis Place Park will definitely be split into two with the
project. It’s only logical that there would be more safety issues (e.g., children playing ball,
flying a kite, etc.). Describe the potential for safety issues. (A. Walkable Community Goal IT)

o Splitting a park into two with a roadway connection will impact the park aesthetically. Why
wasn’t this discussed as an impact since the view of the roadway connection from the eastern
park portion will be visible on two sides? (Policy UD-C.7)

What is the maximum grade of the roadway connection?

o  Will this grade impact “grading plans to provide convenient and accessible pedestrian
connections”? (Policy ME-A.6)

o Is this grade superior for emergency access compared to Kaplan Drive? (Street Design
Manual)

o What are the impacts of this grade on ADA requirements? (Street Design Manual)
o Is this grade suitable for mass transportation? (Street Design Manual)

o Discuss traffic waiting times and if stopping and starting on such a grade is feasible for mass
transportation? (CE-31-32; LU-1.14)

o Discuss the grade of the roadway connection and the impact a roadway connection will have
on the divided Phyllis Place Park (Policy UD-B.5)

Would a trail accessible to bikers be safer than the Class II bike lanes on the Franklin Ridge Road
connection? (F. Bicycling Goal)

The roadway connection is not a transportation improvement for the existing Serra Mesa development
adjacent to the Civita development. It would not provide improved access times to increase or provide
benefit for the walking community. (Policy ME-K.4)
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Explain how the proposed project would maximize the public viewshed of Mission Valley, as seen
from Serra Mesa when the approved Phyllis Place Park is constructed. (Policy UD-C.6)

Explain how the roadway connection would reduce congestion when the traffic studies indicate more
congestion in Serra Mesa. (Policy ME-C.2)

“Design new connections, and remove any barriers to pedestrian and bicycle circulation in order to
enable people to walk or bike, rather than drive, to neighboring destinations.” (Policy UD-C.6)

Explain how the roadway connection, which would increase ADTs from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540
(2035) on Phyllis Place would meet the goal of “Minimal excessive motor vehicle noise on residential
and other noise-sensitive land uses.” Also, it’s stated that the “City can, however, influence daily
traffic volumes and reduce peak-hour traffic by promoting alternative transportation modes.”
(Citations from p. NE-9,Noise Element)

Describe the transit services that would become “more readily available” (5.2.7.3) to those living in
the community of Serra Mesa. Bus service is available on Murray Ridge Road and trolley access is
available via Mission Center Road. The majority of Serra Mesa residents live closer to Mission
Center Road, so traveling further to Phyllis Place would be less convenient. (Proposed Project column
for Policy LU-L.11)

The Street Design Manual contains guidelines for street design. The streets described in this manual
don’t seem to fit the roadway connection — number of lanes, ADTs, and grade. Discuss how the
design will meet the Street Design Manual guidelines. If the roadway won’t meet the guidelines,
discuss the required deviations. Note: Deviations for this roadway connection are mentioned in City
Council Resolution 304295, p. 15 of 28 (October 2008).

The Mobility Element of the General Plan discusses street design. Discuss the pedestrian barrier to
the segmented park that the four lane roadway will create. (ME-C.3)

These statements are extracted from the Mobility Element: “Design roadways and road improvements
to enhance and maintain neighborhood character”; “Avoid or minimize disturbances to natural
landforms”; “Emphasize aesthetics and noise reduction in the design, improvement, and operation of
streets and highways”. Discuss the roadway connection in relation to the above policies. (ME-C.6)

A goal of the Transportation Demand Management section in the Mobility Element is “Improved
performance and efficiency of the street and freeway system, by means other than roadway widening
or construction.” Discuss the reasons for supporting construction of a roadway and mitigations
requiring widening of streets rather than working on improving performance and efficiency of the
existing Mission Valley streets and SR-163.

Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, Statement of Overriding Considerations (p. 109) — “Quarry
Falls is consistent with the General Plan which implements the City of Villages Strategy of focusing
growth into pedestrian friendly mixed-use activity centers with connections to the regional transit
system.” The emphasis in Civita has been on walkability. How does a roadway connection increasing
traffic on local streets in Civita fit the City of Villages Strategy?

Listed below are the comments to Table 5.1-2, Proposed Project’s Consistency with the Serra Mesa
Community Plan (SMCP). Will each of these items be included in the table? If not, provide an explanation for
the exclusion of an item.

Retain the residential character of Serra Mesa. A roadway connection which will increase the ADTs
from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (2035) impacts the residential character. (Plan Elements, p. 5 of
SMCP)
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Splitting a park into two with a roadway connection will impact the landscape and hillside. (Proposal
Street and Highways, p. 41 of SMCP)

Emergency access via Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa which is located adjacent to Civita housing exists.
(Proposal — Fire Protection, p. 25 of SMCP)

The completed emergency access and sidewalks at Kaplan Drive provides for bicycle and pedestrian
access. (Parks & Recreation Element Goals, p. 18 of SMCP)

The developer will provide a minimum of one trail between Phyllis Place Park in Serra Mesa and
Civita in Mission Valley for pedestrians and bikers. (Proposal — Bicycles Routes, p. 42 of SMCP;
Parks & Recreation Element Goals, p. 18 of SMCP)

“To provide a safe, balanced, efficient transportation system with minimal adverse environmental
effects.” The roadway connection will adversely impact the environment. (Transportation Element —
Goals, p. 41 of SMCP)

Phyllis Place Road is required to be widened. This conflicts with “Street widening and other
improvements should be minimized...” (Transportation Element — Proposals Streets and Highways,
p. 41 of SMCP)

Two park designs (one with the roadway connection and one without the roadway connection) for
Phyllis Place Park have gone through the design approval process and the Park Development
Agreement, p. 2, requires construction of the park.

o Splitting a park into two with a roadway connection could create a safety issue. (Objective —
Physical Environment-Urban Design, p. 50 of SMCP)

o Splitting a park into two with a roadway connection will impact the park aesthetically.
(Objective — Physical Environment-Urban Design, p. 50 of SMCP)

Will the roadway connection traverse through open space? Or will the additional space that’s needed
for the park if it’s split in two or the Phyllis Place widening mitigation require open space land? If
affirmative, explain how this would meet the goal that “Open space should be preserved.”
(Environmental Management Element, p. 48 or SMCP)

An objective is “To designate Multiple Species Conservation areas, canyons and hillside for
preservation as open space and for strictly controlled utilization for the enjoyment of this generation
and in perpetuity.” Also, listed in the Proposals is “Steep hillsides and canyons should be protected
and preserved in a natural state. Where development is permitted, very low-density urbanization
should occur. Natural features should be enhanced and areas of high scenic value and environmental
sensitivity conserved. This proposal can be implemented with steep hillside guidelines, open space
zones and PRD which is in character with the surrounding neighborhood.” Explain how a roadway
connection meets the objective and proposal of the community plan. (Environmental Management
Element, p. 48 of SMCP)
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5.2 Transportation/Circulation and Parking

Data

Data Collection

The Notice of Preparation meeting was held in February 2012. True Count conducted event counts
for intersections in May 2012, November 2012 and in May 2013. MetroCount Traffic Executive
conducted the segment count in June 2011 (prior to the NOP). Pacific Technical Data prepared the
intersection turning movement counts in May-June 2013. Katz, Okitsu & Associates conducted the
peak hour intersection and arterial analysis in April 2012. Koa Corporation confirmed the data in
2013 and prepared the Traffic Impact Study in 2015 for the 2016 PEIR. Chen Ryan is the preparer for
this 2017 Recirculated DEIR. Given that there have been multiple consulting companies involved in
the data collection and analysis and actual counts are based on either 2011, 2012, or 2013 data,
discuss the validity of this Traffic Impact Study.

The Traffic Impact Study Manual states that “The count data used in traffic impact studies should be
no more than two years old. If recent traffic data is not available from the City, current counts must be
made by the consultant.” (p. 10) Discuss this guideline in relationship to the count data that was
collected more than two years ago. If the data is deemed “too old”, will a new study be conducted and
this Recirculated DEIR updated to reflect the new data?

Describe the procedure used to determine the near-term data.
o Is the near-term data for intersections based on the data collected in 2011 and/or 2013?

o Ifthe near-term data for intersections is based on the 2011 data, were projects developed after
2011 included in the analysis? If so, provide the name and size of these developments.

These questions are appropriate if data collected in 2011 and/or 2013 was used as a basis for the near-
term data.

o Were the traffic studies in 2011 and 2013 conducted when school was in session?
o Were they conducted at the same period of time of the day and on the same day of the week?
o What method was used for traffic volume count?

o Why weren’t other methods selected, e.g., automatic method which could provide 24 hours of
the day and all days of the week recording at multiple locations? Would this type of study
provide better data for long term projections?

If there is inconsistency in the study conditions between the two sets of studies, is the data valid?
If yes, provide an explanation for validity. If no, will the study be redone?

Near-Term 2017 baseline traffic conditions inaccurate and incomplete: The Traffic Impact Study
includes traffic volumes in 3 scenarios: Existing Conditions 2013, Near-Term 2017, and Long-Term
2035. The study uses the comparison of Near-Term Baseline with No Project and Near-Term with
Project to identify significant traffic impacts. While the data for 2013 Existing Conditions were
obtained through machine data collected in the field in 2011 and 2013 (Appendix C, 2017 Traffic
Impact Study, Chapter 3, Section Existing Traffic Volumes), the data for the 2017 Near-Term
conditions was estimated. The estimation was done with a SANDAG computerized travel forecast
model. “City Staff also accounted for all known and proposed development projects that were not
otherwise accounted for in the model that would affect the study area ... Poor model performance in
the base year when compared to existing counts resulted in spot adjustments throughout the study
area in both the “With” and “Without Project” scenarios.” (Appendix C, 2015 Traffic Impact Study,
Chapter 4, p. 24).
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o Why should any results of this model be trusted if the model already showed obvious poor
performance in some predictions that required post-model adjustments? How can one affirm
that the model predictions that are not obviously wrong are accurate?

o What were the known and proposed development projects that were included in the model?

o Are there any projects that weren’t included?

Near-Term 2017 baseline traffic conditions inaccurate: The Recirculated DEIR states “It is possible
the project would not be built for some time and by using near-term conditions rather than existing
conditions, the analysis better predicts what the conditions would be like into the future at a point
when the project may be implemented.” (Recirculated DEIR, 5.2) There are multiple major
developments planned for the area (refer to Recirculated DEIR, Table 6.1) that can significantly
impact the amount of traffic in Mission Valley, how can the report estimate a baseline into the future
when traffic conditions are rapidly changing and authors don’t know when the road would be built?

Appendix C Traffic Impact Study for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway
Connection Project dated January 2017 differs from the Appendix C Franklin Ridge Road Connection
Traffic Impact Study, dated January 2015. For example, in Appendix C (2017), p. 79; and in
Appendix C (2015), refer to p. 54. Both of these tables are titled Significant Impact Comparison —
Long Term (2035) vs. Existing Conditions (2012) and have the same header and footer (except for the
page number) but some of the information on the page is different. The 2017 traffic analysis was
conducted by a different company. There isn’t any indicator on this page that this information was
changed by another company. Has any significant data been changed? Also, the first company has a
professional seal on their Traffic Impact Study. There isn’t a seal for the second company. Discuss
the significance of a seal and the lack of a seal.

How does this data compare to what was predicted for the Quarry Falls Project, Phase 1?

When the data was collected for the Traffic Impact Study did it consider the activities of City View
Church? If not, will they be included? If no, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Was the future school on Via Alta considered in the studies and analyses? Children will be crossing
the roadway with close to 35,000 cars per day. What will be the impacts? How will impacts be
avoided?

Methods and Assumptions —

o Phase 1 of SR-163 and Friars Road Interchange Project is scheduled for construction in 2017.
SR-163 provides access to [-805 and is promoted on the City’s website as “This project will
alleviate some of the severe traffic delays along Friars Road due to new development in
Mission Valley.” Will this information be added and studied? If not, provide an explanation
for why SR-163 with the improvements wasn’t studied or discussed.

o “...the cumulative impact analysis evaluates the long-term cumulative impacts projected to
occur when the Serra Mesa Community Plan reaches full planned buildout, which is
anticipated to occur by the year 2035.” (5.2-18) Serra Mesa is impacted by all of the
development in Mission Valley. What would be the results if the cumulative impact analysis
included the long-term cumulative impacts projected to occur when the Mission Valley
Community Plan reaches full planned buildout?

Why wasn’t the intersection of Mission Center Road and Sevan (located in Serra Mesa) included in
the Traffic Impact Study? This intersection is the entrance into the Hye Park condominium complex,
which includes no protected left turns from Sevan Court to Mission Center and no protected left turns
from Mission Center to Sevan Court. There is no traffic signal at this intersection for turning during
peak traffic hours. Will this intersection and the traffic impacts be studied and added to the traffic
analysis? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.
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The freeway off-ramps weren’t analyzed in the Traffic Impact Study. Provide an explanation for their
exclusion.

Sandrock Road became a two lane collector with a continuous center lane in 2014. Do the near-term
conditions account for the change of Sandrock from four to two lanes? If not, will the analysis be
revised? If it won’t be revised, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Broadstone Corsair, a 360 unit multifamily housing project, located at the corner of Aero and
Sandrock, opened in 2015. Was the traffic from this project factored into near-term and long term
conditions? If not, will the analysis be revised? If it won’t be revised, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

The previous DPEIR included the roadway segment of Friars Road between River Run and Fenton
Parkway. Explain why this segment has been removed from this Recirculated DEIR. (5.2.1.1)

Civita has constructed over 1,600 units. Was an assessment or survey made of the traffic patterns and
activity of residents within Civita? If yes, what were the results? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

Traffic generated by events at Qualcomm Stadium during event time wasn’t included in the studies.
Will it be included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

The Aquatera Drive to Murray Ridge Road segment of Mission Center Road is listed as a 2-lane
Collector with no fronting property. Hye Park is a 103 unit condominium complex facing Mission
Center Road at Sevan Court between Aquatera and Murray Ridge. Will the information on the table
and everywhere else be corrected? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

In Appendix G of Appendix C Traffic Impact Study, there are charts labeled “51:Via Alta &” but
there aren’t any charts labeled with “Via Alta & Franklin” for 2035 with/Project. Where is the data
that has been used for the analysis of Via Alta & Franklin?

Were the improvements/mitigations that are required for the approved Mission Valley projects
included in the traffic analysis? If not, what would be the impact of these improvements/mitigations
on the traffic analysis?

This Traffic Impact Study has not studied as many road segments and intersections as in Final PEIR
for the Quarry Falls Project, which studied the road connection as an alternative at that time. Provide
an explanation for the difference in limiting the road study perimeters.

Data Analysis

Do the delays at the I-805 NB and SB ramps (PM) mean there will be queuing that will extend into
the residential streets? Will queuing be discussed? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion?

[-805 NB Ramp

o The ramp meter data on Table 5.2-18 doesn’t include Murray Ridge 1-805 NB Ramp (PM).
However, it includes the I-805 SB Ramp (PM) 31 minutes delay In the KOA Corporation
study the I-805 NB Ramp (PM) is displayed as 43 minutes delay. Explain why this data
wasn’t included in the analysis.

o Table 7-4, Appendix C, Long-Term (2035) with the Connection — The data for I-805 NB
ramp at Murray Ridge Road shows 43 minutes of delay (PM) and the I-805 SB ramp at
Murray Ridge Road shows 31 minutes of delay (PM). Currently, in the PM there is a bigger
delay at the SB ramp rather than the NB ramp. Provide an explanation.
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For intersections with connection long-term “Franklin Ridge Road/Phyllis Place — LOS F (PM)”
stated on page 60 of the KOA Corporation Traffic Impact Study contradicts Table 4-2 of the Chen
Ryan study which indicates the LOS is B. Explain the contradiction.

Inaccurate LOS in Table 5.2-8: According to Table 5.2-7 any V/C in the 0.9-1.00 range is designated
LOS E (unacceptable). However, Table 5.2-8 cites LOS D (acceptable) on 3 of those entries: (1)
Mesa College Dr on-ramp to SR-163 AM, V/C=0.916, (2) SR-163 to Mesa College Dr on-ramp PM,
V/C =0.909 and (3) Murray Ridge Rd to I-8 PM, V/C = 0.903. While this LOS table is used only as a
reference other LOS tables are not. Will this and similar mistakes in all LOS tables be corrected?

Inaccurate LOS in Table 5.2.10: Phyllis Place between Abbotshill Road and Franklin Ridge Road is
shown as LOS A in the Near-Term with Project, but it should be LOS F. Residents leaving the
Abbotshill area will drive this segment and meet the next segment (Phyllis Place between Franklin
Ridge Road and I-805 SB ramp) that has LOS F. With the next segment being congested cars will
start lining up west on Phyllis Place back into the Abbotshill area, so Phyllis Place between
Abbotshill Road and Franklin Ridge Road will effectively become an LOS F. Since Phyllis Place is
the only road to exit the Abbottshill area, this creates a significant traffic hazard for that
neighborhood. Will the LOS of Phyllis P1 between Abbotshill Rd and Franklin Ridge Rd be adjusted
to show the actual expected level of service? If not, provide an explanation.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the DEIR states that the proposed intersection will be a signalized intersection.
What is omitted is if the signal will have a pedestrian capability. It might be assumed that it does
since it has crosswalks. The addition of crosswalk signaling on the traffic flow is not analyzed
although it seems to be implied. The distance between the proposed intersection with Phyllis Place
and the signal light at the I-805 SB ramp (the west end of the bridge) is about 650 feet. This distance
is less than the worst case queue length of 3,112 feet as listed in Table 5.2-12. This can effectively
lock out Phyllis Place residents from getting on to the 1-805 SB ramp unless the lights are
synchronized and there is a "No Right Turn on Red" implemented at the light to prevent keeping the
queue full from cars coming up through the Franklin Ridge Rd connector. Will this be addressed in
the traffic analysis? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion?

[Vehicles Miles Traveled Data (VMT)

Project Influence Area

o Explain how Traffic Analysis Zones are determined. Is the increase or decrease in ADTs on
freeway mainline segments, roadway segments, and/or freeway ramps considered?

o According to Appendix H (p. 3 of 8) SANDAG Series 12 ADT was used to determine the
project influence area by comparing the Year 2035 with Project conditions to Year 2035
without Project conditions. Incorrect information in the SANDAG Series 12 Data, Forecast
Year 2035 at the Transportation Forecast Information Center includes:

= Sandrock Road is classified as 4 lanes but was restriped as two lanes.
= Murray Ridge Road is classified as 4 lanes but was restriped as two lanes.
= Franklin Ridge Road south of the Via Alta/Franklin Ridge intersection isn’t included.

= Franklin Ridge Road segment between Phyllis Place and Via Alta (street name is
misidentified as Murray Ridge), which isn’t approved, is shown; inclusion of a road
can’t be based on information from a community plan because the extension of
Tierrasanta Boulevard (shown in their community plan) isn’t shown on the map.

Why does SANDAG have inaccurate information? Explain why the unapproved Franklin
Ridge roadway connection has been included in the data, but not the Franklin Ridge
Road section from the Via Alta intersection to Civita Boulevard?
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Was the above inaccurate information used for the VMT analysis? If affirmative, what
would be the impact of the corrected information on the VMT analysis?

If it includes roadway segments, the project influence area doesn’t include all of the roadway
segments in Serra Mesa which would increase or decrease by more than 500 ADTs that are
identified in the Traffic Impact Study.

= Explain the inconsistency in the data.

= Will the VMT study be rerun to include the excluded roadway segments and the
evaluation included in this Recirculated DEIR? If not, why not?

The Project Influence Area doesn’t include the same area that was studied in the Traffic
Impact Study (e.g., excluded Qualcomm Stadium area). Discuss the inconsistency between
the data used for the Traffic Impact Study and the data used for the VMT study.

Table 1 (Appendix H)

(¢]

Data is provided for 2013, Near Term (2017), and Long Term (2035). How was the data
obtained for 2013, 2017, and 2035?

If the 2013 data was used for a baseline, does the 2017 data include the development that has
occurred since 2013?

If the 2013 data was used for a baseline, does the 2035 include all of the proposed and/or
approved Mission Valley developments?

The Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, “Building new roadways, adding roadway capacity in congested areas, or adding roadway
capacity to areas where congestion is expected in the future, typically induces additional vehicle
travel. For the types of projects indicated previously as likely to lead to additional vehicle travel, an
estimate should be made of the change in VMT resulting from the project.” (p. 111.32, emphasis

added)

o

Based on the above, why does the Recirculated DEIR suggest that the proposed road
connection will decrease VMT from its baseline level?

What was the basis for the “Baseline” VMT fed into the CARB’s EMFAC model output as
shown by Table 5.10-4 in the Recirculated DEIR? What relevance does that number have to
the known VMT levels in the regions affected by the proposed road connection?

On what basis -- other than the programming of the EMFAC model -- is the proposed road
connection expected to reduce (rather than increase) VMT in affected regions? What verified
and validated estimates of either baseline VMT or expected extent of changes in VMT (if
any) are available?

Induced VMT

Proposed project contradicts Senate Bill No. 743: The project’s new road and the mitigations
proposed in this Recirculated DEIR will only partially help traffic flow in the short term. “Ironically,
even “congestion relief” projects (i.e., bigger roadways) may only help traffic flow in the short term.
In the long term they attract more and more drivers (i.e., induced demand), leading not only to
increased air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, but also to a return to congested conditions.”
(Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines, Senate Bill No. 743, p. 5)

Discuss the contradiction between Senate Bill No. 743 and the roadway connection.

Discuss how the roadway connection will provide a sustainable solution to the traffic issues
currently suffered by Mission Valley and additionally new ones in Serra Mesa.
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The Recirculated DEIR states “By providing a new roadway connection, the project may affect future
vehicle circulation on local roadways and freeways, as motor vehicle would reroute their future trips
based on the new roadway connection. As such, the new roadway connection would introduce new
trips to the project area that currently use an alternative route, thereby affecting, and potentially
reducing, traffic volumes on existing surrounding roadways.” (5.10.3.2)

Serra Mesa is known as a pass through community — people use Serra Mesa roadways to reach other

areas (e.g., Kearny Mesa, 1-805, Mission Valley). Here are a few examples:

G-91 o Since there isn’t access to [-805 N from the hospital complex in the Birdland area, there are
employees who travel on [-805 S, exit at Murray Ridge, go across the bridge on Phyllis Place
in Serra Mesa, and access 1-805 N.

o People employed at the state building on Metropolitan Drive in Mission Valley access I-805
via Mission Center Road, Murray Ridge Road, and Phyllis Place or I-15 or Kearny Mesa via
Mission Center Road, Murray Ridge Road, and other local streets (multiple routes available).

o People traveling to stadium events use [-805, exit Murray Ridge, and travel the other local
streets (multiple routes available) in Serra Mesa to reach the stadium.

o To avoid Friars Road congestion people travel Mission Center Road and the local streets in
Serra Mesa to reach their destination (e.g., [-805, Kearny Mesa, I-15, Tierrasanta, etc.).

The Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA states that

o “With lower travel times, the modified facility becomes more attractive to travelers, resulting
in the following trip-making changes, which have implications for total VMT...” (p. II1:28)
The changes which are applicable to the roadway connection include longer trips and route
changes. Refer to the Texas Street example under Impacts in this letter.

o “Induced VMT has the potential to reduce or eliminate congestion relief benefits, increase
VMT, and increase other environmental impacts that results from vehicle travel.” (p. I11:34)

The roadway connection could potentially result in Induced VMT. Refer to Appendix H: E/E VMT
wasn’t included in the total VMT.

G-92 Discuss the impact on VMT if vehicles drive north from Mission Valley via the Franklin Ridge
roadway connection to access I-805 SB. Will these vehicles add more miles to their trip than without
a roadway connection?

In relationship to the discussion in this VMT section:
o Does E/E VMT refer to Induced VMT?
o Ifnot, was an analysis made of Induced VMT?
o If affirmative, what method was used?

o If not, what would the result be if induced VMT were included?

o Considering the discussion and evidence for including Induced VMT, will it be included in
this Recirculated DEIR? If it won’t be included, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Mitigations

The statements in this section use the phrase “shall be”. If this document is certified by the City Council, will
G-93 the description of the road changes that occur after the phrase “shall be” be required to be implemented? If
not, will a clarifying statement be included that describes the process for implementation?
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These mitigations have for the most part the same description: MM-TRAF-1 and 9; 2 and 10; 3 and 11; 4 and
12; 5 and 15; 6 and 16. Why are there different mitigation designations for the same mitigation description?
It’s confusing!

MM-TRAF-1 and MM-TRAF-9, Murray Ridge Road from Mission Center Road to Pinecrest Avenue, was
addressed and resolved in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, certified by the City Council. Explain
why it’s appropriate to reintroduce this mitigation.

In 5.2.4.3 and 6.3.2.5 the mitigation for MM-TRAF-3, Phyllis Place from Franklin Ridge to I-805 SB ramps,
states Phyllis Place shall be widened. This differs from the statement MM-TRAF-11, Phyllis Place from
Franklin Ridge to I-805 SB ramps, which states that Phyllis Place shall be reconfigured. There’s a
contradiction. Which is the correct statement? If reconfigured is being proposed, discuss the width of the
road.

MM-TRAF-4 and MM-TRAF-12 indicates that “Phyllis Place shall be restriped from I-805 SB ramps to I-
805 NB ramps to accommodate a total of five lanes. The new classification for this segment of Phyllis Place
will be a four-lane Collector.” (p. 5.2-27 and p. 5.2-40, respectively) However in the Executive Summary
section MM-TRAF-4 and MM-TRAF-12 are each classified as a Major Arterial (p. S-6 and S-9,
respectively). Will the discrepancy be corrected?

MM-TRAF-5 and MM-TRAF-15 lack a specific description of the proposed restriping and widening of the
NB on-ramp approach. Provide a detailed description.

MM-TRAF-6 and MM-TRAF-16 lack a specific description of the widening of approaches. Provide a
detailed description of the SB ramps.

Table 10-8 in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, Transportation Phasing Plan With Phyllis Place
Road Connection:

e  Which mitigation(s) in the Recirculated DEIR are ones that are not listed in Table 10-8?

e  Are there mitigations listed in Table 10-8 but not considered in the Recirculated DEIR that would
impact traffic congestion? Were these traffic improvements considered in the traffic impact analysis?
If not, provide an explanation for not including them in the analysis.

Table 11-1 in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, Transportation Phasing Plan (without roadway
connection):

e  Which mitigations won’t be completed and/or be the responsibility of the developer if the roadway
connection is approved?

e When the traffic analysis was conducted did it include the identified mitigations that won’t be
completed and/or be the responsibility of the developer? If it included them, what would be the
impact on the analysis if they were excluded?

Impacts

G-101

G-102

The City Council Resolution 304295 (October 2008) for the Quarry Falls Project includes this statement:
“Encourage the use of public transit modes to reduce dependency on the automobile.” (p. 3 of 28) How does
a roadway connection whose main purpose is to provide access to I-805 fulfill the finding to reduce
dependency on the automobile?

The statement is made that ““...and provide for a more efficient, integrated circulation network for Serra
Mesa and Mission Valley, that would improve access in the area.”
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e [tisn’t mentioned that Mission Center Road provides a direct link with Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley. Will that statement be added? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

e The studies indicate that there will be added traffic in Serra Mesa. Explain how efficiency and
accessibility would improve with the added traffic.

e This Recirculated DEIR has identified traffic impacts during peak hours that will essentially divide
the community by making it very difficult for residents of the Phyllis Place area to easily access other
parts of Serra Mesa. Will this impact be discussed? If not, include an explanation for the exclusion.

Surrounding Serra Mesa streets will be impacted when there’s traffic congestion. Alternative routes weren’t
studied: Raejean and Greyling Drive for Murray Ridge Road and Afton for Sandrock. Will an analysis be
conducted and included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

The data indicates with the roadway project that the delay at the Mission Center/Murray Ridge intersection
will improve and the ADTs for the segment of Mission Center Road from Aquatera Driveway to Murray
Ridge will decrease (the LOS remains F without and with the project). The data didn’t consider the required
improvement to Mission Center Road from I-805 to Murry Ridge Road that’s described in the Final PEIR for
the Quarry Falls Project, Transportation Phasing Plan (p. 11-5), if the roadway connection is not approved.

e In the Recirculated DEIR it’s indicated that the mitigation measure to widen Mission Center Road
from Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road is unlikely and the impact considered significant and
unavoidable. Was a structural evaluation made by either a City engineer and/or by Caltrans to assess
the feasibility of the widening of the Mission Center Road in the area of the I-805 bridge? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion. If the evaluation was conducted, provide the documentation
from the engineer. The mitigation for widening Mission Center Road between the I-805 bridge and
Murray Ridge Road was not deemed unlikely in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project.

e How much MHPA area would be impacted by the widening of Mission Center Road from I-805 to
Murray Ridge? There wasn’t any discussion of an impact on MPHA for the Mission Center Road
widening in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project.

e [Ifitis feasible to widen Mission Center Road, what would be the LOS condition for the Murray
Ridge/Mission Center intersection without the roadway connection but with the improvements? If this
data isn’t included, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

The impacts of each of the mitigations have not been studied. Will mitigation impacts be studied? Here are
some examples:

e Discuss the impacts of widening the NB on-ramp (MM-TRAF-15) and the widening of the EB
approach, SB on-ramp, SB off-ramp (MM-TRAF-16).

e There isn’t any discussion on the impact of the roadway connection on existing parking spaces. A 1.3
acre park without a parking lot will be constructed next to the roadway connection and Phyllis Place.
The only available parking is street parking. The park guidelines indicate “No on-site parking, except
for disabled access.” Will the parking spaces adjacent to the park be removed? If affirmative, discuss
the parking impact, especially for disabled access.

e Bikes

o If the roadway connection is approved and implemented, existing Class II bike lanes on Serra
Mesa streets could be impacted. Will a discussion of the impact on existing Class II bike
lanes be included in this section? If it is not added, provide an explanation for its exclusion.

o There are mitigation measures that require the removal of bike lanes (e.g., Murray Ridge
Road). If any of these mitigation measures were approved, provide a discussion of
compliance with the Bicycle Master Plan.
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It’s indicated that Phyllis Place from the I-805 SB ramp to the I-805 NB ramp “shall be restriped to
accommodate a total of five lanes.” (Refer to Addendum, p. 11-12)

O

The California Log of Bridges on State Highways, p. 52 of 71, indicates that the width
(referring to out-to-out width) of the bridge is 24.4 m (80.05 feet). What is the width from
curb to curb of the bridge?

Will there be bike lanes on the bridge?

According to the City’s Street Design Manual, p.45, a four lane major street with bike lanes
and center median requires 76 foot curb-to-curb. What would be the width of 5 total lanes?
What would be the width of 5 total lanes and bicycle lanes?

The state’s Highway Design Manual indicates that “The minimum width of a bridge sidewalk
shall be 6 feet.” (p. 200-41) Will the design include 6 feet sidewalks on both sides of the
overcrossing?

Provide a diagram showing the bridge 5 lane configuration. If not, provide an explanation for
the exclusion.

Will the overcrossing meet the required state highway design manual? If not, explain any
design exceptions.

Since the bridge will be restriped to add additional lanes has an analysis been conducted to
determine the capability of the I-805 bridge to withstand the added stresses of maximum
tonnage of cars queuing and their engines vibrating on the bridge at peak times been done? If
not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Will the reconfigured road meet the City’s design standards? If there are any exceptions, what
are they?

In the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project Transportation Phasing Plan, #8b Murray
Ridge Road Bridge over I-805, it states “Prior to the issuance of any building permits for
Phase 1, the applicant shall assure by permit and bond the restriping of Murray Ridge
Road/Phyllis Place, between the northbound and southbound ramps to 1-805 ramps, to 5
lanes, satisfactory to the City Engineer.” (p. 11-4) The Murray Ridge Bridge, as viewed in the
p. 10 of the Addendum, shows 4 lanes and Civita (Quarry Falls) has been issued building
permits.

= Provide an explanation for the non-implementation of this improvement.

= Ifimplementation isn’t possible for any reason, will this item be removed as a
mitigation measure?

= Ifit is removed, discuss the impact of the removal on the analysis?

The City has embraced Vision Zero: No loss of life is acceptable. One of the focuses is
engineering safe street design.

= With the roadway connection ADTs will increase from 10,770 (existing) to 24,037
(long term) and ramps will be widened. Discuss this impact of increased traffic and
widened ramps on pedestrian safety and in relationship to Vision Zero.

= Without the roadway connection ADTs will increase from 10,770 (existing) to
14,570 (long term). Will there be less of an impact on pedestrian safety with the
connection versus without the connection?

The statement is made ““...Phyllis Place shall be widened from Franklin Ridge to I-805 SB to
accommodate 5 total lanes...” and that it would be designated as a five lane major arterial. What is a
major arterial? Is it the same thing as a primary arterial? The street design manual describes six lane
primary arterials and four lane major roads.
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o How wide is a 5 lane major arterial? Provide the physical dimensions for Phyllis Place.
Phyllis Place is not wide enough (approximately 40 feet wide) to reconfigure to 5 lanes.

o How many feet need to be added to make this a major arterial?

o Would bike lanes be added?

o Would sidewalks be added?

o Include a cross-section of the 5 lane design.

o Discuss the impacts of widening. Would widening Phyllis Place impact the approved park?

o There are two curves — one located west of the City View Church’s western driveway to the
single family residences and one located east of the City View Church’s eastern driveway to
1-805 ramps. It’s mentioned in sections 3.3.1.2 and 5.2.6.1 that there’s a “slight curve along
Phyllis Place from the I-805 ramps”. This curve is not slight. What is the radius of each of the
curves? (Refer to Addendum, p. 8)

o A roadway connection increases the ADTs on Phyllis Place to 34,540 (2035).

= This applies if Phyllis Place will be designated as a primary arterial. According to
the Street Design Manual a primary arterial is described as “A street that primarily
provides a network connecting vehicles and transit to other primary arterials and to
the freeway system. It carries heavy vehicular movement while providing low
pedestrian movement and moderate bicycle and transit movement. It has a raised
center median, bicycle lanes, street trees, traffic safety street lighting, sidewalks, and
no access from abutting property.” (p. 126) Also, it’s stated that “Should a lot have
frontage only on a primary arterial, driveway access limited only to right turns in
and out will be permitted at locations and under conditions specified by the City
Engineer and may require an additional lane. (p. 122)

e Ifcither bike lanes or sidewalks aren’t being added to Phyllis Place, discuss
how this mitigation would fulfill the project objectives and meet the
description of a primary arterial?

e City View Church is an abutting property with access. Discuss the
contradiction with the description of a primary arterial.

e Will vehicles exiting City View Church be required to make a right turn
only? If so, this will greatly impact the residential area located west of
Phyllis Place unless the vehicles are allowed to make a U-turn at the
Franklin Ridge/Phyllis Place intersection.

o Discuss this mitigation in regards to meeting the project objectives:

= “Provide a safe and efficient street design for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians
that minimizes environmental and neighborhood impacts.” Given the blind curve
and downhill travel of westbound vehicles from the I-805 southbound off-ramp,
discuss how a safe transportation system will be created on Phyllis Place when the
ADTs increase from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (2035).

= [fbike lanes and sidewalks are not being included, provide a discussion regarding
“Improve local mobility...”

“...the proposed project would have the potential to result in a safety hazard for vehicles entering or
exiting the City View Church, as sight distance from the driveway to the intersection would likely not
be sufficient.” (5.2.6.1) In reference to MM-TRAF-19, relocating the City View Church driveway,
“...this analysis assumes that the mitigation measure would not be implemented.” (8. 1.1)
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o If MM-TRAF-19 isn’t implemented, would the project meet the project objective to “Provide
a safe and efficient street design for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians that minimizes
environmental and neighborhood impacts.”?

o Since MM-TRAF-19 is located on private property discuss the procedure for and cost of
implementing the mitigation.

Will the above items be added to the Recirculated DEIR and discussed in the appropriate area? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

A dog park is located at the top of Via Alta. Will it be a safe place to walk dogs and cross the street with
close to 21,000 cars a day?

If the proposed Franklin Ridge access road was
extant, vehicles traveling from North Park and
University Heights to I-805 will probably
choose the Franklin Ridge Road route. It’s
shorter than alternate routes by 1 mile, it’s
direct, and there’s no access from Texas and
Qualcomm to the I-805 entrance. The adjacent
image is extracted from the Final PEIR for the
Quarry Falls Project, Figure 3.3.

Will the traffic from the Texas Street area be
included in the study and the impact
considered? If not, provide an explanation for
the exclusion.

The following table shows an analysis made of the impact of the connector street on Raejean Avenue - East
refers to heading towards Greyling Drive and West is heading towards Murray Ridge Road.

2035 Peak Flow in Vehicles/Hour There’s an increase in traffic flow with the
Time Connector| W/out Connector | Diff (With-W/out) connector. T,he data supports the ne.ed for
more analysis of alternative routes in Serra
East AM 100 95 > Mesa. Will this analysis be included or
West AM 190 185 +5 additional traffic studies be conducted and
East PM 210 205 +5 discpssed in the pertinentvareas of the
Recirculated DEIR (e.g., impacts)? If not,
West PM 150 145 > provide an explanation for the exclusion.

For each of the mitigation measures, indicate who will be the responsible party — cost and implementation.

The state CEQA Guidelines define feasibility as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time taking into account economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations.” (p. 5.3) Of the 19 mitigation measures listed:

o 8 of the measures (MM-TRAF-1, TRAF-2, TRAF-8, TAF-9, TRAF-10, TRAF-13, TRAF-14, TRAF-
19) include this statement: “Due to the uncertainty of being able to implement this measure in light of
countervailing considerations, this analysis does not assume it will occur. In the event it does not, the
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” In six of these mitigations the footnote in Table
ES-1 indicates that these mitigations would conflict with the City’s land use and mobility policies.
Consequently, the statement implies that these mitigations may never be completed.
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The information that is listed under these 6 mitigations does not include the complete statement that is
listed in very small print in the Table ES-1 footnotes, p. 31-32. For example, “'Implementation of
this measure would reduce the impact to a level below significance; however, the City’s ability to
implement this measure may be limited. This roadway provides Class II bike lanes that would likely
be removed under this mitigation. The proposed mitigation would cause a substantial conflict with
applicable City land use and mobility policies (e.g., the City’s General Plan, Bicycle Master Plan,
Pedestrian Master Plan, and Serra Mesa Community Plan). Due to the uncertainty of being able to
implement this measure in light of countervailing considerations, this analysis does not assume it will
occur. In the event it does not, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” The cited
statement explains what is meant by countervailing considerations and why implementation is
unlikely. While Footnote 2, 3, and 4 are worded a little differently, the same is true for them. The
entire statement from the footnote should be included in the description for each of these 8
mitigations. If it isn’t included, provide an explanation.

e 6 of the measures describe at least one street/ramp that needs widening (MM-TRAF-3, TRAF-5,
TRAF-6, TRAF-7, TRAF-15, TRAF-16) Any widening project will be costly and may never be
completed.

e 1 of the measures (MM-TRAF-18) requires a fair share contribution for an additional ramp lane,
probably costly.

e 3 of the measures (MM-TRAF-4, TRAF-11, TRAF-12) are restriping projects and could be more
easily completed.

e 2 of the measures (MM-TRAF 15 and TRAF-16) provide only partial mitigation; these mitigations
are listed as Significant and Unavoidable.

Consequently, 8 of the measures may never be completed. 7 measures are going to be costly. 3 out of the
19 could be completed, and 10 of the measures are listed as Significant and Unavoidable. Will a chart
analyzing the feasibility of the mitigations be included?

The following statement is used with eight of the mitigations: “Due to the uncertainty of being able to
implement this measure in light of countervailing considerations, this analysis does not assume it will occur.
In the event it does not, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” Does this mean that these
eight mitigations weren’t used in determining the data for “with project with mitigations” charts? If the
mitigations were included, will another chart be added that shows “with project with feasible mitigations”?

The statement regarding necessary emergency access points (p. 5.1-19) contradicts the following statement:
“There is limited additional benefit to these more than 200 homes for evacuation by having a road
connection, and all of the other surrounding communities have multiple access or egress routes.” (p. 5.2-48)
Explain the contradiction.

The Climate Action Plan discusses reduction in GHG emissions from transportation and expanding
alternative transportation choices. A bicycle and pedestrian access exists at Kaplan and at least one trail is
required to be constructed with bicycle and pedestrian access. Discuss the roadway connection in
relationship to the Climate Action Plan.

Currently, numerous vehicles of residents of Civita create parking problems by encroaching and using up
already limited space for the local residents. The roads impacted are: Ainsley Road, Ainsley Court, Polizzi
Place, Kaplan Drive, Harton Road and Harton Place. The possible reasons are Civita residents using their
garages for storage, convenience or easier to park on the street rather than parking on their project streets, too
many vehicles with insufficient parking within Civita, and/or vehicles too large for their garage. A roadway
connection will make it easier for people to park on the streets in Serra Mesa. This item wasn’t discussed.
Will parking on Serra Mesa streets be impacted? If affirmative, will parking impacts be studied? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.
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“Would the project substantially alter present circulation movements include effects on existing public
access to beaches, parks, or other open space areas?” (5.2.7.2) The roadway connection has the potential for
altering circulation movement by encouraging vehicles to travel through Serra Mesa for access to 1-805 and
Kearny Mesa. Discuss the change in circulation.

Community Access — Two reference points were selected (one at the top of the north end of the connection
and the other at the south end between Friars and Qualcomm Way). The times for each of these points to the
amenity were averaged.

e  What would be the impact if the results weren’t averaged? Will this information be added? If it is not
added, provide an explanation for its exclusion.

e  Why isn’t the data being presented individually for each community — Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley?

e Where is the data that was averaged? These times do not seem possible and do not make sense.
Explain where and how the data was collected and analyzed.

G-126 Community Access — Refer to Appendix J of Appendix C

e If'the freeway and surface columns are intended to add up to equal the distance column, the data is
incorrect for the Point A table; and wrong in one row in the Point B table. Will this information be
corrected? If not, provide an explanation.

e What is the logic behind averaging the time between two points for the hospitals, fire stations,
schools, and library, and shopping centers and then summing them? For example - Why not use one
representative hospital, e.g., Sharp Hospital? Why would the closest facility not be analyzed? Why is
it pertinent to get to the farthest facility from a location? Provide documentation that this is a valid
method for analyzing accessibility. If this is not a valid method, will the analysis be redone and
included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

e Is there a fire station planned for Civita (reference San Diego Future Quarry Falls)?

e The data doesn’t appear to take into account the freeway impacts in Serra Mesa if the roadway
connection was approved. The freeway data didn’t change in the tables. If the impacted freeways
were considered, what would be the data? Would it take longer to get to facilities with traffic even
when the facility is closer by distance?

In Appendix C, Traffic Impact Analysis, Chapter 8, Bus Service, p. 71, it was stated that “In the future MTS
could take advantage of a new road connection using Franklin Ridge Road to introduce bus service between
Mission Valley and Serra Mesa via that route. However, in earlier discussions no commitment was made

G-127 about actually providing such service or changing the route structure to accommodate that.” Will the second
line of the statement about MTS’s non-commitment be added to section 5.2.8.3? If not, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

Air Quality

The Air Quality Report uses the baseline weather data from Lindbergh Field, located about 8 miles from the
site of the roadway connection. However, the National Weather Service, also, maintains observations at

G-128 | Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, located about 1.5 miles away and in the same wind flow patterns.
Will the report be updated using the data from Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport for the analysis? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.
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Can a baseline sampling be conducted at key areas (e.g., Franklin Ridge Road segment, City View Church,
Faith Community Church, Hye Park, corner of Murray Ridge/Mission Center)? If not, provide an
explanation for rejecting the request.

The ADTs on Phyllis Place will increase from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (2035). The construction of the
roadway connection would concentrate vehicle trips in a specific area on a steep street.

e  What is the maximum grade of the roadway connection? Would the grade of the street impact air
pollution? If the grade will impact air pollution, will it be discussed, studied, and added? If it won’t,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

e Would emissions collect at Phyllis Place (e.g., winds blowing up the hill), located across from
retirement/Senior units? If there’s a possibility of emissions collecting, will it be discussed, studied,
and added? If it won’t, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Vehicles (including diesel delivery trucks, especially from the retail area of Civita) will be queuing on a
roadway connection with a steep grade.

e  Was an air pollution analysis of this area conducted? If this information won’t be included, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

e (Can tractors, trailers, and buses be restricted from the roadway connection?

The sensitive receptors are 56 retirement/Senior units located approximately 300 feet from the roadway
connection, a public park to be constructed next to the roadway connection, and Elevate Elementary School
at Faith Community Church. (Refer to Addendum, p. 9) Additionally, there may be a school at Via Alta. The
Significance Determination Thresholds states that “If sensitive receptors are involved, the more restrictive of
the guidelines should be applied.” (p. 7)

e Was an analysis of the respirable particulate matter and fine particulate matter made for each of the
sites? If affirmative, will this information be included? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

e Will a hotspot analysis be conducted? If not, give an explanation for its exclusion.

This section indicates that the proposed CPA for a roadway connection would not include trip-generating
uses but 4,780 residential units and 900,000 s.f. of commercial and office are being built at Civita, and it will
redistribute traffic from Mission Valley to Serra Mesa. CPA which is specific to Serra Mesa creates
additional traffic in Serra Mesa. The analyses show that the number of trips will increase at specific roadway
segments and intersections. Will the air quality impacts for Serra Mesa from trip generating redistribution be
included in this section?

The construction of the roadway connection would concentrate vehicle trips in a specific area. The Traffic
Impact Study indicates there will be significant delays causing queuing in the vicinity of the I-805 ramps.
Was the pollution from this queuing and the impacts on this area studied? If not, give an explanation for the
exclusion.

There’s a school and preschool located at Faith Community Church. Was an analysis of the impact of the air
pollution caused by queuing and the atmospheric conditions (i.e., winds blowing west to east) on the school
and preschool made? If not, provide an explanation for not conducting an analysis.

The site for the roadway connection was not approved for Quarry Falls. Provide an explanation for assuming
that “vehicle trip generation and roadway construction for this specific site has been anticipated in the
RAQs.”
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G-140

G-141

G-142

G-143

The City recommends that a quantitative analysis of CO hotspots be performed where roadways deteriorate
to LOS D or worse and if a proposed development is within 400 feet of a sensitive receptor. Mission Center
Road from Aquatera to Murray Ridge Road segment will change from LOS E (existing) to LOS F (2035)
with and without the connection. Will an analysis of this roadway segment be added? If not, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

Hye Park, 103 multifamily residential units, is located within Serra Mesa at Sevan Court adjacent to Mission
Center Road. The complex is at the bottom of a deep ravine that can block air circulation. The ADTs will
increase on Mission Center Road from Aquatera Drive to Murray Ridge Road from 9,035 (existing) to
13,064 (2035) with the connection and 23,850 (2035) without the connection. Would emissions collect in the
Hye Park area? If there’s a possibility of emissions collecting, will it be studied, discussed, and added? If it
won’t, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

If it’s determined that any of the Traffic Impact Study needs revising and/or new traffic studies are
conducted, would this impact the air quality analysis? If affirmative, which areas?

The site of the roadway connection will change from a plant covered terrain to a hard surface roadway. Will
the replacement of plant material with a hard surface have any impact on air quality?

Noise

G-144

G-145

G-146

G-147
G-148

G-149

G-150

Study and Site Selection

e There were more noise measurements made in Mission Valley than in Serra Mesa. Why wasn’t a
measurement made in the residential area at the western end of Phyllis Place?

e The residential area near the corner of Mission Center Road and Murray Ridge Road has a steep slope
and a lot of traffic. Will this corner be added to the study? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

e  Why were sites R1 and R8 selected for the noise study? These two areas are located in Mission
Valley and aren’t connected to Civita. Will the additional sites in Serra Mesa that are significantly
impacted by the roadway connection as shown by the Traffic Impact Study — along Murray Ridge
Road and Sandrock Road be added to the noise study? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

e Include the maximum measurements of noise and their frequency or provide a reason for their
exclusion.

e Provide the standard deviation for the noise measurements or a reason for their exclusion.

e Noise was analyzed using the data from the Traffic Impact Study. If the Traffic Impact Study data is
inaccurate, will the noise study be redone?

The ADTs for Franklin Ridge Road/Phyllis Place will increase from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term)
with a LOS F (PM).

e The long term impacts with the roadway connection and without the roadway connection show a
change of either 0 or 1dB in the residential areas of Murray Ridge Road and Phyllis Place and at City
View Church even though the ADTs will increase tremendously at each of those areas. Provide an
explanation for the illogical conclusion. If this conclusion is incorrect, will the appropriate areas of
the Recirculated DEIR be corrected?
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G-151

G-152

G-153

G-154

G-155

G-156

G-157

G-158

G-159

G-160

G-161

e  Why isn’t the increase in the noise level the same for R5 (Residential adjacent to Phyllis Place) and
R6 (Church adjacent to Phyllis Place) since these two areas appear on the map to be equally distant
from the roadway connection? If this conclusion is incorrect, will the appropriate areas of the
Recirculated DEIR be corrected? If elevation accounts for the difference in the noise level, would
there be an increase in the noise level in the residential areas west of RS (since this area has a lower
elevation)?

e Since Serra Mesa is located above Mission Valley were climatic and the environmental conditions
included or considered in the noise analysis? If not, will an analysis be included? If not, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

e Vehicles (including diesel delivery trucks, especially from the retail area of Civita) will be queuing on
a roadway connection with a steep grade.

o What will be the noise level during the peak time? If this information won’t be included,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

o “Designate local truck routes to reduce truck traffic in noise-sensitive land uses areas.”
(Noise Element, NE-9) Can tractors, trailers, and buses be restricted from the roadway
connection?

e “Heavily used commuter roadways, such as arterials and major streets, also generate significant levels
of noise, typically 65 to 75 dBA CNEL at an adjacent receptor” (City of San Diego Final PEIR, p.
3.10-3). Phyllis Place will become a heavily used major arterial. Discuss the noise impact on the
adjoining retirement/Senior homes, church, and single-family dwellings. (Refer to Addendum, p. 9)

e The data for R11 — Residential adjacent to Via Alta is listed as 60 for existing but reduced to 57 for
near-term baseline. Why would the sound level decrease?

e The data for R-11 — Residential adjacent to Via Alta is listed as 60 for existing and for near-term with
project. With the project there will be more traffic on Via Alta. Why doesn’t the sound level increase?

e The Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project (p. 10-49) identified 72 CNEL for the Franklin Ridge
Road-Via Alta-Phyllis Place segment. Discuss the discrepancy between the Quarry Falls noise study
and the noise study in this Recirculated DEIR. If the 72 CNEL is the actual noise level, will this
Recirculated DEIR be updated? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

e “Although not generally considered compatible, the City conditionally allows multiple unit and
mixed-use residential uses up to 75 dBA CNEL in areas affected primarily by motor vehicle traffic
noise with existing residential uses. Any future residential use above the 70 dBA CNEL must include
noise attenuation measures to ensure an interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL and be located in an
area where a community plan allows multiple unit and mixed-use residential uses.” (Noise Element,
p- NE-10) The area of the roadway connection in Serra Mesa is zoned for single family dwellings and
there will be single family units in the Civita area of the roadway connection. If it’s determined that
the Franklin Ridge Road-Via Alta-Phyllis Place segment is 72 CNEL (refer to previous bullet),
discuss the allowance of a roadway connection in regards to the cited Noise Element guidelines and
attenuation measures.

Why would the dBA CNEL increase long term with the project versus without the project at site R2
(Residential adjacent to Mission Center Road north of Friars Road)? If more vehicles will be using the
roadway connection, the noise level should logically decrease.

The site of the roadway connection will change from a plant covered terrain to a hard surface roadway. What
effect does the hard surface have on noise propagation? Was the road surface considered during the noise
analysis?
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G-162

G-163

According to CEQA Guidelines, Article 9,15131 (b), “Economic or social effects of a project may be used to
determine the significance of physical changes caused by the project... As an additional example, if the
construction of a road and the resulting increase in noise in an area disturbed existing religious practices in
the area, the disturbance of the religious practices could be used to determine that the construction and use of
the road and the resulting noise would be significant effects on the environment.” Was an analysis made of
the impacts of the roadway connection on the religious practices of City View Church and of Faith
Community Church? If affirmative, what were the results? If not, will an analysis be conducted and
included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

“Heavily used commuter roadways, such as arterials and major streets, also generate significant levels of
noise, typically 65 to 75 dBA CNEL at an adjacent receptor” (City of San Diego Final PEIR, p. 3.10-3).
Mission Center Road from Aquatera to Murray Ridge Road without the connection will become a heavily
used major roadway with ADTs of 23,850. Discuss the noise impact on the adjoining Hye Park
condominium complex.

Biological Resources

G-164

G-165

The Biological Resources Letter, Appendix F, p. 6, states that “The quantification of biological resources
described herein pertain to the project site only (approximately 2-acres) and do not include the 150-foot
survey buffer evaluated during the reconnaissance. The 150-foot buffer is included on project maps to
provide context as to the type of adjacent biological resources present only.”

e Refer to Figure 5.5-1 which indicates a 100-foot buffer encompassing the area of potential effect of a
future roadway.” Is this 100-foot buffer the same as the 150-foot buffer referred to in the letter?
Provide the analysis documentation.

e Ifthe roadway connection is approved, it will traverse through Phyllis Place Park and create the need
for additional park space. Would this required additional space be located in the MSCP area? If
affirmative, what does the assessment of this area indicate?

Hydrology and Water Quality

G-166

If City View Church is required or finds it necessary to make changes to their parking lot and/or driveways
because of the roadway connection, will changes to the stormwater drain system be required? If affirmative,
provide a description of the changes, impacts, costs and the responsible party for the costs.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

G-167

G-168

Some of the 56 retirement/Senior homes at City View Church have windows that face Phyllis Place. Were
studies conducted to determine the impact on these homes of 1) vehicles traveling at night on the roadway
connection with headlights on, 2) lights at night from street lights, and 3) light from the traffic signal at the
intersection? If there is an impact, discuss mitigation measures. If a study wasn’t conducted, will one be
conducted and if needed, mitigations discussed?

Phyllis Place is the only roadway in and out of the neighborhood for the 56 multifamily retirement/Senior
units located at City View Church as well as for the Abbotshill area. (Refer to Addendum, p. 9) The roadway
connection would increase ADTs from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term) on Phyllis Place. Describe the
criteria used to conclude that “impacts would be less than significant” (5.9.4).

SMPG Letter, May 2017 Page 25


19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Text Box
G-162

19312
Text Box
G-163

19312
Text Box
G-164

19312
Text Box
G-165

19312
Text Box
G-166

19312
Text Box
G-167

19312
Text Box
G-168


The Steep Hillside Guidelines states “The recommendations came directly from the indicated Community
Plan and conformance is required in order to make the findings for development approval” (p. 41). Stated for
Mission Valley is “Orient development towards the valley and take access to Mission Valley projects from
G-169 roads that do not extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (p. 42 and Recirculated DEIR, 5.9-7)
Franklin Ridge Road will be above the 150-foot elevation contour. While the Recirculated DEIR mentions
the 150-foot elevation contour requirement, it isn’t discussed in the impact analysis. Include a discussion of
conformance with this policy or provide an explanation for the exclusion.

“Would the project result in (2) the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project; (3) substantial alteration to
the existing or planned character of the area...” (5.9.5) Two park designs (one with the roadway connection
and one without the roadway connection) have gone through the design approval process and the subsequent
Park Development Agreement, p. 2, requires construction of the park. If the roadway connection was
approved, the street would run through the park dividing it in two and Phyllis Place would be widened.
Additional land will be needed for the park and for the road widening.

G-170 e Would the view from the park be impacted?

e  Will the view from the bisected eastern portion of the park be the roadway connection on the west
side and south side?

Will this information be included? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion?

The park will be bisected by a roadway with 34,117 ADTs (2035) and will create a negative aesthetic,
substantially altering the planned character of the area — Phyllis Place Park.

Phyllis Place will be changed from two lanes to five lanes (a major arterial) and the roadway connection will
be four lanes. A huge traffic increase into a residential community brings with it by definition additional
safety and quality of life issues (noise, accidents, parking, and pollution, for example).

e Discuss how this would not strongly contrast with the surrounding topography.

e The Significance Determination Thresholds states “Note: for substantial alteration to occur, new
G-171 development would have to be of a size, scale, or design that would markedly contrast with the
character of the surrounding area.” (p. 75) Discuss how this would not be a change in scale in
comparison to the low density housing residential zoning.

e Given the significant changes, provide an explanation for the conclusion that “Impacts would be less
than significant.”

During peak traffic times access from the Abbotshill community to the rest of Serra Mesa will be impacted,
affecting the support of local businesses and civic events. Will this impact on neighborhood character be
discussed? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Cumulative Impacts

As shown in the analysis listed below the roadway connection long-term cumulative doesn’t alleviate
G-172 congestion for both Serra Mesa and Mission Valley and increases congestion in Serra Mesa, especially at
freeway ramps.
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G-172
(cont'd)
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Analysis of the LOS Level Long-Term Baseline vs Long-Term Cumulative with Project - These charts
are based on Tables 5.2-16 and Table 5.2-17. Analysis worksheets are in the Addendum, p. 5-8.

In both Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley the greatest percentage of the
roadway segments will receive the
same LOS level. Also, in Serra Mesa
one-third of the segments will worsen
and none will improve.

The LOS No Change is almost 100%
percentage for Mission Valley while
in Serra Mesa both No Change and

Worsen receive the same percentage.

In Mission Valley 70% of the
intersections won’t change LOS
level while in Serra Mesa more than
half of the intersections will worsen.

Conclusion: The road connection
won’t help most of the roadway
segments and intersections in
Mission Valley and will worsen
ones in Serra Mesa.

On-Ramps for Long-Term Without the Roadway Connection in Comparison to With (refer to Table 5.2.18)

° urra 1age 1- on-ramj €lay mcreases ¥ min; queueing irom to N t(. mi).
Murray Ridge 1-805 NB p AM delay i 9 min; queueing from 0 to 3,886 ft (.74 mi)

e Murray Ridge [-805 SB on-ramp PM delay increases 31 min; queueing from 2,407 to 10,368 ft (1.96
mi), beyond Sandrock.
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6 Cumulative Impact Analysis

G-173

G-174

G-175

G-176

G-177

Refer to Land Use sections of this letter. If there’s any information that is updated, will this
Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not, provide an explanation
for the exclusion.

Refer to Traffic Circulation/Parking and Parking sections of this letter. If there’s any information that
is updated, will this Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Refer to Air Quality sections of this letter. If there’s any information that is updated, will this
Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not, provide an explanation
for the exclusion.

Refer to Noise sections of this letter. If there’s any information that is updated, will this Cumulative
Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not, provide an explanation for the
exclusion.

Refer to Biological Resource sections of this letter. If there’s any information that is updated, will this
Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not, provide an explanation
for the exclusion.

Refer to Hydrology and Water Quality sections of this letter. If there’s any information that is
updated, will this Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Refer to Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character sections of this letter. If there’s any information
that is updated, will this Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new information? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

6.2 List of Cumulative Projects —

Is this table up-to-date as of March 2017?
There are some projects in Grantville/Allied Gardens (e.g., River Park and Centrepoint).

There is a proposal to redevelop the Qualcomm Stadium site. People attending events use Serra Mesa
streets to travel from I-805 to the stadium.

Can development occur along Mission Center Road from Aquatera to Murray Ridge Road? (A
property owner has contacted the Serra Mesa Planning Group about changing the zoning.) If so, what
would be the impact?

Is the Mission Village Shopping Center redevelopment project included in the list?

Will the table be changed to reflect updated information or added projects, appropriate studies and
analyses? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.
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Effects Not Found to be Significant

Health & Safety regarding adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan: Emergency
access exists between Aperture Circle in Civita and Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa. This access provides for
bicycle and pedestrian access and linkages. Does an evacuation plan exist for this site? Also, the developer
G-178 will provide a minimum of one trail connection between Serra Mesa and Civita in Mission Valley for
pedestrians and bikers. (Refer to Addendum, p. 13) Discuss the impact a roadway connection which creates
more congestion near the freeways will have on an adopted emergency plan at Kaplan/Aperture Circle if it
exists or were developed.

Public Services and Facilities sections and any reference to the park at Phyllis Place of this letter: If there’s
G-179 any information that is updated, will this Cumulative Impacts section be revised to reflect the new
information? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

Fire Rescue Services — There is an existing emergency access between Aperture Circle in Civita and Kaplan
Drive in Serra Mesa.

e  Will this information be included in this section? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion. If
G-180 so, provide documentation.

e Has the Fire-Rescue Department specifically stated that they support this roadway connection?

e Was an analysis conducted to determine the difference in response time using the roadway connection
versus using the Aperture Circle/Kaplan Drive access that already exists? Is the difference in response
time significant?

Natural Gas

G-181 e  Would any changes be needed to the fiber optics located in this area? If yes, will this information be
B included and discussed? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion. (p. 7-2, p. 7-16)

e Was SDG&E consulted to determine if a street connection would impact maintenance of high power
lines? If yes, what were their comments? If not, will they be contacted? If they won’t, provide an
G-182 explanation for the exclusion.

e High Pressure Gas Line

o Will the construction of the roadway connection and/or the widening of Phyllis Place impact
the gas line? Will relocation be needed? What are the risks to the gas line during roadway
G-183 construction and/or, if required, during relocation?

o With the increase in traffic on Phyllis Place will the high pressure gas line located in that area
be impacted by the 1) load on top of the pipe and/or 2) weight? Was an analysis conducted of
the risk for failure from vibrations?

Mandatory Discussion Areas

Significant Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided — It’s hard to make the significant effects determination when

there’s critical information that’s missing and pertinent studies that were not conducted. If any of the items
G-184 identified in any sections of this letter will have a significant effect, will this section be updated? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.
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Alternatives

Selection of Objectives: The General Plan and Community Plan Amendment Manual, p. 5, states that “To
capture both the list of issues presented to the decision maker as well as those raised in the public hearing
discussion, a resolution is prepared to record direction given.” City Council Resolution 304297 (October
2008) directed staff to analyze the following issues:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road connection.
G-185 2. Whether the road connection could serve as an emergency evacuation route.
3. Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only.

4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would be improved by the street connection

If these objectives had been used, as required by the City Council as the project’s objectives instead of
the objectives selected by staff/management in the studies and the analyses, what would be the
conclusion for each alternative?

Table 9-1. Summary of Significant Effects of the Proposed Project doesn’t list: Results in a negative
aesthetic site or project and Results in substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area.
Refer to the discussion in this letter under Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The project is a
roadway creating an increase in ADTs from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term) on Phyllis Place and
bisecting a planned park. The alteration is permanent and substantially changes the character of the area —
creating a significant impact to the community. If this information were considered, what would be the
impact?

G-186

Alternatives Considered but Rejected

No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative - “This alternative is rejected because it
would not meet any of the project objectives...” doesn’t consider the following:

1. Resolve Community Plan Inconsistency by Providing Multi-modal Linkages
G-187 e Mission Center Road provides multi-modal linkage from Civita Boulevard to Murray Ridge.

e A minimum of one trail for pedestrian and bike access between Civita and Phyllis Place Park
is mandated with or without the road.

e Pedestrian, bike, and emergency access exists between Aperture Circle in Civita and Kaplan
Drive in Serra Mesa.

2. Improve Local Mobility — In addition to the items listed in #1, consideration is not given to the

e Gridlock that will occur long-term at peak hours on Murray Ridge Road with vehicles
G-188 accessing 1-805. This gridlock will limit the mobility for the residents of the 200+ single
family dwellings and the 56 retirement/Senior homes west of Franklin Ridge.

e Required improvement to Mission Center Rd, if the roadway connection isn’t approved.

3. Alleviate traffic congestion and improve navigational efficiency between Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley

G-189 e Options exist with Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive.

e Alleviate traffic congestion — Refer to bar chart analysis in this letter that shows the roadway
connection for the most part does not alleviate traffic congestion in Mission Valley and
worsens the congestion in Serra Mesa.
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G-190

G-191

G-192

G-193

G-194

G-195

4. Improve Emergency Access and Evacuation — Emergency access exists between Kaplan Drive in
Serra Mesa and Aperture Circle in Civita.

5. Provide a safe and efficient street design for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians that minimizes
environmental and neighborhood impacts.

Under Traffic Hazards (5.2.6) it’s stated that “Therefore, the proposed project would have the
potential to result in a safety hazard for vehicles entering or exiting the City View Church, as sight
distance from the driveway to the intersection would likely not be sufficient. Impacts related to
traffic hazards would therefore be potentially significant (Impact TRAF-19), and mitigation is
required.”

Also, in this same section is the following comment “However, as City View Church is privately
owned, it is assumed for purposes of this analysis that the driveway would not be realigned as part
of the proposed project.” Additionally, it’s stated “However, this analysis assumes that the
mitigation measure would not be implemented. Therefore, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.” (5.2.6.1)

The City’s analysis indicates that Franklin Ridge Road will create an unsafe situation that is
“significant and unavoidable.” Given the situation described in this document, explain how this
situation meets the objective to create a safe design and discuss liability issues regarding this
unsafe situation. Also, refer to the other sections of this letter that describe environmental and
neighborhood impacts.

Explain how these objectives are met when the information described in the response for each
objective is considered.

“...For example, the City’s Climate Action Plan and Bicycle Master Plan Update include the proposed
roadway connection in their assumptions. Therefore, this inconsistency would require additional
environmental analysis prior to removal from the Mission Valley Community Plan, and the plans that
indicate the connection would potentially need to be amended.” (9.4.1.2)

e (Climate Action Plan

o Cite the reference in the City’s Climate Action Plan that describes this assumption and
specifically mentions a roadway connection from Serra Mesa to Mission Valley.

o Are there other assumptions that were made in the Climate Action Plan that will require
additional analysis (e.g., removal of the Regents Road Bridge from University City planning
area)? What is the process that they went through for removal?

e Cite the reference in the Bicycle Master Plan that describes this assumption and specifically mentions
a roadway connection. A proposed Class 11 bike lane for the roadway connection is shown in Figure
6-2 of the plan. There will be a bike path from Civita to Phyllis Place Park with or without the
roadway connection. Since the Class II bike lane is listed as proposed what would require updating in
the Bicycle Master Plan if the roadway connection wasn’t approved?

e The Mission Valley Community Plan is in the process of being updated. Will an environmental
analysis be needed for this community plan update process? Could the removal of the roadway
connection from the Mission Valley Community Plan be made during this update process?

The analysis doesn’t mention that there are inconsistencies in the Mission Valley Community Plan that
would require community plan amendments. Will these inconsistencies be added and discussed?

e The Sand and Gravel Re-use Development section (p. 56) states “Streets serving new development
should be connected to the road network and not to major streets serving residential areas in the
mesas.” This statement is consistent with the Serra Mesa Community Plan.
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G-196

G-197

e “Franklin Ridge Road should be constructed as a north-south two-lane collector street through Quarry
Falls. Class II bike lanes should be provide on both sides of the street. Parking should not be
allowed.” (p. 81) The Franklin Ridge Road connection, which would partially run through Civita, is
proposed as four lanes and not two lanes, and would be inconsistent with the Mission Valley
Community Plan.

e “Development oriented towards the Valley and accessed by roads from the Valley floor should not
extend above the 150-foot elevation contour.” (p. 124)

This alternative meets most of the objectives cited for the project and is feasible and should have been
considered. Will this alternative be considered?

Analysis of Alternative 1 - No Project Alternative

G-198

G-199

G-200

G-201

G-202

G-203

Many of the issues that were discussed in the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative section apply to this No Project section.

Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive provide multiple linkages between Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley. Will this information be added to the analysis and considered in the conclusion? If not, provide an
explanation for the exclusion.

... Therefore, land use impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be significant and greater
than land use impacts that would result from the proposed project. Describe the criteria used to reach the
“greater” conclusion.

If the inconsistencies in the Mission Valley Community Plan which probably require amendments to the
Mission Valley Community Plan and existing linkages that already exist are considered, would the impacts
be considered “greater”?

Conclusion — The following information was not included or discussed in this Recirculated DEIR:

Emergency access exists between Aperture Circle in Civita and Kaplan Drive Serra Mesa.

The completed emergency access and sidewalks at Kaplan Drive provides for bicycle and pedestrian
access and linkages. (Refer to Addendum, p. 10)

The developer will provide a minimum of one trail connection for pedestrians and bikers between Phyllis
Place Park and Civita in Mission Valley. (Refer to Addendum, p.13)

Mission Center Road is a direct route connecting Murray Ridge Road in Serra Mesa to Friars Road in
Mission Valley.

e I[fthis information were included and used in the evaluation, what would be the impact on the “No
Project” alternative?

e [fthe issues that staff was required to study as defined in the City Council Resolution were
considered, what would be the outcome? (Refer to Objectives section of this letter.)

e [f the mitigations that will probably not be implemented are considered, what would be the outcome?

Air Quality — If an analysis of air quality in the Hye Park condominium complex area is conducted and
shows a significant impact without the street connection, will this result be added and discussed? If not,
provide an explanation for the exclusion.

The No Project Alternative would meet most of the objectives. Refer to the discussion in this letter for No
Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan.

SMPG Letter, May 2017 Page 32


19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Text Box
G-196

19312
Text Box
G-197

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Line

19312
Text Box
G-201

19312
Text Box
G-202

19312
Text Box
G-203

31627
Line

31627
Line

31627
Line

19312
Text Box
G-198

19312
Text Box
G-199

19312
Text Box
G-200


G-204

G-205

G-206

G-207

G-208

Analysis of Alternative 2 — Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Emergency Access Only Alternative

e Land Use — The Mission Valley Community Plan contains contradictory information (p. 56), “Streets
serving new development should be connected to the road network and not to major streets serving
residential areas in the mesas.” Why isn’t it mentioned that the Mission Valley Community Plan
could be amended and there would be consistency?

e Transportation/Circulation and Parking — Refer to the Transportation/Circulation and Parking section
of this letter. Questions are raised about the validity of the Community Access data. If this data is
revised, would the conclusion change?

e Relationship to Objectives — Refer to the Objectives section of this letter. If staff were to study the
objectives as defined in the City Council Resolution, what would be the outcome?

Environmentally Superior Alternative

The conclusion that is reached regarding the “No Project Alternative” is based on an inconsistency between
the Serra Mesa Community Plan and the Mission Valley Community Plan and providing circulation linkages
between the two communities.

e Linkages already exist with Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive.

e The Mission Valley Community Plan is inconsistent with the Serra Mesa Community Plan and
contains contradictory information (p. 56), “Streets serving new development should be connected to
the road network and not to major streets serving residential areas in the mesas.”

What would be the conclusion if the linkages and the Mission Valley Community Plan inconsistencies
were considered? For discussion refer to the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative section in this letter.

Additionally, it’s stated that “...both alternatives would result in significant and unavoidable impacts that
would not result under implementation of the proposed project.”

e The studies don’t necessarily support this conclusion for the “Alternative 1- No Project Alternative”
and “Alternative 2 — Bicycle, Pedestrian, Emergency Access Only Alternative.” Refer to the
discussion under alternatives in this letter and to traffic impacts for all of the intersections identified
to operate at LOS E and LOS F (p. 5.2-33).

e  With the street connection there is a 31 minute delay at I-805 SB on-ramp (p. 5.2-35). To reduce the
delay to zero requires mitigation — fair share contribution to Caltrans. The impacts of the mitigation
and the feasibility of implementation aren’t discussed. The “No Street Connection” shows 15 minute
delays on 1-805 (Appendix C) in the year 2035, which is within the City’s acceptable threshold. The
data doesn’t support the analysis that the No Street Connection “would result in greater impacts
associated with transportation and traffic...”” (9.5.3) Will this information be added to this discussion
of environmentally superior alternative? If not, provide an explanation for the exclusion.

It’s stated that “...these impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels under the proposed
project.” Refer to the Mitigation section of this letter. If the infeasible mitigations aren’t included, what
would be the impact?
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The statement is made “It should be noted, however, that both alternatives would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts that would not result under implementation of the proposed project, as they would not
decrease VMT within the study area or in the region. Therefore, both alternatives would result in greater
G-209 impacts associated with transportation and traffic, air quality, and GHG emissions than the proposed
project.” If it were determined that the VMT study is inaccurate, what would be the impact on this
conclusion?

Conclusion

This chart summarizes the major issues that have been described in the body of this letter. Refer to the appropriate
sections of the letter for a description/discussion of the item/comment.

Flaw Item/Comment

Omission Emergency, bike, and pedestrian access exists between Kaplan Dr in Serra Mesa and Aperture
Circle in Civita (Mission Valley).>’

Omission Multifamily units at City View Church are Retirement/Senior housing (sensitive receptors)
located approximately 300 feet from the roadway connection.

Omission Mission Valley Community Plan is in the process of being updated; inconsistency with Serra
Mesa Community Plan could be corrected at this time.’

Omission Trail for pedestrians and bicyclists linking Civita and Phyllis Place Park already mandated
without the roadway connection. " 3

Omitted in Mission Center Rd and Mission Village Dr provide a direct link between Serra Mesa and

G-210 discussion Mission Valley.® This was not included in the sections discussing linkages.

Violates City e Walkable Community and City of Villages" ** (e.g., impacts on bisected park and roadway

Policies and connection will increase traffic on Civita local streets).

Goals e Fosters auto dependency > (e.g., roadway connection won’t encourage mass transit

3
usage).

o Vehicle congestion relief* (e.g., bar charts in this letter show an increase in congestion in
Serra Mesa and Mission Valley).

e Bicycling' (e.g., mitigations require bike lane removal)*
e Safe and efficient street design’ (e.g., safety of bisected park’; City View driveway deemed
to provide a safety hazard for vehicles entering or exiting at City View).

Violates Serra References from SMCP:

Mesa ) e Street widening and other improvements should be minimized.
gl(; 1:11mun1ty e Safe transportation system with minimal adverse effects.’
e Steep hillside and canyons protected and preserved. *
Violates References from MVCP:
Mission Yalley e Streets should be connected to road network and not to the mesas.’
}C>12 rrrllmumty e Franklin Ridge Rd extension is 4 lanes rather than stipulated 2 lanes.’

e Roadway connection would extend above the 150-foot contour restriction.
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G-210
(cont'd)

Flaw

Item/Comment

Traffic Impact e Inadequate Traffic Impact Study (traffic counts outdated).’
Study & e Impact of queuing on residential area not studied (e.g., long term 31 min delay at [-805 SB
Analysis Ramp PM).3
Inadequate; . . . .
Data may be e Study not comprehensive — Not studied: the adjacent main streets of Serra Mesa3 (e.g.,
invalid Greyling Dr), Texas St (a direct thoroughfare), Friars near Qualcomm Stadium.
e Possibility of induced traffic not studied.’
e Not all of the proposed and/or approved projects for Mission Valley are included in the
study.’
e Ifroadway connection not approved, developer required to make improvements to Mission
Center Rd. These improvements aren’t considered in the analyses.’
Inconsistency In Recirculated DEIR description of Phyllis Place from Franklin Ridge to I-805 SB ramp
described as widening (p. 5.2-27) in MM-TRAF-3 and as reconfiguring in MM-TRAF-11 (p.
5.2-39).
Air Quality & | e Impacts on sensitive receptors not studied.’
Noise Analysis | o Ajr quality and Noise analysis is based on Traffic Impact Study and will be invalid if the
Validity Traffic Impact Study is invalid.’
Data May Not | No basis for estimate made of current VMT in (all) regions with VMT affected by the proposed
Be Valid road connection nor any basis for estimating the extent of increase or decrease in VMT
expected from the roadway connection. Data used for VMT analysis inaccurate.
Deficient Recirculated DEIR objectives don’t agree with City Council Resolution and mandates.
Objectives Not | Both Recirculated DEIR objectives (which are different from the ones in DPEIR) and City
Met Council’s objectives (see references in letter) aren’t met.
Mitigation e Detailed description not provided for all mitigations (e.g., Murray Ridge and I-805 NB and
Analysis SB ramps).
Inadequate or e Impact on environment for mitigations not studied/discussed (e.g., land needed for widening
Infeasible of Phyllis Place from two lanes to five lanes).’

e Impact of implementation of mitigations on adjacent streets not studied/discussed (e.g.,
Raejean, Greyling Dr, etc.).”

e Implementation of 6 of the 19 mitigations violates City’s land use and mobility policies; 8 of
19 mitigations assume mitigation will not occur; 10 of 19 mitigations would remain
Significant and Unavoidable. (Letter, Impacts Section)

Conclusion Not
Based on
Evidence

Negative aesthetic site of project and substantial alteration to existing or planned character of
area considered insignificant. Evidence: park bisected by roadway and ADTs increase from
2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term). Huge traffic increase into a residential community
brings with it by definition additional safety and quality of life issues (noise, accidents,
parking, and pollution for example).

Conclusion Not
Based on
Evidence

e Recirculated DEIR indicates the alternatives would result in greater impacts associated with
transportation and traffic. Cumulative impact bar chart analysis proves the roadway
connection results in greater impacts in Serra Mesa.

e Many of the mitigations aren’t feasible. An analysis using any infeasible mitigation to show
a less-than-significant impact is inaccurate.
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G-211

Flaw

Item/Comment

Conclusion Not
Based on
Evidence

The No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative was rejected because
it didn’t meet the Recirculated DEIR project objectives. When, in reality, the facts are:

e Mission Center Rd provides a multi-modal linkage.

e Trail for pedestrian and bike access is mandated.

e Emergency access exists.

e Increase in congestion if roadway connection built (Letter, bar charts).

e Required improvement to Mission Center Rd if roadway connection not approved (Final
PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project).

e Recirculated DEIR admits that the roadway connection creates a “safety hazard” for
vehicles entering and exiting at the City View Church

e Data supporting contention that the City’s Climate Action Plan and Bicycle Master Plan
Update would be inconsistent not provided.

This alternative is feasible.

Inconsistency
& A Priori
Assumption

In discussing the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative this
statement is made “... the City’s Climate Action Plan and Bicycle Master Plan Update include
the proposed roadway connection in their assumptions. Therefore, this inconsistency would
require additional environmental analysis prior to removal from the Mission Valley
Community Plan, and the plans that indicate the connection would potentially need to be
amended.” (9.4.1.2)

The City knew in 2008 prior to the development of the Climate Action Plan (2015) and the
Bicycle Master Plan (2013) that there was a conflict between the Serra Mesa Community Plan
and the Mission Valley Community Plan.

! Refers to Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project, July 2008
? Refers to Notice of Preparation, 2012

3 Refers to Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report,

dated 4/15/2016

As indicated in the above chart comments were made and submitted during the NOP and the DPEIR timeframe.
The corrections weren’t made to this Recirculated DEIR. This Recirculated DEIR is inadequate and many of the
mitigation measures are infeasible because they conflict with the City’s land use and mobility policies and/or cost.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this Recirculated DEIR. If you have any questions with reference to any
of the items raised in our response, please contact me. We look forward to your response within the duly allowed

timeframe.

Sincerely,

B2

Bob Crider

Chair, Serra Mesa Planning Group
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Attachment - Missing Online Included in the Addendum, p. 1-4

City Council Resolution 304297: A Resolution of the Council of the City of San Diego Initiating An Amendment to
the General Plan and Serra Mesa Community Plan to Include a Street Connection Between Phyllis Place and
Friars Road in the Serra Mesa Community Plan Circulation Element for the Quarry Falls Project October 2008.
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Addendum
City Council Resolution R-304297

L R-304297 - SMCP Initiation Resolution.pdf - Adobe Reader = O X
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RESOLUTION NUMBERR-__ 304297
DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE __ OCT 212008
A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
DIEGO INITIATING AN AMENDMENT TO THE
GENERAL PLAN AND SERRA MESA COMMUNITY
PLAN TO INCLUDE A STREET CONNECTION BETWEEN
PHYLLIS PLACE AND FRIARS ROAD IN THE SERRA
MESA COMMUNITY PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT
G'212 FOR THE QUARRY FALLS PROJECT.
1
(CO nt d) WHEREAS, on May 11, 2005, Quarry Falls, LLC., submitted an application to the City
of San Dicgo for a community plan amendment, General Plan amendment, rezone, specific plan,

Mauster Planned Development Pemit, Site Development Permit, vesting tentative map, and

Conditional Use Permit/Recl ion Plan d for the Quarry Falls Project; and

WHEREAS, on October 21, 2008, the Council of the City of San Diego held a public

hearing 1o consider approval of the Quarry Falls Project and related actions, including Staff

R dation No. 6, 1 ding the initiation of an amendment to the General Plan and

Serra Mesa Community Plan to include a street connection between Phyllis Place and Friars

Road in the Serra Mesa C ity Plan Circulation Element; and

WHEREAS, the construction of the street connection between Phyllis Place and Friars
Road and the associated land use plan amendments were an analyzed in Environmental Impact
Report No. 49068 certified for the Quarry Falls Project; and

WHEREAS, the Serra Mesa Community Plan does not include a street o

between Phyllis Place and Friars Road; and
WHEREAS, the Mission Valley Community Plan recommends the inclusion of a strest

connection between Phyllis Place and Friars Road; and
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WHEREAS, an amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan to include a street
connection would reconcile the conflict between the Mission Valley Community Plan and the
Serra Mesa Community Plan; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the General Plan, the Council of the City of San Diego may

a con ity plan i 5 and

WHEREAS, City Council initiation of a community plan amendment is the first step that

allows staff to proceed with the analysis of proposals and preparation of any v revisions

to adopted documents; and

WHEREAS, the initiation of a c« ity plan d in no way confers adoption
of a plan amendment and City Council is in no way committed to adopt or deny the amendment
once it goes forward for approval: and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of San Diego considered the issues di d

relating to the initiation of the Serra Mesa Community Plan amendment; NOW THEREFORE,
BEIT RF.SOI.\"ED. by the Council of the City of San Diego that this Council initiates
the amendment to the Serra Mesa Community Plan and the General Plan to include the street
connection hetween Phyllis Place and Friars Road; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego that this
Council directs stafl to analyze the following issues in relation to the aforementioned street
connection and land use plun amendments:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road

connection.
2 Whether the road connection could serve as an emergency cvacuation route.
% Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only.
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4. ‘Whether pedestrian and bicyele access would be improved by the street
connection.
APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney
By q e \’_’
Nina M. Fain
Deputy City Attorney
NMF:mm
10/30/08
Or.Dept:DSD
R-2009-541
G-212 MMS#6848
(cont'd)
Page 3 of 3
P-304297
W
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L
Passed by the Council of The City of Sa= Diego on _ (ET 2 by the following vote:
Ceouneil Members Yeas Nays Not Present Recused
Scan Faters rol n) 0 ]
Kevia Faulconer il O G O
Tond Atkins v 0 Ll 1)
Anthany Young J_A{ O [l
Brian Majsnschein E/ O ad O
Donra Frye 0 g 0 O
Jim Medaffer h/ 3 ] ]
Bec Hueso -5/ - J ]
Date of final passage ocr 21
JERRY SANDERS M
AUTHENTICATED BY: Mayor of The City of San Diege, Celifornia.
s LIZABETHS MALAND
(Seal) City Clerk of The City of San Diego, California.
l_"/
By___ 7 Deputy
Cffice of the City Clerk, San Ciege, California
Resclution Number Z, 304297
W
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Data Analysis

Intersection AM Analysis: Long-Term Baseline Cumulative vs Long-Term Cumulative with Project*

Intersection

LOS
Witho

ut

Project

LOS With
Project

Change in LOS**

Improve

No Change Worsen

MV

SM

MV | SM

MV

SM

MV SM MV SM

Friars Rd & River Run Rd

B

Friars & Fenton Pkwy

C

Friars Rd & Northside

w

@

>

Mission Center Rd & Murray Ridge/Phyllis PI

Mission Center Rd & Aquatera

Mission Center Rd & Civita Blvd

Mission Center Rd & Westside Dr

Mission Center Rd & Friars Rd/EB ramps

O |0 N s W N e

Mission Center Rd & Friars/WB ramps

10. Mission Center Rd & Mission Center Ct

O @@ |@ | O |W

O @ | |® | O |W

X | X X [X | X | X

11.Aero Dr & Sandrock Rd

12.Murray Ridge Rd & Sandrock Rd

13.Murray Ridge & Pinecrest Ave

14.Murray Ridge & |-805 NB ramp

15.Murray Ridge & 1-805 SB ramp

O @ | @ | W |®

m|O |0 W@ W

16.Qualcomm Wy & Friars EB ramp

17.Qualcomm Wy & Friars WB ramp

18.Qualcomm Wy & Rio Bonito Wy

19.Rio San Diego Dr & Rio Bonito Wy

@ O[O |0

@ (O |0 (0O

X [ X | X [ X

20.Phyllis Pl & Franklin Ridge Rd

X***

21.Via Alta & Franklin Ridge Rd

>

22.Via Alta & Civita

23.Civita Blvd & Russell Pkwy/Gill Village Dr

24.Qualcomm Wy & Civita Blvd

@ |> @ (O

@ (W (m O

X

Total

0

1

16 3 1 3

% of Total by Community

0%

14%

94% | 43% | 6% | 43%

*Data from Table 5.2-17 **MV=Mission Valley; SM=Serra Mesa

Analysis for Intersections AM

e Serra Mesa Intersections: 14%, improve; 43%, no change; 43%, worsen

e Mission Valley Intersections: 0%, improve; 94%, no change; 6%, worsen

***Starting data is 0; adding traffic impacts it
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Intersection PM Analysis: Long-Term Baseline Cumulative vs Long-Term Cumulative with Project*

Intersection LOS LOS With Change in LOS**
Without Project Improve No Change Worse
Project
MV | SM | MV | SM | MV | SM | MV SM MV SM
1. Friars Rd & River Run Rd C C
2. Friars & Fenton Pkwy
3. Friars Rd & Northside E E
4. Mission Center Rd & Murray Ridge/Phyllis Pl F D X
5. Mission Center Rd & Aquatera B B X
6. Mission Center Rd & Civita Blvd D C X
7. Mission Center Rd & Westside Dr C C X
8. Mission Center Rd & Friars Rd/EB ramps C B X
9. Mission Center Rd & Friars/WB ramps C C
10. Mission Center Rd & Mission Center Ct D D
11. Aero Dr & Sandrock Rd C C X
G-21'2 12. Murray Ridge Rd & Sandrock Rd D E X
(Cont d) 13. Murray Ridge & Pinecrest Ave B B X

14. Murray Ridge & I-805 NB ramp D F
15. Murray Ridge & I-805 SB ramp E F
16. Qualcomm Wy & Friars EB ramp E E X
17. Qualcomm Wy & Friars WB ramp F E X
18. Qualcomm Wy & Rio Bonito Wy D D
19. Rio San Diego Dr & Rio Bonito Wy B B
20. Phyllis Pl & Franklin Ridge Rd - B X*E*
21. Via Alta & Franklin Ridge Rd B F
22. Via Alta & Civita B C
23. Civita Blvd & Russell Pkwy/Gill Village Dr C C
24. Qualcomm Wy & Civita Blvd C C

Total 17 7 3 1 12 2 2 4

% of Total by Community 18% | 14% | 70% | 29% | 12% | 57%

*Data from Table 5.2-17 **MV=Mission Valley; SM=Serra Mesa ***Starting data is 0; adding traffic impacts it

Analysis for Intersections PM

e Serra Mesa Intersections: 14%, improve; 29%, no change; 57%, worsen
e Mission Valley Intersections: 18%, improve; 70%, no change; 12%, worsen
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Roadway Segment Analysis: Long-Term Baseline Cumulative vs Long-Term Cumulative with Project*
Roadway Segment Mission | Serra | LOS W/Out | LOS With Change in LOS**
Valley | Mesa Project Project Improve No Change Worsen
MV | SM | MV |SM | MV | SM
Civita Blvd
Mission Center Rd to Via Alta X B A X
Via Alta to Russell Parkway X B A X
Russell Pkwy to Qualcomm Wy X C B X
Qualcomm Wy to Franklin Ridge X A C X
Franklin Ridge Rd
Via Alta to Civita X C F X
Phyllis Place to Via Alta X 0 D X
Friars Rd
Mission Center Rd to Qualcomm Wy X C C X
Qualcomm Wy to Fenton Pkwy X C C X
Fenton Pkwy to Northside Dr X C C X
Mission Center Rd
Hazard Center Dr to Friars Rd X D D X
Friars Rd to Mission Center Drwy X C C X
G-212 Mission Center Drwy to Mission X B B X
(cont'd) Valley Rd
Mission Valley Rd to Aquatera Drwy X C A X
Aquatera Drwy to Murray Ridge Rd XHH* F F X
Murray Ridge Rd
1-805 NB ramp to Mission Center Rd X F F X
Mission Center Rd to Pinecrest Ave X F F X
Pinecrest Ave to Sandrock Rd X F F X
Phyllis PI
Abbotshill Rd to Franklin Ridge Rd X A A X
Franklin Ridge Rd to I-805 SB ramp X A F X
1-805 SB ramp to [-805 NB ramp X E F X
Qualcomm Way
Civita Blvd to Friars Rd WB ramp X B C X
Friars Rd WB to Friars Rd EB ramp X B B X
Friars Rd EB ramp to Rio San Diego X B B X
Rio San Diego Dr
Qualcomm Wy to Rio Bonito Wy | X | | E | E | | | X | | |
Russell Pkwy
Civita BIvd to Friars Rd [ x ] | ¢ | ¢ ] | [ x ] | |
Sandrock Rd
Murray Ridge to Aero Dr | | X | D | D | | | | X | |
Westside Dr
Mission Center Rd to Via Alta | X | | C | D | | | | | X |
Via Alta
Franklin Ridge Rd to Civita Blvd X A C X
Civita Blvd to Westside Dr X A A X
Total 20 9 4 0 11 6 5 3
% of Total by Community 25% | 0% | 55% | 67% | 20% | 33%
Y  *Data from Table 5.2-16 **MV=Mission Valley; SM=Serra Mesa ***Most of this area is in Serra Mesa
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G-212
(cont'd)

Analysis for Roadway Segment

e Serra Mesa Segments: 0%, improve; 67%, no change; 33%, worsen

e Mission Valley Segments: 25%, improve; 55%, no change; 20%, worsen

Maps

View of City View Church, Via Alta & Franklin Ridge, Freeways and Housing in Serra Mesa and Civita

Serra Mesa, San Diego, CA, USA

X% san Diego, CA, USA ( San Diego ) I
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City View Church’s Two Driveways, Retirement/Senior Housing, Transmission Line & Steep Hillside

Roadway connection will be located south side of Phyllis Pl across from church’s east driveway and path.

G-212
(cont'd)
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Shows Emergency Access at Kaplan and Aperture Circle and
Sidewalk (switchback) adjacent to Kaplan from Ainsley to Aperture Circle

[le Edt View Hitory Bookmarks Tooks Help - o x
B} Google Maps x

€ ©8 hiips//www.google.com/maps/@32.7818401 - 117, 1494506,53

G-212
(cont'd)
Shows Emergency Access (bollards) at Kaplan and Aperture Circle and some of the sidewalk
Ele Edit View Hatory Bookmans ools Help - o x
Y 2473 Aperture Cir - Google % | =
€ DA hitps//www.googhe.com/maps/ @32, 7819972, 117, 498864, 3a,30y,243 43h,90. 14t /data='Imé Te 1 3m % = 2 T h 9 % & =
A\
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[-805 Phyllis Place Bridge — Shows Lanes over the Bridge

2® Google Maps x T

€ 0a

https.//www.google.com/maps/@32.7853352,-117.1459032,13

G-212
(cont'd)
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[-805 NB and SB Ramps and City View Church

= =] K
u Google Maps x T

€ @& nhitps//www.google.com/maps/@32.7833445,-117.1466126,143a,3

7% 2 @ Search ﬁ

G-212
(cont'd)
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G-212
(cont'd)

Trail from Civita to Serra Mesa

ﬁ.‘: Final Program EIR (spec).pdf - Adobe Reader = O x
File Edit View Window Help x
Do | ABDZ@EGSE|® @ [m]10e| @ [2m]-]] 2 = Tools | Fill &Sign | Comment

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

5.2 Transportation/
Traffic Circulation/Parking

Quamey FaiLs Program EIR
Draft November 2007, Fnal July 2008

Poge 5.2.63

~
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In accordance with our mandate under Avrticle 11, Section 1 of Council Policy 600-24 to make recommendations to the
City Council, Planning Commission, and City staff concerning the preparation of, adoption of, implementation of or
amendment to a land use plan, the Serra Mesa Planning Group hereby presents the following comments for inclusion in
the staff report to the Planning Commission and City Council on the Proposed Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment
Roadway Connection Project, Project No. 265605 SCH No. 2012011048.

SERRA MESA PLANNING GROUP’S SUMMARY/POSITION STATEMENT

1. SMPG recommends AGAINST amending the Serra Mesa Community Plan to include the roadway connection for the
following reasons:
e The emergency connection is redundant and is neither required nor necessary.
e The connection will not improve overall traffic flow in the study area and, in fact, will degrade it.
e The proposed Amendment has been rejected numerous times by Planning Commission (2004 and 2008) and
City Council (2005).
e The connection is strongly opposed by the affected Community.

2. SMPG recommends NOT to amend the Serra Mesa Community Plan to include a roadway connection on the basis
that the Recirculated DEIR does not meet project objectives and shows a significant negative environmental impact
on traffic. The Recirculated DEIR inadequately studied noise and pollution impacts (e.g., sensitive receptors not
considered).

The Recirculated DEIR is NOT complete and NOT in compliance with CEQA. Information is fundamentally
inadequate and conclusory.

e Two communities are connected with the existing emergency, pedestrian and bicyclist access between Kaplan
Drive in Serra Mesa and Aperture Circle in Mission Valley. Also, at least one trail for pedestrians and
bicyclists from Civita to Phyllis Place Park is mandated with or without the roadway connection.

e Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive provide interconnectivity between the two communities.

3. SMPG recommends that the proposed Community Plan Amendment be DENIED. The CPA does not meet proposed
goals and does not benefit the residents of either community.

4. SMPG recommends that the Mission Valley Community Plan be REVISED to exclude the Franklin Ridge Road
Connection as it is not mitigable below a significant level and negatively impacts transportation/circulation in both
communities.

EMERGENCY ROAD CONNECTION ANALYSIS FLAW

When the City Council requested the initiation of this CPA in 2008, their discussion was heavily focused on public safety,
emergency evacuation, and fire department access. Unfortunately, no one who was so authorized informed the Council
during this discussion that there is already an emergency-only connection at Kaplan Drive from Civita to Serra Mesa
designed into the project and currently in use.

Issues City Council directed staff to analyze Findings
1. Whether police and fire response time would | Study/Documentation to support City’s position of improvement
be improved with road connection not provided; Recirculated DEIR didn’t consider Kaplan Dr

2. Whether the road connection could serve as | Evacuation route already exists at Kaplan Dr and Aperture Circle
an emergency evacuation route

3. Whether it is feasible to make the road Emergency access already exists at Kaplan Dr and Aperture Circle
available for emergency access only

4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would | Pedestrian and bicycle access exists at Kaplan Dr and trail from
be improved by the street connection Civita to Phyllis Place Park is mandated
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ROADWAY CONNECTION IMPACTS

e Required 1.33 acre linear park along Phyllis Place divided in two by connection — safety issues
e Required to relocate high-pressure gas line

e Impacts environment, constructed through sensitive habitat, particularly coastal sage scrub

e Impacts 56 multifamily retirement/Senior units located across from roadway connection

e Creates “Potential to result in safety hazard for vehicles entering or exiting the City View Church” (5.2.6.1);
church is located across from roadway intersection; church driveway and roadway intersection won’t align

e Steep grade (developer indicates steepest just under 10%) not considered in noise and air quality studies

o Mitigation requires removal of bicycle lanes on both sides of Murray Ridge to Sandrock Road; “City’s ability to

implement...may be limited” so “impact would remain significant and unavoidable” (DEIR, p. 5.2-39)

e Implementation of 6 of the 19 mitigations violates City’s land use and mobility policies; 8 of the 19 mitigations

assumes mitigation will not occur; 10 of the 19 mitigations would remain Significant and Unavoidable

e Huge traffic increase into a residential community brings with it by definition additional safety and quality of life

issues (noise, accidents, parking, and pollution for example)

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

Roadway connection “generally relieve congestion on neighborhood streets” (DEIR, p. 5-1-15). This isn’t proven by the

traffic studies long term analysis. See attachment for charts.

Impact Areas Without Connection | With Connection | Results With Connection

Phyllis PI ADTs: 2,420 ADTSs: 34,540 Significant Increased Traffic - Worse

Franklin Ridge/Via Alta | LOS: C LOS: F More traffic - Worse

to Civita

1-805 Bridge LOS: E LOS: F 61% More Vehicles - Worse

1-805 on-ramps Delays < 15 min Delays 31-43 min' | Significant Delays - Worse

1-805 freeway LOS: F LOS: F "would result in significant impact at

six freeway segments"

*ADT=Average Daily Trips, *LOS=Traffic Level Of Service, *F=forced flow, extreme congestion, ‘Appendix C, p. 61,
PDEIR, p. 5.2-37

Already planned and approved Phase 1 of SR-163 and Friars Road Interchange Project; scheduled for fall 2017
construction; will alleviate severe traffic delays on Friars Road (City website).

MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN INCONSISTENCY

The Sand and Gravel Re-use Development section of the Mission Valley Community Plan (p. 56) states “Streets serving
new development should be connected to the road network and not to major streets serving residential areas in the mesas.”

This statement is consistent with the Serra Mesa Community Plan.

SERRA MESA COMMUNITY OPPOSITION

The surveys conducted in the community over the years indicate overwhelming opposition to the street connection. The
Serra Mesa Planning Group and members of the community have repeatedly expressed strong opposition to the street

connection in writing and in person at all stages of the development process for Quarry Falls/Civita, and continue to
express their opposition to the proposed Community Plan Amendment.
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Analysis of the LOS Level Long-Term Baseline vs Long-Term Cumulative with Project*

N
80% -
70% - 67% Road Segments
60% - 55% Mission Vall
o # Mission Valley In both Serra Mesa and Mission Valley the
50% Serra Mesa
greatest percentage of the roadway segments
40% will receive the same LOS level. Also, in Serra
30% Mesa 1/3 of the segments will worsen and none
will improve.
20%
10%
0%
Improve  No Change  Worsen
100% - 94%
90% Intersections AM
80%
70% B Mission Valley The LOS No Ch is almost 100% ‘

_ . e o Change is almos % percentage
G-212 60% serra Mesa for Mission Valley while in Serra Mesa both No
(cont'd) 50% Change and Worsen receive the same

40% percentage.
30%
20%
10% -
0%
Improve No Change Worsen
80% - .
70% Intersections PM
70%
60% In Mission Valley 70% of the intersections won’t
0 = Mission Valley change LOS level while in Serra Mesa more than
50% Serra Mesa half of the intersections will worsen.
40% . .
Conclusion: The road connection won’t help
30% most of the roadway segments and
20% - intersections in Mission Valley and will worsen
10% ones in Serra Mesa.
0%
Improve  No Change  Worsen
*Charts based on Recirculated DEIR, Tables 5.2-16 and Table 5.2-17.
On-Ramps for Long-Term Without the Roadway Connection in Comparison to With (refer to Table 5.2.18)
e  Murray Ridge 1-805 NB on-ramp AM delay increases 9 min; queueing from 0 to 3,886 ft (.74 mi).
\/ ¢ Murray Ridge I-805 SB on-ramp PM delay increases 31 min; queueing from 2,407 to 10,368 ft (1.96 mi), beyond Sandrock.
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Letter G: Serra Mesa Planning Group

G-1: This is an introductory comment that states that detailed comments are attached within the
email. No specific comments that require a response are raised by this comment. Moreover, this
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-2: This comment states that the Serra Mesa Planning Group (SMPG) reviewed the DEIR and states
that it has far-reaching impacts. No specific comments that require a response are raised by this
comment. Moreover, this comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-3: This comment quotes an excerpt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines concerning the recirculation of an EIR and states that the DEIR does not meet those
portions of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Section 15088(f)(1)(g) of the CEQA Guidelines states the following (emphasis added): “When
recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in the revised EIR or by
an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made to the previously circulated DEIR.”
The DEIR complied with this requirement. A summary of the revisions made to the previously
circulated DEIR was provided in the Public Notice of Availability for Recirculation of an EIR and also
within Chapter 3, Project Description: “After considering the comments received during the public
review period, the City decided to analyze the road connection with a project-level analysis. The
additional description and analysis warranted revisions to the draft PEIR, which in turn led the City
to decide to replace the PEIR with a project-level EIR and recirculate for a second public review.” As
the scope of analysis changed from a programmatic level (e.g., not including any specific roadway
design, construction details) to a project level of analysis, the entire DEIR necessarily warranted
revisions throughout to reflect that detail. Furthermore, the DEIR was in an entirely new format
(e.g., font, numbering, figures) which would indicate that the entirety of the DEIR had been revised.

In addition, Section 15088(f) of the CEQA Guidelines states: “Recirculating an EIR can result in the
lead agency receiving more than one set of comments from reviewers. The following are two ways in
which the lead agency may identify the set of comments to which it will respond. This dual approach
avoids confusion over whether the lead agency must respond to comments which are duplicates or
which are no longer pertinent due to revisions to the EIR.”

Section 15088(f)(1) is the first of these referenced approaches, which the City adhered to (as clearly
indicated within the public notices and Chapters 1 and 3, Introduction and Project Description,
respectively): “When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, the lead
agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need not respond to
those comments received during the earlier circulation period. The lead agency shall advise
reviewers, either in the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, that although
part of the administrative record, the previous comments do not require a written response in the
FEIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the revised EIR. The lead agency need only
respond to those comments submitted in response to the recirculated revised EIR.”

The DEIR was substantially revised and the entire document was recirculated. If only portions of the
DEIR or the appendices were changed or revised, the City would have only recirculated those
portions. After reviewing the comments received on the previously circulated EIR, the City noted
that numerous commenters found the implementation of the project to be reasonably foreseeable,
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and thus decided to substantially revise the DEIR with project-level analysis. Clarification has been
added to Chapter 1, Introduction, of the FEIR. This information does not represent substantial new
information or increase the severity of the impacts previously identified within the DEIR.

In addition, the comment states that Chapter 4 of the DEIR is an inadequate response to the
comments submitted by the SMPG on the previous DEIR dated June 26, 2016. As noted in the “Public
Notice of Availability for Recirculation of an Environmental Impact Report” and in conformance with
Section 15088(f) of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR was substantially revised (i.e. the Program EIR
was revised as a Project Level EIR) and therefore the City determined that reviewers must submit
new comments on the DEIR. Therefore, although previous comments will be made a part of the
administrative record, the previous comments do not require a written response in the FEIR.

Lastly, the comment states that specific questions and comments are listed and organized by topic.
No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment. .

G-4: This comment excerpts a portion of the Mission Valley Community Plan (MVCP) referring to
streets serving new development.

As discussed in Section 5.1.3, Land Use, of the DEIR, “...merely being inconsistent with an existing
plan or regulation would not necessarily be considered a significant impact under CEQA; rather, the
inconsistency must result in a substantial adverse effect on the environment.” CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss inconsistencies with applicable plans, but does not
require a discussion of all the policies a project is consistent with. A project is considered
inconsistent with the provisions of the identified regional and local plan if it would work in
opposition to the attainment of the primary intent of the land use plan or policy. If a project is
determined to be inconsistent with some objectives or policies of a land use plan, but is largely
consistent with the land use goals of that plan and would not work in opposition to the attainment of
the primary intent of the land use plan, the project could be consistent with the plan. In addition, an
inconsistency with a specific objective or policy of a land use plan does not necessarily mean that the
project would result in a significant impact on the physical environment.

As discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, subsection 5.1.5, Impact Analysis, the project would not
conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a General Plan or Community
Plans or other applicable land use plans. Relevant goals and guidelines from the City of San Diego
General Plan and the Serra Mesa Community Plan were compared against the compatibility of the
proposed project and its objectives, as the proposed project entails an amendment to the Serra Mesa
Community Plan. As stated in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR: Currently, there is a discrepancy between
the Mission Valley Community Plan and Serra Mesa Community Plan regarding a roadway
connection south from Phyllis Place. The Mission Valley Community Plan calls for a roadway
connection and the Serra Mesa Community Plan does not include the connection on the roadway
map (included in its Transportation Element).

Concerning the roadway connection, the Mission Valley Community Plan (adopted June 1985)
states:

Public streets of adequate capacity to connect Stadium Way and Mission Center Road with I
805 at Phyllis Place will be needed when urban development occurs north of Friars Road
between Mission Center Road and I-805. Provision of these streets will not be considered
until the sand and gravel operation has ceased and resource depletion has occurred.
Additionally, the exact alignment will be determined by detailed engineering studies, by
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agreement between the City and the property owner at the time urban development takes
place on these parcels.

The proposed project would generally implement and uphold the goals, policies, guidelines, and
recommendations contained within the existing City of San Diego General Plan and the Serra Mesa
Community Plan. Specifically, the proposed project is consistent with planning goals identified in the
Mobility Element of the General Plan, as the roadway would balance the needs of multiple users of
the public right-of-way by providing vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian lanes/sidewalks. It is also
consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan
and is included within long-term forecast models. Moreover, it would provide a linkage within and
between communities (Mission Valley and Serra Mesa) and would expand personal travel options
by providing a roadway connection from Serra Mesa to the trolley stations in Mission Valley that
would allow pedestrians and cyclists a dedicated route. Therefore, impacts were determined to be
less than significant. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-5: This comment excerpts a portion of the MVCP referring to how many lanes Franklin Ridge Road
should be limited to within the Quarry Falls development and states that the proposed roadway
would be inconsistent with this designation.

The proposed roadway is not Franklin Ridge Road as it is indicated in the MVCP; it is a new
unnamed roadway that would connect Phyllis Place to the intersection of Via Alta Road and Franklin
Ridge Road. The MVCP is referring to the portion of Franklin Ridge Road that currently exists and
runs from the connection with Via Alta Road to Quarry Falls Boulevard. Therefore, this policy does
not apply to the proposed roadway. In addition, please see the response to Comment G-4. No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-6: This comment excerpts a portion of the Mission Valley Community Plan referring to the
orientation of development in Mission Valley.

The policy is referring to development of structures such as buildings, and not roadways (such as
the proposed project). This is made more obvious when the policy states that it is development that
is “accessed by roads.” In addition, and most critically, as shown in Figure 24 of the Mission Valley
Community Plan, the 150-foot contour line is on the south side of I-8 and therefore would not apply
to the project site or the proposed project itself. In addition, please see the response to comment G-
4. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-7: This comment states that emergency access exists from Aperture Circle in Quarry Falls to Serra
Mesa via Kaplan Drive and that Kaplan Drive provides bicycle and pedestrian access.

This clarifying information has been added to the FEIR (see Section 5.2). The addition of this
information does not affect the conclusions reached within the DEIR and no other clarifications are
required.

G-8: This comment states the Quarry Falls developer has indicated they would fund the proposed
roadway connection if approved, or if not approved, would make improvements to Mission Center
Road as required by a mitigation measure for Quarry Falls.

Please see response to comment J-6 (Comment Letter ]), which is a comment letter provided by
Sudberry. Mitigation identified in the EIR for the proposed project is specific to the proposed
project, which is a road connection between Mission Valley and Serra Mesa. Mitigation contained
within the Quarry Falls Project EIR is specific to the Quarry Falls development, which assumed no
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road connection in the final approved project. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-9: Please see the responses to comments G-4 through G-8, each of which provide responses to the
comments raised.

G-10: This comment asks if other means of reconciling the community plans have been attempted.

As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, as part of the actions by which it approved the Quarry
Falls Project, the City Council initiated a resolution (Staff Recommendation Number 6) that directed
City staff to analyze the inclusion of a street connection between Phyllis Place and Friars Road in the
Transportation Element of the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The proposed project fulfills the
direction provided by the City Council. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-11: This comment states that figures within the Quarry Falls PEIR and Specific Plan show a trail
connection between the Quarry Falls development and the Phyllis Place Park. This figure has been
added to the FEIR (see Figure 3-9 in Chapter 3). The addition of this information does not affect the
conclusions reached within the DEIR.

G-12: This comment raises concerns regarding the analysis of the roadway grade, asks if a grading
map for the roadway connection can be included, and asks for an explanation of the discrepancy in
the maximum grade analysis between the DEIR for the proposed project and the Final PEIR for the
Quarry Falls project. The commenter also requests a discussion of the roadway grade as it relates to
ADA requirements.

The grading estimates are provided within Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR and are based
on preliminary engineering estimates. The grade of the roadway is conceptually designed to
conform to the City’s Street Design Manual, which states that the maximum grade is 7 percent. Figure
3-1 within Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR show the project site and preliminary grading
contours. If a deviation from the Street Design Manual is required, it would not require another
permit or discretionary decision. The City’s Traffic Engineering Department reviews the final design
of the roadway for compliance with the Street Design Manual and other final engineering issues.
Please see responses to comments F-4 and F-5 regarding pedestrian safety and pedestrian crossings.
No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-13: This comment refers to the Executive Summary and states that comments that apply to
sections of the EIR may also apply to the Executive Summary.

This comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. No revisions to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-14: This comment refers to the four questions posed by City Council as part of City Council
Resolution # 304297 and asks why the questions were not the objectives, if the questions were
answered in the DEIR, and where they were addressed in the DEIR.

The four questions needing resolution as set forth by the City Council within the amendment (Staff
Recommendation Number 6) to the Quarry Falls project approval are detailed on page 3-2 of
Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. The questions raised by City Council were not CEQA
objectives for the proposed project, but were questions to which City Council requested answers.
However, these four questions formed the backbone of the project’s CEQA objectives listed on the
first page of Chapter 3, Project Description. Each of these questions are answered within relevant
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sections of the DEIR. The first and second questions are analyzed in Chapter 7, Effects Not Found To
Be Significant, of the DEIR (see Section 7.7 for fire-rescue and police services; see Section 7.4 for
emergency evacuation). The third question is analyzed in Chapter 9, Alternatives, as “Alternative 2 -
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Emergency Access Only Alternative” (see Section 9.5.2). The fourth question
is analyzed within Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, with the DEIR (see Section 5.2.8). No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-15: This comment asks why changes were made to the project CEQA objectives that were
included in the previous program EIR.

The objectives were modified to better reflect the basic objectives of the project. The changes to the
objectives included a greater focus on multi-modal mobility and also reduced redundancy among
the objectives. The City may modify project objectives prior to recirculating a DEIR. As noted on
page 1-3 and as further clarified within the FEIR, the previous program-level analysis was revised
and a project-level analysis replaced it. Changes to the previous program EIR were comprehensive
and were made in response to the public comments received during public review for the program
EIR; as such, the CEQA objectives were updated to better reflect the proposed project. No changes to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-16: This comment notes that the specific project objectives were not raised in the City Council
Resolution 304297.

The questions raised by City Council were not CEQA objectives for the proposed project, but were
questions to which City Council requested answers. As set forth in Section 15124 (b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project is required to be included
within the Project Description section of an EIR. This section also states: “A clearly written
statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to
evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of
overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.” The City of San Diego as lead agency developed the project objectives and
these objectives contain the underlying purpose of the proposed project, which is to provide a
project that improves mobility between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Planning areas, improves
regional access, improves emergency access and evacuation routes within the Serra Mesa and
Mission Valley planning areas, provides safe and efficient multi-modal mobility, and resolves the
inconsistency between the two community plans. The DEIR complied with CEQA’s requirements and
the objectives are included within Section 3.1 of Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-17: This comment states that issues identified by staff, the public, or a decision maker should be
analyzed. The specific comments follow this comment.

This is an introductory comment and indicates specific comments follow. Therefore, no response is
necessary.

G-18: This comment refers to the project description and the existing emergency access and bicycle
and pedestrian access provided at Kaplan Drive. The comment requests the criteria for analyzing
and evaluating the improvement.

The FEIR has been clarified to indicate that Kaplan Drive currently provides emergency access and
bicycle and pedestrian access (see Section 5.2). The addition of this clarifying information does not
affect the conclusions reached within the DEIR.
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As detailed within Section 7.7 of the DEIR, in accordance with the City’s CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds, the following issue provides guidance to determine potential significance
of impacts on public services and facilities: “Would the proposed project have an effect upon, or
result in a need for new or modified government services in, any of the following areas: fire/life
safety protection; police protection; schools; maintenance of public facilities, including roads, parks,
or other recreational facilities; and libraries?” As further detailed within Section 7.7, the proposed
project does not include a residential housing component; therefore, no increase in residential
population would occur that may increase call volumes for fire-rescue or police services.

The roadway connection would increase circulation efficiency in the immediate project vicinity, and
would improve emergency access and evacuation route options between the Serra Mesa and
Mission Valley planning areas. As confirmed with the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department and the San
Diego Police Department, additional access points (such as the proposed roadway connection)
generally improve emergency access and associated response times. The proposed project would be
considered a new access point as the current configuration at Kaplan Drive, while paved, has locked
bollards and is only intended for emergency access, at which time emergency personnel would need
to unlock the bollards. Kaplan Drive is not intended as secondary access. As such, Kaplan Drive is not
as easily accessible for emergency responders within the area surrounding the proposed roadway
connection.

G-19: This comment asks how the DEIR determined there would a less-than-significant impact on
aesthetics.

The potential impacts of the proposed project are analyzed within Section 5.9, Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character, specifically within Section 5.9.5. As detailed therein, within the context of
the substantial development occurring at the Quarry Falls site and other existing development in the
vicinity of the project site, the inclusion of a relatively small segment of roadway (460 feet long by
120 feet wide, which includes landscaping and pedestrian facilities in this width) would be
minimally discernible from the surrounding area, particularly when viewed from the valley floor,
and would be within the visual character of the existing urbanized area where vehicles are typically
present—along the [-805, Phyllis Place, and roadways within the Quarry Falls development—to
serve the existing development in these areas. The future presence of vehicles where there is
currently a roadway and nearby freeway access would not represent a change in the existing visual
character.

Moreover, the roadway would still permit the same amount of parkland along Phyllis Place. Finally,
based on recent CEQA case law, changes in community character are considered a social and
psychological issue and not an environmental issue subject to CEQA (Preserve Poway v. City of
Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th 560). No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-20: This comment asks, in terms of air quality, a) what the proposed grade would be for the road,
b) whether the project would impact senior housing at the San Diego First Assembly of God, c) what
the queuing time is for peak traffic times, and d) how much pollution can be expected.

The proposed roadway is anticipated to be designed in accordance with the City of San Diego’s
Street Design Manual, which permits a maximum grade of 7 percent. As stated in Table 5.2-11, no
significant traffic delay would occur at the intersection of Phyllis Place and the proposed project
roadway (referred to as Franklin Ridge Road in the table because the road is currently unnamed)
and the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS B with a total of 10-11 seconds of vehicle
delay in 2017 and between 10-18.9 seconds delay in 2035. Please see Section 5.3, Air Quality, for a
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detailed discussion of the potential significant impacts of the proposed project. As detailed in
Section 5.3, the air quality analysis estimated pollutant concentrations at various receptor locations
near the intersections that display the worst intersection conditions, and pollutant concentrations at
all locations are expected to be far below pollutant standards. Based on the analysis contained in
Section 5.3, impacts related to air quality were determined to be less than significant. No changes to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-21: This comment asks about the potential health risks to seniors living at the Senior Housing
located at San Diego First Assembly of God, mentions that the DEIR does not mention existing
emergency access at Kaplan Drive, and how much extra time is needed for emergency access if the
project was not implemented.

Please see the responses to comments G-18 and G-20 above. Additionally, Table 5.2-23 in Section
5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR details the changes in community access travel times
with and without the proposed roadway connection. As demonstrated in Table 5.2-23, accessibility
to a variety of public facilities and amenities such as hospitals, fire departments, and schools
increases with the road connection.

G-22: This comment asks what benefits and impact with the Kaplan Drive emergency connection
provide.

Please see the response to comment G-18 above. Kaplan Drive is not part of the proposed project;
therefore, it was not analyzed in the impact analysis contained in the DEIR. However, the FEIR has
been clarified to indicate that Kaplan Drive currently provides emergency access and bicycle and
pedestrian access (see Section 5.2). The addition of this clarifying information does not affect the
conclusions reached within the DEIR. Although emergency access currently exists at Kaplan Drive,
the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department confirmed that additional access points (such as the
proposed roadway connection) generally improve emergency access and associated response times.
Therefore, the proposed roadway connection would improve emergency access in the project area.
Additionally, the current configuration at Kaplan Drive, while paved, has locked bollards and is only
intended for emergency access, at which time emergency personnel would need to unlock the
bollards. Kaplan Drive is not intended as secondary access. As such, Kaplan Drive is not as easily
accessible for emergency responders within the area surrounding the proposed roadway
connection.

G-23: This comment refers to land use compatibility impacts associated with converting general
plan or community plan open space. The project site is not designated as open space by the General
Plan or Community Plan. As detailed in Section 5.1.1.1 of the DEIR, the project site has a General
Plan land use category of Residential. The project site is within the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley
community plan areas. The Serra Mesa Community Plan designates the project site as “Low-Density
Residential.” Within the Mission Valley portion, the project site is within the Quarry Falls Specific
Plan area, which is designated as Multi-Use under the Mission Valley Community Plan. The adopted
land use is correctly reflected as Residential in Figure 5.1-1 of the DEIR.

As described in the Plan Elements section of the Serra Mesa Community Plan, the first seven
elements contain information on existing conditions and trends; problems and issues; and goals,
objectives, and proposals. It is the Implementation Element, which establishes the realization and
prioritization of the aforementioned plan items. Figure 17, Community Plan Land Use 1990,
designates the project area for Residential Low Density (5-9 units net) and is consistent with the
underlying RS-1-7 zone.
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Figure 14, Environmental Management (Open Space), serves as a means of reference and
information, and identifies areas within the community where open space policies apply. The
proposed project is consistent with open space plan policies which allow for low-density
urbanization through the residential low density land use designation and the implementation of the
Environmentally Sensitive Land regulations.

Concerning the park proposed by the Quarry Falls developer, two General Development Plans for
Phyllis Place Park have been approved: one that assumed the road connection would occur and one
that did not. In either case, the acreage within the park would remain the same, and both areas
would be considered part of Phyllis Place Park. Section 5.1, Land Use, of the DEIR, contains the
relevant land use compatibility analysis regarding the proposed roadway and the proposed linear
park. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-24: This comment identifies a policy in the Mobility Element of the General Plan that was not

considered in the DEIR, and asks for a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with this
policy. The commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would not be consistent
with the cited policy.

The commenter cites Policy ME-F.2.a of the Mobility Element of the General Plan, which states the
following: “Develop a bikeway network that is continuous, closes gaps in the existing system,
improves safety, and services important destinations.” The proposed project would be consistent
with this goal for several reasons. While bicycle access between the Civita development and the
Serra Mesa community currently exists via Kaplan Drive, the proposed roadway connection would
include Class II bike lanes that would connect to existing Class II bike lanes along Via Alta and
Franklin Ridge Road to the south, and would also connect to existing Class II bike lanes along Phyllis
Place to the north. As a result, the Class II bike lanes provided along the proposed roadway
connection would create a continuous bikeway network consisting of designated bike lanes and
would close a gap in the existing system, as well as serve an important destination (Quarry Falls)
that includes residential and commercial land uses. Consequently, the proposed project would be
consistent with Policy ME-F.2.a. Additionally, the proposed bike lane provided by the project is
identified in the Bicycle Master Plan. As such, the project would also be consistent with this plan.

As detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed roadway connection would
result in a potential safety hazard for vehicles entering or exiting City View Church, as sight distance
from the driveway to the intersection would likely not be sufficient. The DEIR concluded that this
impact would be significant and unavoidable due to the uncertainty of being able to implement the
mitigation measure necessary to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. However, this
safety hazard only applies to vehicles entering or exiting City View Church and would not result in
safety hazards for vehicles, cyclists, or pedestrians using the proposed roadway itself. Additionally,
the proposed project would not remove existing bike lanes. As noted throughout Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, several mitigation measures identified in the section were assumed
to not be implemented as they would likely require the removal of Class II bike lanes. For example,
MM-TRAF-2 states:

Implementation of this measure would reduce the impact to a level below significance;
however, the City’s ability to implement this measure may be limited. This roadway
provides Class Il bike lanes that would likely be removed under this mitigation. The
proposed mitigation would cause a substantial conflict with applicable City land use and
mobility policies (e.g., the City’s General Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan,
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and Serra Mesa Community Plan). Due to the uncertainty of being able to implement this
measure in light of countervailing considerations, this analysis does not assume it will
occur. In the event it does not, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

As such, the proposed project would not remove bike lanes and would be consistent with the policy
identified by the commenter. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-25: The comment asks what criteria was used to determine the project’s consistency with the
General Plan. The proposed project’s consistency with pertinent environmental goals, policies, and
recommendations are provided in Table 5.1-1 and Table 5.1-2. The land use consistency analysis
evaluates the proposed project against the recommendations of the policy and provides the
rationale as to whether the project is consistent or is not consistent with the applicable plans,
including the General Plan. Please also see the response to Comment G-4. As noted in the Land Use
section of the DEIR, merely being inconsistent with an existing plan or regulation would not
necessarily be considered a significant impact under CEQA; rather, the inconsistency must result in a
substantial adverse effect on the environment. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-26: This comment includes questions about Table 5.1-1, Proposed Project’s Consistency with the
City of San Diego 2008 General Plan, and provides specific comments in Comments G-27 through G-
50. Please see the responses to Comment G-4, G-5, G-6, and G-30 through G-50. As noted in the
response to Comment G-4, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss
inconsistencies with the applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans, but does not
require a discussion of all the policies contained within the applicable plans in which a project is
consistent.

G-27: The comment asks the City to consider an additional policy in the Mission Valley Community
Plan. As stated within the DEIR, the transportation plan in the Mission Valley Community Plan
includes a road connection between Mission Valley and Serra Mesa in the vicinity of the proposed
project. The proposed project would be consistent with the plan. Moreover, the proposed project
would connect new (and older) development in Mission Valley to a road network that provides
better local and regional access including Serra Mesa and other communities to the north, and the I-
805 Freeway. In addition, please see the response to comment G-4.

G-28: The comment asks the City to consider an additional policy in the Mission Valley Community
Plan. This comment was raised previously under comment G-5; please see the response to that
comment.

G-29: The comment asks the City to consider an additional policy in the Mission Valley Community
Plan. This comment was raised previously under comment G-6; please see the response to that
comment.

G-30: The comment is a statement that Mission Center Road is a direct connection from Murray
Ridge Road in Serra Mesa to Friars Road in Mission Valley. This comment does not raise any issue
regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-31: The comment is a statement that Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive provide
linkages between Serra Mesa and Mission Valley. This comment does not raise any issue regarding
the adequacy of the DEIR
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G-32: The comment asks how the project meets a General Plan goal of achieving congestion relief.
Please refer to Table 5.1-1. The proposed project, if implemented, would provide more direct access
to regional freeways and businesses, which would generally alleviate traffic congestion on
neighborhood streets, but would see a rise in delay at certain areas near freeway ramps as the
project would open up access to addition ramps. Overall, the project would improve community
access in the Serra Mesa community and the Mission Valley community and would better
distribution future traffic in the area. Specific areas of vehicle congestion relief are discussed in the
traffic report (see Appendix C) and Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR. No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-33: The comment states the opinion that the primary purpose of the project is access to I-805 and
asks for an explanation for how this meets the Mobility Element goals and policies cited in the
comment.

While improved regional access would be a benefit of the project, it is only one of the project
objectives. In addition to improving regional access, the project objectives also include improving
mobility between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley Planning areas, improving emergency access
and evacuation routes within the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas, providing safe and
efficient multi-modal mobility, and resolving the inconsistency between the two community plans.

The Mobility Element goal cited by the commenter states the following: “Safe and efficient street
design that minimizes environmental and neighborhood impacts.” The comment also cites excerpts
from Mobility Element policy ME_C.3.b. regarding “choices of routes to neighborhood destinations”
and “designed to control traffic volumes.” The proposed roadway has been conceptually designed to
be consistent with the City’s Street Design Manual. The proposed roadway would be classified as a
four-lane major street, which is defined in the Street Design Manual as a street that carries
moderate-to-heavy vehicular movement. The proposed roadway connection has been adequately
designed to accommodate the projected traffic volumes that would be redistributed onto the new
roadway. In addition, the manual includes provisions for street trees, traffic calming, and pedestrian
design guidelines, and addresses how to create streets that are important public places. During final
design of the proposed roadway, the City will determine whether traffic-calming measures are
necessary to ensure safe roadway operating speeds and pedestrian/bicyclist safety. The project has
also been conceptually designed to avoid neighborhood and environmental impacts to the extent
feasible and would provide an additional route to neighborhood destinations, such as parks,
commercial facilities, and the potential future school that will be constructed within Quarry Falls.
Please also refer to Table 5.1-1, Policy UD-B.5. The proposed project is designed to City standards to
ensure appropriate and safe speeds. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-34: The comment states that a minimum of one trail connection will occur between Serra Mesa
and Quarry Falls in Mission Valley for pedestrians and bikers. The proposed project would not
preclude the implementation of a trail connection between Serra Mesa and Quarry Falls. No changes
to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-35: This comment was raised previously as Comment G-18. Please see the response to comment
G-18. The project would not conflict with current emergency access provided at Kaplan Drive.

G-36: This comment was raised previously as Comment G-18. Please see the response to comment
G-18. The project would not conflict with current bicycle and pedestrian access provided at Kaplan
Drive.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-28
Final Environmental Impact Report



City of San Diego Letters of Comment and Responses

G-37: The comment raises the issue that the proposed park would be split by the proposed roadway
and how this could potentially result in safety issues for children playing ball, as well as the
potential effects on aesthetics.

As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, Phyllis Place Park is a proposed linear park that would
be located on the southern side of Phyllis Place. It would be a 1.33-acre linear park for passive use
activities; not an “active” park with large amounts of open space and would generally not be suitable
for active recreational activities. As shown in Figure 3-5a of the DEIR, there are two relatively small
children’s play areas that would be centrally located within the western segment of Phyllis Place
Park, approximately 300 feet to the west of the proposed roadway intersection. The intersection
would be designed in accordance with the Street Design Manual and would include pedestrian
crossings. The potential for safety issues associated with the proposed project is detailed in Section
5.2, Transportation and Circulation.

The commenter states the opinion that splitting the park in two with a roadway would impact the
park aesthetically. The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would divide the park;
however this would not represent a significant impact related to aesthetics. The park has not yet
been constructed. Although the park would be slightly interrupted in continuity, this would not
represent a significant impact related to aesthetics. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result
of this comment.

G-38: The proposed roadway is anticipated to be designed in accordance with the City’s Street
Design Manual, which may result in up to a 7 percent grade. The grade of the roadway, as proposed,
would not have any bearing on emergency access, and there is no requirement under CEQA to
compare the proposed project to another location that also provides emergency access under the
existing condition. The design of the project is conceptual; however, compliance with the Street
Design Manual would ensure proper ADA requirements are met, as well as any potential
requirements for mass transit (such as buses). Concerning the comment regarding traffic waiting
times, the LOS under the proposed roadway connection is detailed throughout Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation. The comment speculates that potential mass transit, such as buses,
would be queued and that it would not be feasible for the buses to stop on the proposed grade.
There is no transit route identified for the proposed roadway connection as it would require
planning by MTS. In the event that a bus route is identified, the conceptual design of the roadway
complies with the Street Design Manual, and the roadway therefore would need to be designed
appropriately to support the operational needs of a bus route. The proposed roadway connection
and its relationship to the proposed Phyllis Place Park is detailed within Sections 5.1, Land Use, and
5.2, Transportation and Circulation. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-39: This comment requests information pertaining to the safety of a trail as compared to the
safety of a Class Il bike lane. Implementation of a Class II bike lane would not preclude
implementation of a bike trail in the vicinity. The Class Il bike lane would be designed in accordance
with the City’s Street Design Manual to ensure proper widths and design specifications. Alternative
transportation is analyzed within Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, within the DEIR. No
changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-40: The comment indicates that the proposed project would not represent a transportation
improvement to existing Serra Mesa development and states the opinion that it would not provide
improved access times or benefit for the walking community.
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Please see response to comment F-4 regarding pedestrian safety and pedestrian connections. In
addition, as detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed project would
include sidewalks along both sides of the roadway, thus allowing a dedicated pedestrian connection
between the Mission Valley and Serra Mesa communities in the vicinity of Phyllis Place. The
proposed project would therefore increase pedestrian connectivity between communities. Please
also see Table 5.2-23 of Section 5.2, which provides the changes in community access travel times to
various public facilities and amenities. As demonstrated in Table 5.2-23, accessibility to a variety of
public facilities and amenities increases with the road connection. This comment represents the
opinion of the commenter, but does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. This comment does not
raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-41: The comment asks how the project would maximize public views of Mission Valley once the
project is complete. The proposed roadway would provide access for pedestrians and cyclists using
the park that is proposed as part of the Quarry Falls development. These users would be able to
access the viewshed from the park. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-42: The comment asks how the roadway would reduce traffic congestion. The proposed roadway
does not reduce congestion at every location studied within the traffic impact study area. Rather, the
proposed project would provide more direct linkages between Serra Mesa and Mission Valley and
would allow additional options for regional access via the freeway system. This results in in fewer
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), thus overall reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) and air quality
emissions, and diverting some vehicle trips from other roadways and ramps that are or will be
substantially congested in the future, all of which is discussed within the DEIR. No changes to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-43: The comment states an additional policy related to designing new connections and removing
barriers to pedestrian and bicycle circulation.

As detailed in Section 5.2, the proposed project would provide bicycle connectivity from Phyllis
Place southward to Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road. The proposed project would therefore
increase bicycle network connectivity between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities and
thus would not conflict with overarching goals and policies of transit plans to provide balanced and
safe bicycle networks within and between communities. Additionally, proposed project would
include sidewalks along both sides of the roadway, thus allowing a dedicated pedestrian connection
between the Mission Valley and Serra Mesa communities in the vicinity of Phyllis Place. The
proposed project would therefore increase pedestrian connectivity between communities. The
comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. No changes to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-44: The comment asks how the increase in average daily trips along Phyllis Place would meet a
goal about minimal excessive motor vehicle noise on residential and other noise-sensitive land uses.
The comment also cites text from the Noise Element of the General Plan related to promoting
alternative transportation modes to influence daily traffic volumes and reduce peak hour traffic.

No significant operational noise impacts due to the proposed project were identified (see Section
5.4, Noise). The comment also identifies a policy from the Noise Element that the City can influence
daily traffic volumes by encouraging alternative transportation modes. Please see response to
comment G-40 and G-43 regarding the improvements to pedestrian and bicycle connectivity as a
result of the project. Additionally, as detailed in Section 5.2, the proposed roadway connection
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would provide a connection for pedestrians and cyclists to travel southward to access the Rio Vista
and the Mission Valley Center trolley stations. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-45: The comment asks for a description of how transit services would become more readily
available to Serra Mesa residents. The commenter states that bus service is available on Murray
Ridge Road and trolley access is available via Mission Center Road, and states that a majority of
Serra Mesa residents live closer to Mission Center Road.

The proposed roadway would provide the Serra Mesa residents living west of the proposed roadway
connection with an additional connection southward to Mission Valley, where existing MTS trolley
service exists (see Section 2.3.2 of the DEIR). This would help to reduce the overall travel distances
from these residences to the Mission Valley trolley stations. Specifically, the proposed roadway
connection would provide an additional connection for pedestrians and cyclists to travel southward
to access the Rio Vista and the Mission Valley Center trolley stations. Additionally, the proposed
roadway could provide for a bus route connection from Serra Mesa to the existing trolley stops at
Rio Vista or Mission Valley Center; however, the bus routes are planned, owned, and operated by
MTS and any new route would need to be implemented by MTS. No changes to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-46: The comment asks how the design will meet the Street Design Manual’s design specifications.

The proposed roadway would be designed in accordance with the Street Design Manual, as detailed
throughout Chapter 3, Project Description of the DEIR. Please refer to Section 3.3.1, as well as Figures
3-7 and 3-8. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-47: The comment asks to discuss the pedestrian crossing at the roadway to access the west and
east sides of the park and states the opinion that the roadway would constitute a barrier.

Please see response to comment G-23. Two General Development Plans for Phyllis Place Park have
been approved: one that assumed the road connection would occur and one that did not. As detailed
in Chapter 3, Project Description and analyzed in Section 5.1, Land Use, the project would split the
park into two parks and would retain the same acreage (1.33 acres). While the park would be
physically bisected, similar amenities would be provided in each segment of the park, as depicted on
Figure 3-5a of the DEIR. The amenities provided in both segments of the park include, but are not
limited to, interpretive gardens, a meandering pedestrian pathway, and fitness areas. The proposed
intersection would include a crosswalk for pedestrians and would allow access by pedestrians and
bicyclists using the proposed roadway coming from Mission Valley or already within Serra Mesa to
access both segments of Phyllis Place Park. As the project would include pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, including an intersection crossing, the project would not create a barrier between the east
and west portions of the park as stated by the commenter. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as
a result of this comment.

G-48: The comment asks the City to consider additional policies in the General Plan Mobility
Element. The proposed roadway do not conflict with the policies referenced by the commenter. The
proposed roadway would not significantly detract from the existing neighborhood character as it
would provide a roadway with landscaping and design features that tie into the Quarry Falls
development to blend in a coordinated manner with the existing development. Furthermore, it
would serve to connect two communities (Serra Mesa and Mission Valley) that currently do not have
a direct connection at this location. The proposed roadway has been conceptually designed to
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minimize disturbances to the natural landform to the extent feasible and mitigation is required to
ensure the final hillside design creates natural contours to mimic the surrounding hillside.
Moreover, the proposed project would not result in any significant operational noise impacts. Please
see the response to Comment G-4. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-49: The comment states an excerpt from the Transportation Demand Management section in the
Mobility Element related to improving the performance and efficiency of the street and freeway
system by means other than roadway widening or construction. The comment asks for a discussion
of the reasons supporting construction of the proposed roadway and widening mitigation measures
rather than improving existing streets.

Please see the response to comment G-4. As set forth in Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
the statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project. The objectives of
the proposed project are described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DEIR. As detailed in
Chapter 3, one of the project objectives is to resolve the inconsistency between the Mission Valley
Community Plan and the Serra Mesa Community Plan by providing a multi-modal linkage from
Friars Road in Mission Valley to Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa. The proposed roadway connection
would achieve this project objective, as it would provide a linkage within and between these
communities and would expand personal travel options by providing a roadway connection from
Serra Mesa to the trolley stations in Mission Valley that would allow pedestrians and cyclists a
dedicated route. The significant transportation and circulation impacts resulting from the proposed
roadway would in turn require other roadways such as Phyllis Place to be widened to mitigate
project impacts. However, Phyllis Place is designated as a four-lane major by the Serra Mesa
Community Plan; therefore, the widening would be consistent with the Community Plan.
Additionally, as detailed in Section 5.2, some of the proposed mitigation measures identified for
significant project impacts would conflict with applicable City land use and mobility policies (e.g.,
the City’s General Plan, Bicycle Master Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan, Serra Mesa Community Plan,
and Quarry Falls Specific Plan). As a result, the analysis did not assume that these mitigation
measures would be implemented. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-50: The comment quotes the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls project’s Statement of Overriding
Considerations and indicates the Quarry Falls project emphasizes walkability.

The proposed project consists of a roadway connection with pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
Although the project would increase traffic within the Quarry Falls area, no significant impact
regarding pedestrian hazards was identified within the DEIR and the project would improve
pedestrian connectivity in the project area, providing access between Serra Mesa and Mission
Valley. Please see response to comment F-2, F-4, and F-5 regarding pedestrian safety and pedestrian
circulation. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-51: The comment indicates that specific comments that follow are based on the Table 5.1-2 in the
DEIR. The first specific comment mentions retention of the residential character of Serra Mesa and
states the ADTs listed in the DEIR. Please see the response to comment G-4. The comment
represents the opinion of the commenter, but does not raise an environmental issue that requires a
response. The proposed roadway is not located within a residential area within Serra Mesa, but is a
connection to an existing roadway in Serra Mesa that leads to the I-805 ramps. No changes to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-52: The comment provides an opinion about the roadway connection causing an impact by
splitting the park. Please see the response to comment G-4. The comment represents the opinion of
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the commenter. The impacts to the hillside are adequately analyzed in Section 5.9, Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-53: The comment mentions emergency access is provided via Kaplan Drive. This comment is
similar to Comment G-7 and G-18. Please see the responses to Comments G-7 and G-18. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-54: The comment indicates that Kaplan Drive provides bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This
comment is similar to Comment G-18; please see the response to that comment. This comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-55: This comment is similar to Comments G-34 and G-39; please see the responses to those two
comments. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-56: This comment identifies a policy of the Serra Mesa Community Plan that indicates the
transportation system should be a safe, balanced, and efficient. The DEIR analyzes environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to Table S-1 of the DEIR for a summary of
impacts and mitigation measures. Significant and unavoidable impacts would occur on
transportation systems because of the growth associated with buildout of the community plans
through 2035. Note that the proposed project would not create any additional vehicle trips, but
would redistribute trips and lead to lower vehicle miles and lower GHG emissions than under the No
Project Condition. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-57: This comment indicates Phyllis Place would be widened. Please see the response to Comment
G-49. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-58: The comment provides an opinion that splitting the park into two sections would create a
safety issue and will be an aesthetic impact. This comment is similar to G-37 and G-52. Please see the
responses to comments G-4, G-47, and G-52. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-59: This comment asks if the road connection would traverse designated open space.

This comment is similar to Comment G-23; please see the response to that comment. The bisecting
of Phyllis Place Park as a result of the proposed roadway connection would not require any
expansion into open space in order to maintain the approved size of the park (1.33-acres), nor
would the widening of Phyllis Place. None of the area referenced by the comment that is south of
Phyllis Place is designated as open space, as previously mentioned in the response to Comment G-
23. Please refer to Figure 3-5a; the park has been designed with the widening of Phyllis Place in
mind if the proposed project were to be approved. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result
of this comment.

G-60: This comment provides additional objectives of the Serra Mesa Community Plan. The
comment is similar to comments G-23, G-47, G-48, and G-52 and indicates open space should be
preserved and steep hillsides should be retained in their natural state. Please see the responses to
comments G-23, G-47, G-48, and G-52. In addition, the existing hillside is undeveloped and primarily
disturbed. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-61: This comment provides an overview of the traffic analyses prepared for the project and
generally expresses concerns regarding traffic count data. It asks that if the traffic data is deemed to
be “too old,” whether a new study will be conducted to reflect the new data.
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Traffic data does not require updating and is not outdated. Traffic counts were collected between
June 2011 and June 2013 by Metro Counts and True Counts (2 data collection companies). The data
was validated and confirmed to be relevant by KOA Corporation (Katz, Okitsu & Associates) in June
2013. As documented on Page 12 of the Franklin Ridge Road Connection Traffic Impact Study by
KOA Corporation (KOA TIS), the traffic patterns between 2011 and 2013 were shown to either stay
approximately the same or decrease. Thus, the counts are still valid and were utilized for the
existing conditions analysis in 2013. A comparison of the counts between 2011 and 2013 is also
provided in Appendix E of the KOA TIS. As shown in Appendix B of the KOA TIS, all traffic counts
were conducted during a time when the San Diego Unified School District was in session, on a typical
weekday (Tuesday-Thursday).

The recirculated DEIR Traffic Study by Chen Ryan Associates (Chen Ryan TIS Summary) obtained all
information from the KOA TIS, as stated on page 1 of the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment
Street Connection Technical Report by Chen Ryan Associates. No additional traffic counts were
taken for the recirculated DEIR, nor was an update necessary because near-term conditions were
also present.

Specifically, the recirculated DEIR determined the Near-Term Year 2017 is the appropriate baseline
to compare the “with” and “without” project scenarios as was detailed within the first page of
Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR:

There were two relevant CEQA cases addressing the types of scenarios to be analyzed and
included in an EIR: (1) Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City of Sunnyvale City
Council (6th Dist. 2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 1351 (Sunnyvale West), and (2) Neighbors for
Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 5 Cal. 4th 439
(Neighbors). The decision in the first CEQA case indicated that changes associated with a
project should be compared to the existing conditions baseline only to establish project-
related impacts, which generally is the time the Notice of Preparation is issued. However,
the California Supreme Court ruled in the second case that a future year baseline can be
justified if substantial evidence in the administrative record supports a conclusion that an
analysis based on existing conditions would be misleading or without informational value
to decision-makers and future users of the EIR.

As previously detailed in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, traffic counts were collected in
2011 and verified in 2013 to represent the existing conditions. However, consistent with
the Neighbors decision, the existing conditions are provided for informational purposes
and are not used to determine project-related impacts. Rather, the impact analysis uses the
reasonably foreseeable near-term traffic conditions modeled for the Near-Term Scenario
(Year 2017) as the baseline. This is a more conservative and more accurate approach than
using the existing conditions because the Near-Term Scenario takes into account projects
that have been implemented since 2013. In addition, it is possible the project would not be
built for some time and by using near-term conditions rather than existing conditions, the
analysis better predicts what the conditions would be like into the future at a point when
the project may be implemented. If the existing conditions were used in place of the future
near-term conditions, projects that are under construction, planned for construction, or
otherwise recently operational would not be factored into the project impact analysis.
Accordingly, consistent with the Neighbors decision, traffic conditions for the Near-Term
Scenario are considered the near-term baseline conditions for CEQA purposes and are used
as a basis for determining project-related traffic impacts.
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Therefore, the traffic counts used in the traffic analysis were valid and the DEIR adequately detailed
the methodology and reasoning as to why the Near-Term Scenario is a logical method for
determining impacts. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-62: This comment asks questions regarding the Near-Term traffic data.

Traffic volume development for Near-Term Year 2017 conditions was accomplished in several steps.
The first step utilized regional modeling and is a function of expected land development and
economic activity. City staff worked with SANDAG and its computerized travel forecast model called
Series 12. Under Series 12, traffic volumes within the study area are generated by land uses. City
staff also then accounted for all known and proposed development projects using a list of known
approved projects that might not otherwise have been factored into the original land uses and
model due to the time that elapsed between original modeling and project completion ( i.e., staff
obtained a list of cumulative projects and checked each one to see if it would add substantial traffic
to the project study area).

The complete list of projects that were evaluated to determine whether they will contribute traffic to
the project study area are provided as Attachment A to these response to comments. Further,
regional land use that included regional growth from the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2020 model was
assumed for all other communities. For example, the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2020 model assumed
that 412 multi-family dwelling units would be constructed on the Broadstone Corsair project site
within the Kearny Mesa community. A screen shot of the land use assumption for TAZ 2662
(Broadstone Corsair project site) is provided below. Roadway assumptions for the Near-Term Year
2017 scenarios are provided in Chapter 4 of the KOA TIS.

302

356

10

2662

TAZ 2662 Location
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(SANDAG
Final 2050 Regional Transportation Plan
San Diego Regional Traffic Forecast Information Center

Trip Generation and Land Use by Zone - Year: 2008
Traffic Analysis Zone: 2,662

Land Use Code  Description Type Amount Person Trips  Vehicle Trips
102 MULTI-FAMILY du 0 0 0
2101 INDUSTRIAL PARK acre 185 2,621 2,163
4112 RIGHT-OF-WAY acre 09 0 0
6002 LOW RISE OFFICE acre 109 6,425 5270
9702 MIXED USE 67% STREETFRONT  acre 0 0 0

TOTAL 9,046 7.433

LOADED VEHICLE TRIPS 7,251

SANDAG Series 12 Year 2020 land use assumption — TAZ 2662

Under the Year 2035 scenario, regional land use in the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 model was
assumed with adjustments made to reflect additional projects that are constructed or approved
within the study area vicinity. The SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 model roadway network was also
customized to reflect the correct roadway changes in the project study area. Roadway network
assumptions for the Year 2035 scenario are documented in Chapter 6 and Appendix E of the KOA
TIS. These roadway assumptions include the completion of the SR-163 Friars Interchange
improvements and construction of Franklin Ridge south of Via Alta, in addition to other
improvements planned to be operational prior to 2035. Please refer to Appendix E of the KOA TIS
for model roadway assumptions.

Itis a standard engineering practice to keep the SANDAG regional model roadway network outside
of the project study area. Within the study area, the roadway network and cross sections were
closely examined. In the case of Sandrock Road and Murray Ridge Road, the network assumption
took a more conservative approach by assuming the larger classifications identified in the Serra
Mesa and Mission Valley community plans; this approach prevents potential traffic diversion from
these two roads that might occur if they were not upsized in the model. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-63: The data collected in 2011 and/or 2013 is not directly used as the basis for the Near-Term
data; therefore, these questions do not apply to the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-64: This comment is similar to comments G-62 and G-63. Please see the responses to those
comments.

G-65: This comment is similar to comments G-62 and G-63. Please see the responses to those
comments. Further, to detail the differences in traffic studies: In 2015 KOA Corporation completed
the original traffic impact report. Subsequently, in 2016 Chen Ryan and Associates augmented the
report to summarize near-term conditions in the body of the report, which were previously only in
the appendix to the KOA report. This did not necessitate any new analysis or alteration to the
analysis, simply a difference in scenario comparison.

G-66: This comment asks how the project traffic data compares to the data collected for the first
phase of the Quarry Falls project.

Both the Quarry Fall FEIR/TIS and this project traffic study were conducted using the City of San
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual. The primary difference between the two projects is the purpose
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of each project as well as the amount of trip generation or re-routing due to each project. The
purpose of this study is to determine the impact of the proposed roadway connection, which is
expected to provide a shorter driving distance for local trips. As shown in Appendix C of the
recirculated DEIR, under the Long-Term Year 2035 with Project scenario (Table 4.1), the proposed
roadway connection would carry approximately 34,100 ADT. Whereas in comparison, the Quarry
Fall Development is a new land use development, which is projected to generate approximately
66,300 ADT (Table 5.2-6 of the Quarry Fall FEIR). Due to these factors, the Quarry Fall FEIR covers a
larger study area. No changes to the FEIR are required in response to this comment.

G-67: This comment asks if data collected for the traffic study considers the activities of City View
Church. Standard traffic engineering practices do not include special events within the context of
traffic impact studies on development project, such as large sporting events or church services, as
these events do not generate traffic on a daily basis and/or do not affect peak traffic periods. Since
the recirculated DEIR’s purpose is to determine the impact of the roadway connection project and
not the impact of sporting events or church events, event specific traffic was not analyzed as a part
of this effort. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-68: This comment expresses concerns regarding pedestrian safety as it relates to schools and
additional traffic.

Regarding pedestrian safety, internal circulation within Civita was developed as part of the Quarry
Falls project, including the locations of signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks. Existing
signalized, designated pedestrian crosswalks are located at the intersection of Via Alta and Franklin
Ridge Road and the intersection of Via Alta and Civita Boulevard. As discussed in Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR, the proposed roadway and access points have been
conceptually designed to be consistent with the City’s Street Design Manual (2002). The City’s Street
Design Manual contains guidelines for the physical design of streets that consider the needs of all
users of the public right-of-way and for the safe design of intersections. The manual includes
provisions for street trees, traffic calming, and pedestrian design guidelines, and addresses how to
create streets that are important public places. The road connection would include bicycle lanes and
a sidewalk for pedestrians, which would be consistent with the Street Design Manual. During final
design of the proposed roadway, the City will determine whether traffic-calming measures are
necessary to ensure pedestrian safety. As such, the proposed roadway connection does not include
any design features that would create hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists. In
addition, the project does not propose any changes to the existing designated pedestrian crossings
within Civita.

Regarding the commenter’s concerns surrounding the potential future school at Via Alta and Civita
Boulevard, the suitability of the potential school site would be evaluated by the California
Department of Education, which is the agency that approves new school sites. The California
Department of Education considers several criteria prior to approving a new school site, including,
but not limited to, the site’s accessibility from arterial roads and location relative to major arterial
streets with heavy traffic patterns (Title 5, Section 14010, CCR). No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-69: This comment is similar to comment G-62, please see the response to that comment. Further,
since the SR-163/Friars Road interchange is schedule to begin Phase 1 construction in 2017, it is
reasonable to expect that the project would not complete construction by the end of 2017, and
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therefore, was not included in the 2017 roadway network. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as
a result of this comment.

G-70: The commenter asks why the intersection of Mission Center Road and Sevan Court was not
included in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) study area. The commenter indicates that there are
concerns at this intersection that should be considered and analyzed in the EIR.

The project study area consists of 29 roadway segments, 24 intersections, 3 freeway mainline
segments, and 2 metered freeway ramps. This area is bordered generally by Aero Drive to the north,
Rio San Diego Drive to the south, and Mission Center Court and Northside Drive to the west and east,
respectively.

The project study area was determined using a methodology consistent with the City of San Diego
Traffic Impact Manual. The study area methodology is further described in Appendix D of the KOA
Corporation Traffic Impact Study (KOA TIS). The intersection does not meet the criteria for addition
into the study area. The appendix details a diverted trip methodology. No changes to the FEIR are
required in response to this comment.

G-71: This comment asks why freeway off-ramps were not analyzed in the traffic study. Freeway
off-ramp analysis does not exist; all freeway off-ramps are analyzed as analysis of the adjoining
intersection. For example, intersections 14 and 15 are the Murray Ridge Road and 1-805 northbound
ramp and southbound ramps, respectively (see, for example, Table 5.2-11 of the DEIR). No revisions
to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-72: This comment states that Sandrock Road became a two lane collector with a continuous
center lane in 2014 and asks if the near-term conditions account for the change of Sandrock from
four to two lanes. As shown in Table 5.2-10 of the DEIR, Sandrock Road was analyzed as a 2-lane
Collector with Continuous Left-turn Lane. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-73: This comment is similar to comment G-62; please see the response to that comment.

G-74: This comment states that the previously circulated PEIR included the roadway segment of
Friars Road between River Run and Fenton Parkway and asks why this segment has been removed
from the DEIR. As shown in Table 5.2-10, the recirculated DEIR study includes Friars Road, from
Qualcomm Way to Fenton Parkway, which includes the segment between River Run and Fenton
Parkway. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-75: This comment asks if an assessment or survey was made of the traffic patterns and activity of
residents within Civita. The traffic analysis in the project TIS and DEIR correctly account for the
units built by Civita. This comment does not raise issues concerning the adequacy of the DEIR.
Please refer to Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the DEIR.

G-76: This comment is similar to comment G-67; please see the response to that comment.

G-77: This comment expresses concerns regarding classifications of roadways. This roadway
segment is correctly reflected in the recirculated DEIR. The 2-lane Collector (multi-family) roadway
classification represents collectors that provide direct access to multi-family development
driveways such as Westside Drive. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

Serra Mesa CPA Roadway Connection Project August 2017
. . RTC-38
Final Environmental Impact Report



City of San Diego Letters of Comment and Responses

G-78: This comment expresses concerns regarding the appendix of the Traffic Impact Analysis. The
Synchro Analysis worksheet for Via Alta & Franklin Road for the Year 2035 with Project scenario is
includes in Appendix C of the TIS and labeled as "51: Via Alta &.” This differentiation does not affect
the analysis results. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-79: This comment expresses concern regarding the roadway network. An improvement from
another project cannot be assumed as in-place until it is either on the ground or fully funded. Please
also refer to the response to comment G-62. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-80: This comment is similar to comment G-70; please see the response to that comment.
G-81: This comment expresses concern regarding the Freeway Ramp Analysis.

The KOA TIS analyzed (ramp metering analysis) both the I-805 Northbound and Southbound On-
Ramps during both the AM and PM peak hours; this analysis shows there would be a delay of 43
minutes during the PM peak hours at the [-805 Northbound On-Ramp. However, this ramp meter is
currently not activated during the PM peak hour. Therefore, this ramp metering analysis was not
included in the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection Technical Report by
Chen Ryan Associates, reflecting existing conditions. In communication between City and Caltrans
staff, it was agreed that conducting the Northbound PM analysis was unnecessary due to the
unlikelihood of the meter operating for this scenario in the future. Thus, the Chen Ryan Associates
Technical Report only evaluated the ramp meters during the time period when the ramp meter is
expected to be on under existing and future conditions. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a
result of this comment.

G-82: This comment is similar to comment G-81; please see the response to that comment.
G-83: This comment expresses concern regarding the two versions of the traffic impact studies.

The KOA TIS contains a typographic error; however this only occurs in the KOA TIS and not in
Section 5.2 of the DEIR. This does not affect the analysis results. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-84: This comment expresses concern regarding accuracy of data in Table 5.2-8 in terms of
freeway segment LOS under existing conditions.

The freeway segment LOS criteria provided in Table 5.2-7 of the DEIR is incorrect and is not
consistent with the freeway segment LOS criteria in Table 1.5 of the Traffic Study (Appendix C). The
LOS freeway segment criteria have been revised in Table 5.2-7 of the FEIR to be consistent with the
criteria in Appendix C (See Section 5.2). As a result of these revisions, the existing LOS in Table 5.2-8
for the three freeway segments identified by the commenter is correct. Therefore, these revisions do
not affect the analysis results. FEIR

G-85: This comment expresses concern regarding roadway analysis results for Phyllis Place
between Abbotshill Road and Franklin Ridge Road. The roadway analysis shown in the DEIR was
correctly evaluated based on the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual. Further, mitigation
is proposed for the segment which is shown to be affected, and referenced in the comment. No
revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-86: This comment expresses concern regarding intersection analysis and evaluation of
pedestrians. The DEIR correctly analyses and discloses the impacts associated with the road
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connection on the study intersections. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-87: Traffic Analysis Zones or TAZs are geographical areas in the SANDAG model that contain land
use information, i.e., land uses or neighborhoods that would generate traffic. Freeway mainlines,
roadways, and other transportation facilities are considered to be "links" that carry the trips
generated by these TAZs.

As documented in Appendix H of the recirculated DEIR, the influence area is defined as all TAZs
where the project may generate an increase or decrease of 500 or more average daily trips (ADT), as
opposed to the TIS which only evaluates and assesses potential traffic impacts. TAZs are geographic
traffic analysis zones used in transportation modeling.

The VMT analysis methodology is based on the San Diego Institute of Transportation Engineer /
SANDAG white paper “Vehicle Miles Traveled Calculations Using the SANDAG Regional Travel
Demand Model.” Based on this analysis methodology, the external to external trips (i.e., trips that
only travel through the study area) are not calculated in the analysis as the majority of these trips
are regional trips that travel through the study area using regional freeways.

The VMT analysis shows that traffic currently taking a circuitous route from Serra Mesa and
surrounding neighborhoods to Mission Valley would have a more direct connection to the
commercial area in Mission Valley, reducing VMT and trip length in the process. Meaning, the
proposed project would provide a more direct connection for local trips in the Serra Mesa and
Mission Valley communities, reducing the total miles traveled. The proposed project would follow
the intent of SB 743, which does not oppose local and regional connections; rather, it discourages
roadway widening as mitigation, which could increase VMT.

Please also see the response to comment G-62. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-88: The commenter asks how the baseline VMT and numbers shown in Table 5.10-4 relate to
EMFAC (emission factors model) output.

The Baseline and With Project emissions shown in Table 5.10-4 were estimated by multiplying the
VMT numbers obtained from the traffic consultant by emission factors (in grams per VMT) from the
EMFAC model. It is unclear if the commenter is asking if the VMT numbers shown in Table 5.10-4
were taken from EMFAC. Regardless, to clarify, the VMT numbers are not from EMFAC, but instead
from the traffic consultant. The VMT estimates shown in Table 5.10-4 are specific to the project area.
No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-89: The commenter asks how the project is expected to reduce VMT, what validated methods are
available, and asks what role EMFAC plays in this.

Please see the responses to comments G-87 and G-88. Methods for estimating VMT are responded to
in other comment responses. EMFAC was not used to estimate VMT in any way; EMFAC was only
used to generate vehicle-related emission factors, which were then multiplied by project-specific
VMT that was provided by the traffic consultant using validated methods through SANDAG. The
proposed project is a mobility project that would provide a multi-modal connection between two
communities that currently lack connectivity, thereby reducing VMT. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-90: This comment asks if the project would decrease VMT.
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Please see the response to comment G-87. In addition, as detailed within Section 5.2, Transportation
and Circulation, of the DEIR, in September 2016, Caltrans approved its Local Development -
Intergovernmental Review Program Interim Guidance (Interim Guidance; Caltrans 2016). The
Interim Guidance provides direction to help ensure that Caltrans aligns with State policy through the
use of efficient development patterns, innovative demand reduction strategies, and necessary
multimodal improvements. The Interim Guidance will remain in effect until superseded by the
Caltrans Transportation Analysis Guide and Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, currently
under development, which will help implement Caltrans Strategic Management Plan 2015-2020
consistent with Senate Bill 743.

The Interim Guidance and ultimately the Transportation Analysis Guide and Transportation Impact
Study Guidelines are intended to set guidelines for Caltrans to transition away from using delay
based analysis, such as LOS or similar measures for freeway mainline segments, in CEQA project
review to refocus the attention of analysis to reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on the regional
circulation network. The proposed project is a mobility project that would provide a multi-modal
connection between two communities that currently lack connectivity. No new trips would be added
to the regional circulation network with the proposed project; rather, vehicle trips would be
redistributed to other regional circulation network infrastructure. Therefore, consistent with the
Caltrans Interim Guidance, a significant impact would occur if the project would result in a
substantial increase in VMT when compared to the baseline condition. Further, the intent of SB 743
is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) by way of reducing VMT and by eliminating auto
delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as
a basis for determining significant impacts under CEQA. The SANDAG provided analysis shows that
the roadway connection reduces VMT. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-91: This comment generally raises concerns about the perceived existing traffic patterns within
the Serra Mesa community. This comment does not specifically raise issues concerning the adequacy
of the DEIR. Existing conditions related to traffic patterns are adequately detailed in Section 5.2.1 of
the DEIR.

G-92: This comment is similar to comments G-87 and G-88. Please see the responses to those
comments.

G-93: The commenter asks if road changes [from mitigation] that use the term “shall be” are
required to be implemented.

The use of “shall be” indicates that the measure is mandatory and must be implemented. Any
exceptions to the required implementation is discussed in the Findings on the project’s impacts,
mitigation, and alternatives. In cases where a required mitigation would not be implemented, the
Findings will provide rationale as to why its implementation is infeasible. No changes to the FEIR
are required in response to this comment.

G-94: This comment expresses concern about listing mitigations in both Near-Term and Long-Term
sections of the EIR. Per a project-level CEQA analysis, two separate analyses were completed for the
EIR (Near-Term and Long-Term). As some of the impacts are found in both scenarios, as noted, they
are listed twice. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-95: This comment expresses concern about mitigations being listed in the EIR that are already
identified in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls project. Although this project and Quarry Falls are
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somewhat linked, given geography and other characteristics, this project is a standalone process and
the EIR for this project must identify impacts of the road connection as such. No revisions to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-96: This comment expresses concern wording difference between MM-TRAF-3 and MM-TRAF-11.
The mitigation for this impact will require widening. An edit to MM-TRAF-11 in the EIR has been
made to correct this discrepancy.

G-97: This comment expresses concern wording difference between MM-TRAF-4 and MM-TRAF-12
in the Executive Summary. The mitigation for this impact will result in a 4-Lane Collector. An edit to
MM-TRAF-4 and MM-TRAF-12 in the EIR has been made to correct this discrepancy.

G-98: This comment expresses concern regarding wording of mitigation measures MM-TRAF-5 and
MM-TRAF-15. The mitigation will ultimately be processed through permitting with Caltrans. In City
staff communication with Caltrans, they expressed their preference to keep the mitigation
consistent with what was approved for Quarry Falls (assuming it still mitigated the impact, and it
does). Therefore the description from the Quarry Falls EIR has been used in this EIR.

G-99: This comment expresses concern regarding wording of mitigation measures MM-TRAF-6 and
MM-TRAF-16. Please see the response to comment G-98.

G-100: This comment asks about the mitigation required by the Quarry Falls project and how that
relates with the proposed project. The commenter also has specific comments about the Quarry
Falls Final PEIR.

The proposed project as analyzed in the DEIR is only for the proposed roadway connection that
would extend approximately 460 feet south from Phyllis Place to Via Alta/Franklin Ridge Road. The
DEIR did not evaluate the impacts of the Quarry Falls project beyond including the Quarry Falls-
Civita project as a cumulative project in the cumulative analysis.

The commenter raises issues associated with a different project that does not address the adequacy
of the analysis contained with the DEIR. As such, no additional response is required.

G-101: This comment quotes an excerpt from a resolution regarding the approval of the Quarry
Falls project.

This excerpt has no relationship to the proposed project. The resolution that initiated the proposed
project was detailed in Section 3.2.1 of the DEIR. As detailed therein, “On October 21, 2008, the City
Council held a public hearing and approved the Quarry Falls Project. As part of the actions by which
it approved the Quarry Falls Project, the City Council initiated an amendment (Staff
Recommendation Number 6) that directed City staff to analyze an amendment to the Serra Mesa
Community Plan to include a street connection between Phyllis Place and Friars Road in the Serra
Mesa Community Plan Transportation Element.

The Staff Recommendation (City Council Resolution R-304297) stated:

The City Council directs staff to analyze the following issues in relation to the street
connection and land use plan amendments:

1. Whether police and fire response times would be improved with the road connection;
2. Whether the road connection could serve as an emergency evacuation route;
3. Whether it is feasible to make the road available for emergency access only; and
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4. Whether pedestrian and bicycle access would be improved by the street connection.

This the resolution that applies to the proposed project, not the resolution identified within the
comment.

G-102: This comment generally indicates that the DEIR states that the project would improve access
in the area, that Mission Center provides a direct link between Serra Mesa and Mission Valley, that
efficiency and accessibility would not improve with “added” traffic, and the peak-hour traffic would
“divide” the community.

The proposed project would improve local mobility within the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley
planning areas as it would provide a direct roadway connection from the southwestern portion of
Serra Mesa to the Quarry Falls site for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians. Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, does identify significant impacts related to vehicle level of service
(LOS) for several intersections and roadway segments in the Near- and Long-Term Scenarios;
however, the proposed project would reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) within the study area
and region, which generally is a better indicator of improving mobility than LOS. Furthermore,
vehicles traveling on roadways would not divide a community where roadways currently exist.
Please see Section 5.1.7.1 of the DEIR, which states: “The proposed project would include a roadway
connection close to regional roadways and freeways (I-805) that, if constructed, would provide a
direct connection between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley community planning areas and more
access options for regional trips. Serra Mesa and Mission Valley are currently somewhat divided in
the vicinity of the project site due to intervening topography and steep slopes. As such, the street
connection between the two adjacent communities would not divide an existing community but
would help link them; thus, the proposed project would help achieve the General Plan goal of
providing an interconnected street system that provides multiple linkages within and between
communities. Impacts would be less than significant.” No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a
result of this comment.

G-103: This comment indicates the surrounding Serra Mesa streets will be impacted by traffic and
alternative routes were not studied.

This comment is similar to comment G-62. Please see the response to that comment. Further, the
SANDAG modeling performed as part of the project does assume vehicles using all available routes
through the roadway network. Therefore, the VMT analysis accurately captures the routes
mentioned within the comment. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-104: This comment indicates that the Mission Center/Murray Ridge intersection would improve
with the project and the ADTs for the segment of Mission Center Road from Aquatera Driveway to
Murray Ridge will decrease; however, the data did not consider the improvement to Mission Center
Road from I-805 to Murray Ridge Road that is described in the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls
Project if the proposed roadway is not constructed.

The DEIR considers the improvements that are reasonably foreseeable to occur under future
conditions without the project. As such, improvements that are funded and planned have been
included in the analysis.

G-105: This comment indicates that the DEIR states that widening Mission Center Road from
Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road is unlikely and asks if a structural evaluation was
conducted to assess the feasibility of the widening of Mission Center Road in the area of the [-805
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bridge. The commenter indicates that this widening was deemed unlikely in the Final PEIR for the
Quarry Falls PEIR.

As the commenter indicates in G-104, the proposed project would improve the segment of Mission
Center Road from Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road compared to conditions without the
project. No widening of this segment is necessary with the proposed project as no significant impact
would occur.

G-106: This comment generally asks how much MHPA would be affected by the widening of a road
that would occur for the Quarry Falls project and if it is feasible to widen Mission Center Road.

These questions have no relevance to the proposed project, as the widening of Mission Center Road
would not occur. Please also see the analysis within the No Project Alternative, detailed within
Section 9.5.1 of the DEIR.

G-107: The comment asks to discuss the impacts of MM-TRAF-15 and MM-TRAF-16.

Mitigation measures MM-TRAF-15 and MM-TRAF-16 both include some degree of widening to
reduce significant impacts identified in the DEIR; however, the widening itself could result in a
potential secondary impact of the proposed project (please see Section 5.2 of the FEIR). Both on-
ramps have shoulders that are several feet wide on each side. A reduction of the shoulder would
have no significant impact on the environment. Moreover, if additional space was required, there
are areas along the shoulder that are heavily disturbed. A loss of a small amount of heavily disturbed
ruderal vegetation would be a less-than-significant impact. Depending on when the improvements
would be needed (the date is unknown as of this analysis), any improvements would need to be
considered in light of this analysis. Should the widening require more space than is anticipated at
this time, additional CEQA compliance may be required at that future date.

G-108: This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project’s impact on existing
parking.

Parking is not an issue considered under CEQA unless it is attributable to a physical impact on the
environment. This comment does not indicate how any potential loss of parking within the
boundaries of the planned park (part of the Quarry Falls Project) would result in a physical impact
on the environment.

G-109: This comment expresses concern regarding removal of existing bicycle facilities and
compliance with the City’s Bicycle Master Plan.

As discussed in the DEIR, all mitigation measures identified in the DEIR that would adversely affect
existing bicycle facilities are considered unlikely to be implemented due to conflicts with the
existing long-range plans (e.g. Bicycle Master Plan).

G-110: This comment expresses concern with MM-TRAF-4 and MM-TRAF-12 and the feasibility of
restriping to five lanes along the Murray Ridge Road bridge over 1-805.

Please see the response to comment G-100. The restriping of Phyllis Place (Murray Ridge Road)
from the 1-805 southbound ramps to the I-805 northbound ramps to accommodate a total of five
lanes mirrors the language of MM-5.2-11 from the Quarry Falls EIR, adopted October 21, 2008.
Please see Appendix ], Conceptual Improvement Plans & Feasibility Analysis, of the Quarry Falls
Traffic Impact Study for a conceptual design of this improvement. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.
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G-111: This comment requests information regarding mitigation compliance for a separate project,
the Quarry Falls project.

The comment raises an issue regarding the implementation of mitigation measures for the Quarry
Falls project, which is a separate project from the proposed project. The proposed project as
analyzed in the DEIR is only for the proposed roadway connection that would extend approximately
460 feet south from Phyllis Place to Via Alta/Franklin Ridge Road. The DEIR did not evaluate the
impacts of the Quarry Falls project beyond including the Quarry Falls-Civita project as a cumulative
project in the cumulative analysis. The commenter raises issues associated with a different project
that does not address the adequacy of the analysis contained with the DEIR. As such, no additional
response is required. DEIR

G-112: The commenter mentions the City initiative Vision Zero and expresses concerns regarding
pedestrian safety.

This comment is similar to comment G-68; please see the response to that comment.

G-113: This comment expresses concerns regarding the difference between a Major Arterial and
Primary Arterial roadway classification.

The definitions of roadway classifications, including Prime Arterial and Major Arterial, as well as the
associated LOS standards are provided in Table 5.2-2 of the DEIR. This comment does not
specifically raise issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

G-114: This comment expresses concerns regarding the feasibility of widening Phyllis Place (MM-
TRAF-3 and MM-TRAF-11) and the design and features of this roadway as a 5-lane Major roadway.
The commenter asks for a discussion of the impacts of widening to be added.

This comment raises similar concerns as those provided in response to comments G-107 and G-110.
Please see the responses to those comments. The potential secondary effects of the widening of
Phyllis Place has been added to Section 5.2 of the DEIR.

G-115: This comment expresses concerns regarding the adequacy of Phyllis Place if it is designated
as a Primary roadway classification.

As noted by the commenter, this applies if the roadway is to be classified as a Primary roadway. As
detailed in Section 5.2, Phyllis Place would be widened to a 5 lane major arterial as required by MM-
TRAF-3 and MM-TRAF-11. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-116: This comment restates a project objective and states the opinion that the project would not
meet it due to perceived traffic hazards.

It also restates MM-TRAF-19 from the DEIR and asks several questions related to that mitigation
measure. The City does not agree that there is a “blind curve” as alleged by the commenter. The
DEIR did identify a potentially significant impact associated with motorists exiting the City View
Church. MM-TRAF-19 would alleviate this issue. However, because of the uncertainty of being able
to complete the mitigation measure at this stage in the environmental review process, it was
assumed it would not be implemented. The City will work with the applicant of the project and the
owner of the privately owned church to ensure the safety of motorists exiting the Church.

G-117: This comment asks if it will be safe to walk dogs and cross the street with close to 21,000
cars per day. This comment is similar to comment G-68; please see the response to that comment.
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G-118: This comment expresses concern about vehicles coming from North Park and University
Heights using the road connection.

A select link analysis, a specific model run which shows where trips/vehicles that are using the road
connection originated from, was conducted using the SANDAG Series 12 model in support of the
VMT analysis. The select link analysis utilized the SANDAG Series 12 model to determine the origins
and destinations of each of the trips that pass through the proposed roadway connection. Select link
analysis results are provided as Attachment B to these response to comments. As shown in
Attachment B, the majority of the traffic volumes that travel through the proposed roadway
connection have either their origin or destination within the Mission Valley or Serra Mesa
communities. Less than 1% (74 daily trips out of 34,086 trips) would travel from the North Park
area, through Mission Valley, and through the proposed roadway connection. Thus, it is reasonable
to conclude that the proposed project would only serve the Mission Valley and Serra Mesa
communities and not regional through-traffic, but the SANDAG modeling did account for any
trips/vehicles that might use the road connection as a “cut-through” route and is part of the analysis.
Further, the select link analysis shows little to no traffic coming from the areas/communities
discussed by the commenter.

G-119: This comment asks about the traffic study area and the inclusion of alternative routes. This
comment is similar to comment G-70; please see the response to that comment.

G-120: The comment asks for information on the responsible party for cost and implementation of
the mitigation measures.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), as required by CEQA, states the party
responsible for financing and implementing the mitigation. The responsible party can be different
for one or more mitigation measures depending on the type of impact and the cause of the impact.
Generally speaking, the responsible party for financing and implementing mitigation for the
proposed project will be the future developer. However, the City may also have responsibility for
implementing measures. In all cases, the City is the party responsible for verifying mitigation has
been implemented.

G-121: The comment quotes the DEIR and indicates there are certain mitigation measures that may
not be implemented because of conflicts with other priorities or preferences, such as existing
adopted plans. The commenter requests that language in a footnote of Table ES-1 be included with
each measure and that a chart be provided that analyzes the feasibility of the mitigation measures.

Please note that the Findings for each significant impact discusses the feasibility of all mitigation
measures proposed. The draft Findings are available for review (at the time the FEIR is released).
The footnote language, while providing additional explanation related to the measures listed in
tabular format, is not needed within the mitigation because it is mentioned with the appropriate EIR
sections to ensure the reader is aware that specific mitigation measures are unlikely to be
implemented. No changes to the FEIR are required in response to this comment.

G-122: This comment states that several mitigation measures are assumed not to occur and asks if
they were used in the “with project with mitigation charts” within the DEIR.

As detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, in cases where a mitigation measure
would conflict with an adopted land use plan (e.g. Bicycle Master Plan), it is assumed that mitigation
measure would not be implemented. Although these mitigation measures were applied to the
mitigated scenarios for informational purposes, because they would not be implemented, the
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conclusion is that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. No further response is
warranted.

G-123: This comment expresses concern regarding community/emergency access.

The statement in Section 5.1, Land Use, is describing community/emergency access as a whole and
details the roadway connection’s benefits, whereas the statement in Section 5.2, Transportation and
Circulation, is describing community/emergency access as only as it relates to the approximately
200 homes in the Abbotshill neighborhood. There is no contradiction between these two
discussions.

G-124: This comment asks to discuss the proposed project’s relationship with the City’s Climate
Action Plan.

The project’s consistency with the Climate Action Plan (CAP) is discussed in detail in Section 5.10,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the DEIR. Please refer to the detailed discussion therein. The DEIR
concluded that the proposed project would be consistent with the CAP as it would reduce VMT and
associated GHG emissions. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-125: This comment purports that there are on-street parking issues within Quarry Falls and
states that on-street parking will be affected in Serra Mesa by the project.

Parking is not an issue that is analyzed within CEQA unless it is attributable to a physical impact on
the environment. The commenter mentions the parking effects of the Civita development as it
relates to the existing condition, not the proposed project’s impact on parking. The commenter
suggests the proposed project would make it easier for people to park their cars on the streets, but
does not provide any evidence to support this opinion.

G-126: This comment quotes a significance determination threshold from the DEIR, alleges that the
roadway connection has the potential for altering circulation movement by encouraging vehicles to
travel through Serra Mesa for access to [-805 and Kearny Mesa, and requests that the change in
circulation be discussed. This comment also generally questions the community access analysis.
Please see the response to comment G-118. In addition, the changes in circulation due to the
proposed project are discussed in detail and in compliance with CEQA and the City’s Significance
Determination Thresholds within Sections 5.2.4 (Near-Term Scenario) and 5.2.5 (Long-Term
Scenario) of the DEIR.

The community access analysis was determined by calculating the total amount of travel time
needed to reach hospitals, fire stations, schools, and libraries/parks within the community from two
reference points within the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley communities. This analysis is not meant
to provide the estimated travel time from an origin to a destination; rather, it is to provide a means
to compare the differences between two scenarios (“with” and “without” project).

The calculation process for the community access analysis score is as follows:
e Establish a reference point in the study area;
e Establish destinations within the study area by category type (hospital, fire station, etc.);

e Determine travel time from the reference point to each of the destinations for both the “with”
and “without” project scenarios;
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e Sum up the travel time for the “with” and “without” project scenarios; this total provides a score
that represent the travel time efficiency for the “with” and “without” project scenario (as shown
in Table 8-1 of the KOA TIS). The analysis does not show individual travel times; rather, it shows
a summation of travel times.

Calculation details are shown in Appendix ] of the KOA TIS. Due to Excel calculations and rounding,
certain calculation shown a +/- 0.1 mile different in the calculation results. However, this difference
is minimal and does not affect the DEIR/TIS finding. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a
result of this comment.

G-127: This comment expresses concern regarding future bus service utilizing the roadway
connection (or lack thereof) and requests that a statement from Appendix C be added to the DEIR.

This comment does not specifically raise issues concerning the adequacy of the DEIR. However, City
and MTS regularly coordinate regarding routes and service and will do so with regards to this
connection if such service would improve the local and regional transit service. No revisions to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-128: This comment cites meteorological data from Lindbergh Field and suggest the analysis be
updated to reflect meteorological data from Montgomery Field, which is closer to the project site.

The meteorological data presented in the analysis is only to present generic baseline conditions.
Information from the meteorological data, such as wind speed, is not used in any portion of the
analysis. Therefore, because changing the location of the meteorological station would have no effect
on the findings in the analysis, no changes to the FEIR are required.

G-129: This comment requests baseline sampling be done at key areas within the analysis area.

It is unclear if the commenter is requesting air monitoring be done at key areas within the vicinity of
the project site. The analysis established baseline air quality conditions based on information from
nearby air monitoring stations, which are operated by the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
and San Diego Air Pollution Control District. A microscale carbon monoxide hotspot analysis was
performed, which estimated pollutant conditions assuming worst-case meteorological conditions,
modeling parameters, and receptors locations, and estimated that pollutant concentrations at the
most congested intersections would be far below state and federal air quality standards. Moreover,
as detailed in Appendix H to the DEIR, regional VMT is expected to decrease as a result of the
project, and while vehicle trips are expected to increase at certain roadways within the project area,
vehicle traffic would be predominantly passenger vehicles, which are not a significant source of
diesel emissions. Therefore, because the project would not result in air pollutant impacts both
regionally and locally within the project area, and because the analysis of microscale carbon
monoxide modeling shows no localized impacts are expected, baseline sampling is not needed and
no changes to the FEIR are required.

G-130: This comment states the project will increase ADTs on Phyllis Place and asks what the
maximum grade of the roadway will be, if the grade of the roadway will impact air pollution, and if
the impact to air pollution will be studied.

According to the DEIR (page 3-5), the maximum grade is expected to be 7%. The air quality analysis
estimated the effects of traffic redistribution both regionally, as shown in Table 5.3-6, and locally, as
shown in Table 5.3-7. While the analysis did not specifically model conditions at all locations along
Phyllis Place, including along the roadway grade, the analysis did model concentrations at nearby
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intersections that display the worst intersection conditions, including the near intersection at Via
Alta and Franklin Ridge (bottom of the new roadway), as well as at Murray Ridge/Phyllis Place and
the [-805 north ramps, and pollutant concentrations at all locations are expected to be far below
pollutant standards prior to mitigation. Moreover, mitigation to widen and re-stripe Murray
Ridge/Phyllis Place would ensure traffic impacts at segments and intersections would be improved,
which would ensure emissions from idling would be reduced below the unmitigated conditions that
were modeled (and presented in Table 5.3-7). Therefore, because the increase in ADTs on Phyllis
Place was modeled and no impacts are expected, no changes to the FEIR are required.

G-131: The commenter asks if emissions would collect at the retirement/senior units across Phyllis
Place because of winds blowing up the hill and if the analysis will study this.

Please see the responses to comment G-129 and G-130. Traffic conditions are not expected to impact
nearby sensitive receptor locations. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-132: This comment asks if diesel vehicles (including diesel delivery trucks for the Civita retail
area) will be queuing and if the air quality analysis will quantify this.

Please see response to comment G-130. Traffic mitigation would widen and re-stripe Murray
Ridge/Phyllis Place to ensure traffic impacts at segments and intersections would be improved,
which in turn would ensure emissions from idling would be reduced. Project traffic would consist
predominantly of passenger vehicles, which are not a significant source of diesel emissions.
Therefore, diesel vehicles are not expected to queue. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-133: The comment asks if tractors, trailers, and buses can be restricted from the roadway
connection.

Please see the response to comment G-132. At this stage in the environmental review process and
conceptual design phase, no restrictions are anticipated to be in place to restrict tractors, trailers,
and buses from traveling through the project area. Large diesel trucks comprise a minor portion of
the overall vehicle population in San Diego County. For example, EMFAC shows that medium-duty,
heavy-duty, and buses comprise only 4% of County-wide VMT under existing conditions. Therefore,
while no restrictions will be placed on certain vehicles from accessing the roadway connection,
these vehicle comprise a small share of overall VMT and therefore would have minimal to no effect
on localized air quality. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-134: The comment states that there are various existing and planned sensitive receptors locations
near the project area. The commenter goes on to state that the City’s thresholds state that the more
restrictive of the guidelines should be applied if sensitive receptors are involved and asks if analysis
of the particulate matter was made for each of these sensitive receptor locations.

Please see the responses to comments G-129 through G-132. The analysis quantitatively analyzed
carbon monoxide hotspots and discussed diesel particulate matter at nearby receptor locations. The
City’s recommends applying state and federal ambient air quality standards as the threshold when
the project involves a sensitive receptor. The carbon monoxide hotspot analysis was performed in
accordance with the City’s guidance, and maximum CO concentrations were estimated to be far
below state and federal ambient air quality standards (Table 5.3-7). No changes to the DEIR are
required.

G-135: This comment asks if a hotspot analysis will be conducted and to explain the reasoning if not.
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Please see the response to comment G-129 about the carbon monoxide hotspot analysis that was
included in the DEIR. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-136: This comment asks if air quality impacts associated with redistribution of traffic and
increased traffic volumes at specific roadway segments and intersections were analyzed.

Please see the response to comment G-129 about the fact that while vehicle trips are expected to
increase at certain roadways within the project area, regional VMT is expected to decrease as a
result of the project, which would reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions relative to conditions
without the project. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-137: This comment states that the project would cause queuing in the vicinity of the I-805 ramps
and asks if pollution-related impacts from this queuing were analyzed.

Please see the response to comment G-130. The air quality analysis estimated carbon monoxide
concentrations due to traffic queuing at Murray Ridge/Phyllis Place and 1-805 north ramp, and
pollutant concentrations at all locations are expected to be far below pollutant standards. No
changes to the FEIR are required.

G-138: This comment asks if impacts from the air pollution were analyzed at the school and
preschool located at Faith Community Church.

Air pollution was not specifically analyzed at Faith Community Church, but air pollutant
concentrations were analyzed at receptors adjacent to the Murray Ridge/Phyllis Place and 1-805
north ramp intersection to represent the possibility of extended outdoor exposure. Air pollutant
concentrations adjacent to the intersection would be worse than concentrations at the church, and
since concentrations at the modeled receptors were estimated to be far below air quality standards,
concentrations at the church would be similarly low. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-139: This comment states that because the site for the roadway connection was not approved for
Quarry Falls, to explain why the EIR determined that project-related vehicle trips have been
anticipated in the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS).

As described in Section 5.3.4.1 of the DEIR, the project would not conflict with zoning designations,
as it would establish right-of-way for the roadway within these designations, and would not
preclude any land from being developed consistent with these designations. Moreover, the RAQS is a
plan for attaining and maintaining ambient air quality standards, and projects that reduce
emissions, particularly by reducing vehicle miles traveled, would be consistent. The project would
reduce emissions that would help the region attain federal and state ambient air quality standards,
the project would be consistent. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-140: This comment cites the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds for where a
quantitative CO hotspot analysis should be performed and asks why a quantitative analysis of CO
hotspots was not conducted at the roadway segment of Mission Center Road from Aquatera
Driveway to Murray Ridge Road.

As shown in Table 5.2-10 of the DEIR, traffic conditions at the roadway segment of Mission Center
Road from Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road improve from 18,158 ADT and LOS F under
Near-Term Baseline (No Project) conditions to 8,137 ADT and LOS D under Near-Term with Project
conditions. Additionally, although Mission Center Road from Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge
Road would operate at LOS F under both Long-Term with and without project conditions, the
proposed roadway connection would result in a net decrease in the volume to capacity ratio along
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this segment compared to Long-Term Baseline conditions. Moreover, there are no areas along this
segment where cars would queue, so air pollutant concentrations would be better than any of the
intersections that were quantitatively analyzed in Table 5.3-7. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-141: This comment states because the project would increase ADTs on Mission Center Road from
Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road relative to existing conditions, and given Hye Park’s
location at the bottom of a deep ravine, the comment asks if air pollution would concentrate at Hye
Park and if this was studied.

Please see the response to comment G-131. Traffic conditions along the Mission Center Road from
Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road segment would improve under project conditions.
Therefore, air quality conditions along this segment, including in the Hye Park area, would improve.
No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-142: This comment asks if it is determined that the Traffic Impact Study needs to be revised,
would this affect the air quality analysis, and if so, which portions of the analysis.

The Traffic Study was conducted in accordance with City guidelines and has been accepted by the
City of San Diego Planning Department. The comment offers no substantive evidence as to why the
Traffic Study data is inaccurate. Therefore, the impact determinations within Section 5.3, Air Quality,
of the DEIR, remain valid. While some transportation-related mitigation measures have been revised
for clarification, the results of the traffic analysis, specifically regarding traffic distribution, VMT, and
intersection volumes and metric (e.g., LOS) were not changed. Therefore, no changes to the air
quality analysis are required.

G-143: This comment states that the project area would be converted from plant covered terrain to
a hard surface roadway and asKks if this will have any impact on air quality.

The project site is currently an undeveloped and primarily disturbed hillside and is not “plant
covered” as this comment states. Section 5.5 of the recirculated DEIR has an in-depth description of
the existing site biology, and identifies mitigation to offset any loss of vegetation and habit during
construction and operation. Most of the research on air pollution effects of vegetation point to tall
(taller than 10 meters) and mature trees (trees improving pollutant concentrations (see CARB’s
recent Technical Advisory: Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume
Roadway). There are no such studies that talk about disturbed shrubs providing air quality benefits.
No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-144: This comment states that there were more noise measurements made in Mission Valley than
in Serra Mesa and asks why a measurement was not made in the residential area at the western end
of Phyllis Place.

Five noise measurements (M1 through M5) were taken throughout the study area to provide a
snapshot of existing conditions close to the proposed project and along roadways that would be
affected by the project, as indicated by the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). However, assessment of
potential project impacts was based on additional noise modeling as represented by eleven
receptors (R1 through R11) in the DEIR, including receptor R5, which is adjacent to the western
portion of Phyllis Place. In response to other comments received regarding the DEIR, a twelfth
modeled receptor, R12, has also been added to the FEIR. As such, noise measurements are
informative but not critical to the impact findings of the analysis and additional measurements are
not necessary. Regarding the specific possibility of a measurement at the western end of Phyllis
Place, this location was not selected because it is beyond the area included in the TIA, indicating that
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traffic volumes and the associated traffic noise levels will not change substantially on this roadway
segment as a result of the project. No additional measurements will be conducted, and no changes to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-145: This comment states that the residential area near the corner of Mission Center Road and
Murray Ridge Road has a steep slope and a lot of traffic and asks if this corner will be added to the
study.

This location will not be added to the study because it is not required in order to determine project
impacts pursuant to CEQA. The thresholds for traffic noise impacts consider both overall noise levels
and predicted noise level changes due to the project. Analysis at Receivers R9 and R10 address
traffic noise levels along both Mission Center Road and Murray Ridge Road, and no significant noise
impacts were identified. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-146: This comment asks why sites R1 and R8 were selected for the noise study. It also generally
asks if the area along Murray Ridge Road and Sandrock Road will be added to the noise study.

R1 and R8 are located adjacent to Friars Road and Qualcomm Way, respectively. Traffic on both of
these streets would change as a result of the proposed project. Qualcomm Way connects directly
into Civita and Friars Road is a major arterial into and out of the area. Nonetheless, no significant
noise impacts are predicted at either of these locations. Affects adjacent to Murray Ridge Road were
addressed with the analysis of Receiver R9, and were found to be less than significant. Sandrock
Road is approximately 1.5 miles from the project site and would experience only small changes in
traffic as a result of the project. In addition, there are no significant noise impacts along roadways
between the project and Sandrock Road. Therefore, it can reasonably be inferred that there will be
no significant impact along Sandrock Road itself, and further analysis is not required. No changes to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-147: This comment requests the inclusion of the maximum measurements of noise and their
frequency or provide a reason for their exclusion.

Maximum noise levels measured at each noise measurement location have been added to the FEIR.
It is noted that these maximum noise levels refer to very brief (1 second or less) periods of high
noise that are generally not representative of the average noise levels used in the analysis.
Regarding the frequency (pitch) of the measured noise levels, frequency spectra were not gathered
during the noise measurements and cannot be reported; however, this data is not required for the
analysis provided in the EIR. The minor additions that have been added represent clarifying
information that has been included at the request of the commenter but does not change the
conclusions of the impact analysis.

G-148: This comment requests that the standard deviation for the noise measurements is provided.

Standard deviation data is not required for the analysis and therefore was not calculated or
reported. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-149: This comment states that noise was analyzed using the data from the Traffic Impact Study
and asks that if the Traffic Impact Study data is inaccurate if the noise study be redone.

The Traffic Study was conducted in accordance with City guidelines and has been accepted by the

City of San Diego Planning Department. The comment offers no substantive evidence as to why the
Traffic Study data is inaccurate. Therefore, the impact determinations within Section 5.4, Noise, of
the DEIR, remain valid. While some transportation-related mitigation measures have been revised
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for clarification, the results of the traffic analysis, specifically regarding traffic distribution, VMT, and
intersection volumes and metric (e.g., LOS) were not changed. Therefore, no changes to the noise
analysis are required.

G-150: This comment states that the ADT for Franklin Ridge Road/Phyllis Place will increase from
2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term) with a LOS F (PM). It also states that the long term impacts
with the roadway connection and without the roadway connection show a change of either 0 or

1 decibel (dB) in the residential areas of Murray Ridge Road and Phyllis Place and at City View
Church and generally asks for an explanation.

Per the project traffic study, traffic volumes on the west end of Phyllis Place (i.e., west of the
proposed roadway connection) are not predicted to increase in the future; therefore, a small traffic
noise increase is consistent with the stated traffic volumes. As noted in the comment, traffic volumes
on the east end of Phyllis Place (i.e., east of the proposed roadway connection) would increase from
2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term). However, the closest adjacent receptor is the City View
Church which is set back approximately 200 feet from Phyllis Place and is also within 250 feet of I-
805, which is estimated to carry daily traffic volumes of 164,000. The much higher traffic volume, as
well as higher traffic speeds and greater percentage of trucks on the freeway compared to Phyllis
Place, means that the freeway is the dominant source of traffic noise. Therefore, increasing the
traffic volume on Phyllis Place does not have a large effect on the total traffic noise level at the
church. The conclusion is correct, and no changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment. It is noted that, in response to other comments received regarding the DEIR, all traffic
noise levels in the Noise section of the FEIR are now reported to a tenth of a dB to more clearly
illustrate small changes in noise levels.

G-151: This comment asks why the increase in the noise level is not the same for R5 (Residential
adjacent to Phyllis Place) and R6 (Church adjacent to Phyllis Place) since these two areas appear on
the map to be equally distant from the roadway connection. This comment also asks that if elevation
accounts for the difference in the noise level if there would be an increase in the noise level in the
residential areas west of R5, as the comment states that this area has a lower elevation.

The traffic noise levels reported in the DEIR were all rounded to 1 decimal place for ease of
presentation. However, this may lead to counterintuitive results. For instance, when rounded to
whole numbers, a noise increase of 0.4 dB from 59.2 to 59.6 dB would appear as a 1 dB change from
59 to 60 dB; whereas a 0.4 dB change from 61.7 to 62.1 dB would appear as a 0 dB change after
rounding because both values round to 62 dB. To resolve this potential confusion, all traffic noise
levels in the Noise section of the FEIR are now reported to a tenth of a dB to more clearly illustrate
small changes in noise levels. With this update, the traffic noise increase due to the project is 0.4 dB
at both R5 and R6 under near-term scenarios and 0.5 dB at both R5 and R6 under long-term
scenarios. Although the noise increases at each of these receptors happen to match, it should be
noted that the traffic noise analysis models the effects of traffic noise from all of the considered
roadways, not just the proposed new roadway connection. As a result, distance to the roadway
connection is not the only variable in determining the noise level increases. Other pertinent
variables include traffic volumes (and changes) on all nearby roadway segments and distances to
these roadways.

G-152: This comment states that Serra Mesa is located above Mission Valley and asks if climatic and
environmental conditions will be included or considered in the noise analysis.
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The traffic noise analysis described in the DEIR used the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA)
Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 2.5, which is the most recent approved federal software for analysis of
traffic noise. This model includes the consideration of basic environmental conditions such as
ground type. Relative humidity and temperature are assumed at default values as mandated by
FHWA. TNM assumes neutral conditions for the effect of wind. Additional climatic and
environmental variables are beyond the scope of the model and are not included. The approach used
for climatic and the environmental conditions is consistent with standard industry practice and
federal requirements for roadway projects. Subsequently, no changes to the FEIR are warranted as a
result of this comment.

G-153: This comment states the opinion that vehicles including diesel delivery trucks, especially
from the retail area of Civita will be queuing on a roadway connection with a steep grade. It also
asks what the noise level will be during the peak time.

The commenter does not provide substantial evidence that vehicles including diesel delivery trucks,
especially from the retail area of Civita will be queuing on a roadway connection with a steep grade.
As detailed within Section 5.4, Noise, of the DEIR, the thresholds of impact established for the project
are based on City standards and, as such, they utilize the 24-hour average metric, Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL). Therefore, calculation of other noise metrics, including peak-hour levels, is
not required in order to make a determination of significance. Subsequently, no changes to the FEIR
are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-154: This comment quotes a policy from the Noise Element and asks if tractors, trailers, and buses
can be restricted from the roadway connection.

At this stage in the environmental review process and conceptual design phase, no restrictions are
anticipated to be in place to restrict tractors, trailers, and buses from traveling through the project
area. Large diesel trucks comprise a minor portion of the overall vehicle population in San Diego.
The need for such a measure was not identified by the noise study, so this restriction will not be
required at this time. No changes to the FEIR are required.

G-155: This comment states that Phyllis Place will become a heavily used major arterial and asks to
discuss the noise impact on the adjoining retirement/senior homes, church, and single-family
dwellings. It also refers to page 9 of the addendum attached to the comment letter.

Along Phyllis Place, the closest noise-sensitive receivers to the project are City View Church and City
View Retirement Apartments, which are included in the noise analysis as R6 and R5, respectively. As
such, noise levels and impacts at both of these locations have been analyzed in the DEIR and found
to be less than significant. Subsequently, no changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment. It is noted that the retirement apartments are over 300 feet west of the proposed roadway
connection whereas the project-generated increase in traffic on Phyllis Place would all occur east of
the roadway connection. The church is adjacent to the segment of Phyllis Place east of the roadway
connection that would experience traffic increases as a result of the project, but is set back
approximately 200 feet from the roadway. Traffic noise analysis indicates future noise levels of
approximately 60 to 62 dB CNEL at these locations. This is below the guideline of 65 dB CNEL and,
as a result, there are no new impacts due to this comment.

G-156: This comment states that the data for R11 - Residential adjacent to Via Alta is listed as 60 for
existing but reduced to 57 for near-term baseline and asks why the sound level would decrease.
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Traffic counts were collected in 2011 and verified in 2013 to represent the existing conditions. At
that time both Via Alta and Civita Boulevard were under construction and incomplete, and
experienced high levels of construction traffic. This lead to seemingly high traffic volumes and
corresponding noise levels that were not representative of typical traffic conditions on the roadways
after construction, which in turn gave rise to the counterintuitive reduction in traffic noise levels
noted in the comment. As a result of this comment and to avoid further potential confusion, the FEIR
has been updated to remove Via Alta and Civita Boulevard from the analysis of existing traffic noise
levels and all existing traffic noise levels have been removed from the body of the report (the
calculated values are still reported in the appendices). This change is a clarification and does not
lead to any new or substantial increase in noise impacts.

G-157: This comment states that the data for R-11 - Residential adjacent to Via Alta is listed as 60
for existing and for near-term with project and states that with the project there will be more traffic
on Via Alta. It also asks why the sound level does not increase.

The traffic model was reviewed and the future traffic volumes on Via Alta were found to be
incorrect. These values have been updated to reflect the correct ADTs provided in the traffic study.
With this correction the noise levels along Via Alta are higher with the project than without, as
suggested by the comment (60.4 dB CNEL for near-term plus project scenario, versus 56.5 dB CNEL
for the near-term baseline scenario). This change does not lead to any new noise impacts.

G-158: This comment states that the Final PEIR for the Quarry Falls Project (p. 10-49) identified 72
CNEL for the Franklin Ridge Road-Via Alta-Phyllis Place segment. It asks to discuss the discrepancy
between the Quarry Falls noise study and the noise study in the DEIR and if the 72 CNEL is the
actual noise level.

The Quarry Falls PEIR relied on a noise impact analysis prepared approximately 10 years ago (June
7,2007) that was based on the project description and data available at that time. The noise level of
72 dB CNEL mentioned in the comment refers to the Quarry Falls PEIR’s predicted traffic noise level
at a reference distance of 50 feet from the centerline of the roadway connection (i.e., Franklin Ridge
Road between Via Alta and Phyllis Place, based on the road naming conventions used at the time of
the Quarry Falls PIER). The recirculated DEIR analyzes noise levels at specific noise-sensitive
receptors using actual setbacks from roadways rather than a fixed distance of 50 feet. Another
important difference between the two analyses is that the Quarry Falls PEIR used a previous version
of the federal roadway noise prediction model (FHWA-RD-77-108), whereas the recirculated DEIR
used the current traffic noise model TNM version 2.5. The recirculated DEIR provides the most up-
to-date traffic noise analysis based on the most recent available data. Subsequently, no changes to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-159: This comment quotes page NE-10 from the Noise Element of the City’s General Plan and also
states that the area of the roadway connection in Serra Mesa is zoned for single family dwellings and
there will be single family units in the Civita area of the roadway connection. The commenter also
asks that if it is determined that the Franklin Ridge Road-Via Alta-Phyllis Place segment is 72 CNEL,
to discuss the allowance of a roadway connection in regards to the cited Noise Element guidelines
and attenuation measures.

As noted in the DEIR (p. 5.4-10) “[t]he purpose of [Land Use - Noise Compatibility] guidelines is to
direct the placement of noise-sensitive developments (e.g., homes, parks, schools) and avoid locating
projects in areas that have incompatible (i.e., excessive) noise levels for the project type. Because the
proposed project comprises a roadway, which is not a noise-sensitive land use, these guidelines do
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not apply to the project.” With regard to the other questions raised in the comment, the noise level
of 72 dB CNEL is based on an earlier environmental study that analyzed a standard setback of 50
feet from the centerline of the street (please see the response to comment G-159 for further
discussion) using an outdated noise model. If homes are set back farther from the street then noise
levels will be lower. In any case, any future homes will be required to comply with applicable City or
State noise standards, including “noise attenuation measures to ensure an interior noise level of 45
dBA CNEL” if they would be exposed to noise levels in excess of 70 dB CNEL as a result of their
actual location. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-160: This comment asks why the dBA CNEL would increase long term with the project versus
without the project at site R2 (Residential adjacent to Mission Center Road north of Friars Road). It
states that if more vehicles will be using the roadway connection, the noise level should logically
decrease.

The traffic model was reviewed and the traffic volumes on the south portion of Mission Center Road
were found to be incorrect under some scenarios. These values have been updated in Table 5.4-8 to
reflect the correct ADTs provided in the traffic study. With this correction the noise levels at R2 are
lower with the project than without, as suggested by the comment. This change does not lead to any
new noise impacts.

G-161: This comment states that the site of the roadway connection will change from a plant
covered terrain to a hard surface roadway. It asks what effect the hard surface has on noise
propagation and if the road surface was considered during the noise analysis.

The project site is currently an undeveloped and primarily disturbed hillside and is not “plant
covered” as this comment states. Section 5.5 of the recirculated DEIR has an in-depth description of
the existing site biology, and identifies mitigation to offset any loss of vegetation and habit during
construction and operation. The traffic noise modeling software used in the analysis (TNM 2.5)
accounts for ground type. The analysis included an assumption of acoustically “soft” ground to
represent the project site in its existing condition. The model also recognizes the road surface as
acoustically “hard” ground. Therefore the change in ground type as a result of the proposed project
has been accounted for in the noise analysis, and no changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-162: This comment excerpts Section 15131(b) of the CEQA Guidelines related to economic and
social effects and asks if an analysis was made regarding the roadway connection on the religious
practices of City View Church and of Faith Community Church.

The closest church to the project site is City View Church which is analyzed as receptor R6 within
Section 5.4, Noise, of the DEIR. Impacts at this location were found to be less than significant. Faith
Community Church is farther from the proposed project; it is adjacent to a segment of Murray Ridge
Road that has lower predicted traffic volumes, and a lower predicted relative increase in traffic, than
Phyllis Place adjacent to City View Church. Therefore, it can reasonably be concluded that noise
impacts at Faith Community Church would also be less than significant, and no changes to the FEIR
are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-163: This comment quotes the “City of San Diego Final PEIR” which states that heavily used
commuter roadways, such as arterials and major streets, also generate significant levels of noise,
typically 65 to 75 dBA CNEL at an adjacent receptor. It also states that Mission Center Road from
Aquatera Driveway to Murray Ridge Road without the connection will become a heavily used major
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roadway with ADTs of 23,850. The comment asks for a discussion of the noise impact on the
adjoining Hye Park condominium complex.

The comment refers to the predicted future ADT without implementation of the proposed project.
The purpose of the DEIR is to assess potential impacts associated with project implementation. It is
noted that, with implementation of the proposed project, the future-without-project ADT of 23,850
would be reduced to 13,064. Further analysis of the No Project Alternative is included within
Section 9.5.1 of the DEIR. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-164: This comment quotes an excerpt from Appendix F of the DEIR, which states that the
biological resources survey only included a 150-foot buffer to provide context as to the type of
adjacent biological resources present. It also states to refer to Figure 5.5-1 of the DEIR which
indicates a 100-foot buffer encompassing the area of potential effect of a future roadway. It then
asks if this 100-foot buffer is the same as the 150-foot buffer referred to in the letter.

As detailed within Appendix F, the buffer is only to provide context as to the type of adjacent
biological resources present. As detailed in the introduction of Section 5.5, Biological Resources:
“Information in the following discussion is based on the Biological Resources Letter Report that was
prepared for the proposed project and is included as Appendix F-1 of this EIR. ICF prepared a
Supplemental Biological Resources Letter Report for the gas line work area, included as Appendix F-
2. ICF conducted a biological survey within two small areas immediately east and west of the
existing project site for the project in order to determine if sensitive biological resources were
present. The survey was conducted when it became apparent that the raising of a gas line to a depth
of 3 feet below ground level within the San Diego Gas & Electric easement could be hastened if the
project was to proceed prior to the gas line work being performed. Each area where work on the gas
line is to occur is approximately 6,000 square feet, for a total work area of 12,000 square feet (0.27
acre). These areas have been incorporated within the project site.”

Therefore, Figure 5.5-1 was updated to include the gas line work area and a 150-feet buffer.
However, this buffer is to provide context as to the type of adjacent biological resources present
only. It represents a minor clarification and does not change the impact analysis or conclusions
within Section 5.5, Biological Resources, of the DEIR.

G-165: This comment states the opinion that if the roadway connection is approved, it will traverse
through Phyllis Place Park and create the need for additional park space. The commenter asks if this
required additional space would be located in the MSCP area.

As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, there were two GDPs processed for Phyllis Place Park—
one with the roadway connection and one without. The park would not require additional space as
there are two different designs, and neither design would extend into any adjacent MSCP areas. No
revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-166: This comment asks that if City View Church is required or finds it necessary to make changes
to their parking lot and/or driveways because of the roadway connection, if changes to the
stormwater drain system be required. The commenter asks for a description of the changes,
impacts, costs, and responsible party for costs if changes to the storm drain system are required.

As detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, MM-TRAF-19 that relates to the potential
realignment of the City View Church eastern driveway was assumed to not be implemented for the
reasons detailed within the DEIR. Therefore, as it cannot be reasonably determined at this time if the
driveway relocation would occur at all, it cannot be reasonably determined if changes to the
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stormwater system would be required. No revisions to the FEIR are required as a result of this
comment.

G-167: This comment states that some of the 56 retirement/senior homes at City View Church have
windows that face Phyllis Place and asks if studies were conducted to determine the impact on these
homes from vehicles traveling at night on the roadway connection with headlights on, street lights,
and light from the traffic signal at the intersection.

Please refer to Section 5.9.7 of the DEIR, which analyzes potential impacts regarding new sources of
lighting and glare and determines impacts to be less than significant: “The proposed project may
include minor roadway lighting similar to that of the surrounding development and additional
vehicle headlights from nighttime travel; however, no new substantial source of lighting would be
introduced to the area such that daytime or nighttime lighting conditions would be notably
modified, nor would daytime or nighttime views be altered due to any lighting improvements
associated with the proposed project. Given these factors, the contribution of light emitted from the
addition of the proposed roadway segment would be negligible, and impacts would be less than
significant.” No revisions to the FEIR are required as a result of this comment.

G-168: This comment states that Phyllis Place is the only roadway in and out of the neighborhood
for the 56 multifamily retirement/senior units located at City View Church as well as for the
Abbotshill area. It also states that the roadway connection would increase ADTs from 2,420
(existing) to 34,540 (long term) on Phyllis Place. It then asks to describe the criteria used to
conclude that “impacts would be less than significant” within Section 5.9.4 of the DEIR.

As stated in Section 5.9.4 of the DEIR, the issue question is as follows: Would the proposed project
result in a substantial obstruction of any vista or scenic view from a public viewing area as identified
in the community plan?

It is then stated that the significance criteria is as follows: “Projects that would block public views
from designated open space areas, roads, or parks or to significant visual landmarks or scenic vistas
(Pacific Ocean, downtown skyline, mountains, canyons, waterways) may result in a significant
impact. It should be noted that views from private property are not protected by CEQA or the City.”

As detailed in Section 5.9.4.1, Impact Discussion: “The project site is not identified in the City of San
Diego General Plan, Serra Mesa Community Plan, or Mission Valley Community Plan as being within
a designated public view corridor. Additionally, there are no significant visual landmarks, public
resources, or scenic vistas identified in these plans in the vicinity of the project site.

The proposed project would involve construction of a roadway to connect Phyllis Place with Via Alta
and Franklin Ridge Road within a 2-acre site, which would be a ground-level feature with minimal
vertical elements. During construction of the proposed project, soil stockpiling, construction
equipment, and personnel within the construction zones may be visible to motorists, pedestrians, or
bicyclists using Phyllis Place, Via Alta, and Franklin Ridge Road; however, these components would
not block any views of or through the project site. Upon completion of construction, all temporary
visual impacts due to construction activity would cease. Street lighting, including lighting poles,
would be installed for the roadway as well as landscaping trees; however, no vertical building
structures would result from implementation of the proposed project that would block views from
Phyllis Place or otherwise obstruct views of motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists from roads in the
area. In addition, as part of the Quarry Falls project, a linear park would be constructed along the
southern side of Phyllis Place. As noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, there are two approved
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general development plans for the linear park, one with the proposed roadway and one without. The
proposed roadway is a ground-level feature, and its implementation would not obstruct views that
may be available from this proposed park or from any other park or open space areas in the vicinity
of the project site. Therefore, no scenic views would be blocked or affected, and implementation of
the proposed project would not block or otherwise affect any designated scenic vistas.”

Therefore, the DEIR adequately details the issue question, significance criteria, and reasoning as to
why the project would not result in the substantial obstruction of a scenic view. No revisions to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-169: This comment cites an excerpt from the Steep Hillside Guidelines related to roads not
extending above the 150-foot elevation contour and states the opinion that the proposed roadway
connection will be above the 150-foot elevation contour.

This comment raises similar concerns as those provided in comment G-6; please see the response to
that comment.

G-170: This comment quotes an excerpt from the DEIR and asks if the view from the park would be
affected and generally if the view from the bisected eastern portion of the park would be affected.

The potential impacts of the proposed project on aesthetics are analyzed within Section 5.9, Visual
Effects and Neighborhood Character, specifically within Section 5.9.5. As detailed therein, within the
context of the substantial development occurring at the Quarry Falls site and other existing
development in the vicinity of the project site, the inclusion of a relatively small segment of roadway
(460 feet long by 120 feet wide, which includes landscaping and pedestrian facilities in this width)
would be minimally discernible from the surrounding area, particularly when viewed from the
valley floor, and would be within the visual character of the existing urbanized area where vehicles
are typically present—along the 1-805, Phyllis Place, and roadways within the Quarry Falls
development—to serve the existing development in these areas. The future presence of vehicles
where there is currently a roadway and nearby freeway access would not represent a change in the
existing visual character.

Furthermore, implementation of the proposed project would generally improve upon the existing
condition, which is currently a disturbed and graded hillside by incorporating California native
landscaping, including trees. Moreover, the roadway would still permit the same amount of parkland
along Phyllis Place. Finally, based on recent CEQA case law, changes in community character are
considered a social and psychological issue and not an environmental issue subject to CEQA
(Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th 560). No changes to the EIR are required.

G-171: This comment states that a huge traffic increase into a residential community brings with it
by definition additional safety and quality of life issues (noise, accidents, parking, and pollution, for
example). This comment also asks to discuss how the road would not strongly contrast with the
surrounding topography, how it would not be a change in scale in comparison to the low density
housing residential zoning, why impacts would be less than significant, and perceived access issues
from the Abbotshill community and the impact on neighborhood character.

Please see the response to comment G-170 regarding the potential impacts of the proposed project
on aesthetics. The DEIR adequately details potential impacts associated with noise and air quality
(please see Sections 5.3 and 5.4, respectively). Parking and other “quality of life” issues are not
issues analyzed under CEQA unless attributed to a physical impact on the environment. No changes
to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.
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G-172: This comment states that the roadway connection doesn't alleviate congestion in the long-
term scenario and provides tables that are purportedly based on the traffic analysis.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis within the DEIR. It should be noted that
the traffic impact analysis was developed based on where the roadway connection would
redistribute 50 or more trips and thus inherently would potentially result in impacts. However, as
demonstrated by the VMT analysis, the proposed project would reduce VMT within the study area
and within the region, thus resulting in reduced emissions from vehicles.

G-173: This comment states to refer to previous sections of the comment letter, and asks if there is
information that is updated, if the Cumulative Impacts section will be revised to reflect the new
information.

The cumulative impacts section does not require any revisions based on previous comments within
this letter. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-174: This comment asks if Table 6-2 is up-to-date as of March 2017 and notes that there are some
projects in Grantville/Allied Gardens (e.g., River Park and Centrepoint).

Table 6-2 is up to date and reflects the cumulative projects within the vicinity of the project site as of
March 2017. There are projects from the communities of Grantville and Allied Gardens within this
table, as the City made its best effort to capture projects within the general vicinity of the project
site. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-175: This comment states that there is a proposal to redevelop the Qualcomm Stadium site and
that people attending events use Serra Mesa streets to travel from [-805 to the stadium.

Please see the response to comment G-67.

G-176: This comment asks if development can occur along Mission Center Road from Aquatera to
Murray Ridge Road. It states that a property owner has contacted the Serra Mesa Planning Group
about changing the zoning. It also asks what the impact would be.

Please see the response to comment G-62. The cumulative traffic analysis takes into account what
“buildout” of each community plan area would be. If a certain, speculative project were to require a
General Plan Amendment or change in zoning, it would be required to undergo its own discretionary
review. The cumulative analysis factored in projects that have a pending development application.
As this speculative project did not have a pending development application, it was not included
within the list of cumulative projects. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-177: This comment asks if the Mission Village Shopping Center redevelopment project is included
in the list on Table 6-2.

Please see the response to comment G-62. The Mission Village Shopping Center was approved
around 2004-2005 and was therefore included in the traffic analysis. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-178: This comment asks to discuss the impact a roadway connection which creates more
congestion near the freeways will have on an adopted emergency plan at Kaplan Drive/Aperture
Circle if it exists or were developed.
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Emergency access exists from Aperture Circle in Quarry Falls to Serra Mesa via Kaplan Drive and
that Kaplan Drive provides bicycle and pedestrian access. This clarifying information has been
added to the FEIR (see Section 5.2). The addition of this information does not affect the conclusions
reached within the DEIR. As detailed within Section 7.7 of the DEIR, in accordance with the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, the following issue provides guidance to determine
potential significance of impacts on public services and facilities: “Would the proposed project have
an effect upon, or result in a need for new or modified government services in, any of the following
areas: fire/life safety protection; police protection; schools; maintenance of public facilities,
including roads, parks, or other recreational facilities; and libraries?” As further detailed within
Section 7.7, the proposed project does not include a residential housing component; therefore, no
increase in residential population would occur that may increase call volumes for fire-rescue or
police services.

The roadway connection would increase circulation efficiency in the immediate project vicinity, and
would improve emergency access and evacuation route options between the Serra Mesa and
Mission Valley planning areas. As confirmed with the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department and the San
Diego Police Department, additional access points (such as the proposed roadway connection)
generally improve emergency access and associated response times. The proposed project would be
considered a new access point as the current configuration at Kaplan Drive, while paved, has locked
bollards and is only intended for emergency access, at which time emergency personnel would need
to unlock the bollards. Kaplan Drive is not intended as secondary access. As such, Kaplan Drive is not
as easily accessible for emergency responders within the area surrounding the proposed roadway
connection Concerning pedestrian and bike accessibility, the proposed roadway connection
provides a more direct route from the southeastern portion of Serra Mesa (namely Phyllis
Place/Murray Ridge Road) for cyclists and pedestrians to then utilize bike lanes on Via Alta and
Franklin Ridge Road, or vice versa.

G-179: This comment asks that if there is any information that is updated related to the Public
Services and Facilities sections and any reference to the park at Phyllis Place of this letter, if the
Cumulative Impacts section will be updated.

The potential impacts of the proposed roadway connection on the proposed Phyllis Place Park
(which has not been constructed) was adequately analyzed within the DEIR. No update or revisions
to Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-180: This comment states that there is an existing emergency access between Aperture Circle in
Civita and Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa. This comment asks if this information will be included in
Chapter 7. This comment also asks if the Fire-Rescue Department specifically stated that they
support this roadway connection. Finally, it asks if an analysis conducted to determine the
difference in response time using the roadway connection the Aperture Circle/Kaplan Drive access
that already exists and if the difference in response time is significant.

Please see the response to comment G-178; this information was added to Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation. The fire department stated that the project would provide another
access route that would improve response times. As detailed within the Traffic Study prepared by
KOA, the response times would improve by 17 minutes.

G-181: This comment asks if any changes would be needed to the fiber optics located in this area.
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The DEIR adequately details the environmental impacts of the gas line relocation. Other
underground utilities may be present and may require relocation, however, this would occur within
the footprint of the project site and prior to the issuance of a final grading permit in coordination
with other utility providers.

G-182: This comment asks if SDG&E was consulted to determine if a street connection would impact
maintenance of high power lines.

Please see the responses to comments within Letter I. The proposed project would not impact the
maintenance of existing overhead power lines.

G-183: This comment asks if the construction of the roadway connection and/or the widening of
Phyllis Place would impact the gas line and if relocation would be needed. It also asks what the risks
to the gas line are during roadway construction and/or, if required, during relocation. This comment
asks that if increased traffic on Phyllis Place occurs if the high pressure gas line located in that area
would be affected by the load on top of the pipe and/or weight. It also asks if an analysis was
conducted of the risk for failure from vibrations.

As detailed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed project would require the gas line to be
relocated. As clarified in the FEIR (see Section 3.3.1.4), the gas line would not be removed from
service after the portion of the gas line is raised within the easement. The existing gas line must be
kept in operation while new portion is being raised. Once the new portion of the gas line is
operational, the existing portion of the gas line will be filled with slurry and abandoned in place.
This clarification does not result in any new or more severe significant impacts previously identified
within the DEIR. The construction associated with the gas line would occur following coordination
with SDG&E. Standard construction safety measures would be required during this process. No
physical impacts to the environment would occur. In addition, the depth of the gas line was
determined by engineers in coordination with SDG&E; please see the responses to the comments
within Letter I. The gas line would be located at a sufficient distance to preclude the purported
accident potential set forth by the commenter.

G-184: This comment generally states that it is difficult to make the significant effects determination
when there’s critical information that’s missing and pertinent studies that were not conducted. It
asks that if any of the items identified in any sections of this letter will have a significant effect if the
Significant Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided section will be updated.

The DEIR adequately analyzes the significant impacts of the proposed project. Minor revisions that
represent clarifying information have been made as part of the FEIR. However, the DEIR does not
meet the criteria for recirculation as this does not represent “significant new information” (see
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines) because:

(1) No new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) No substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result.

(3) There was no feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The DEIR was not “so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”
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G-185: This comment refers to the four questions posed by City Council as part of City Council
Resolution 304297 and asks if these questions had been used as the project’s objectives instead of
the objectives selected by City Staff, what the conclusion would be for each alternative.

Please see the response to comment G-14 and G-16 for a discussion of how the project objectives
were formulated and where the four questions raised by the City Council are addressed within the
DEIR. Additionally, the DEIR is only required to analyze the project alternatives’ relationship to the
project’s CEQA objectives, which were formed using the four questions posed by the City Council as
a backbone. No changes to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-186: This comment states that Table 9-1 doesn’t list: Results in a negative aesthetic site or project
and results in substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area. Refer to the
discussion in this letter under Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. It further states that the
project is a roadway creating an increase in ADTs from 2,420 (existing) to 34,540 (long term) on
Phyllis Place and bisecting a planned park. The alteration is permanent and substantially changes
the character of the area.

Please see the responses to comments G-170 and G-171.

G-187: This comment states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative doesn’t consider the following with regards to the first project objective: Mission Center
Road provides multi-modal linkage from Civita Boulevard to Murray Ridge; a minimum of one trail
for pedestrian and bike access will be built between Civita and Phyllis Place Park with or without the
road; and that pedestrian, bike, and emergency access exists between Aperture Circle in Civita and
Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa.

As detailed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, the first project objective fully states: Resolve the
inconsistency between the Mission Valley Community Plan and the Serra Mesa Community Plan by
providing a multi-modal linkage from Friars Road in Mission Valley to Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa.
The No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative was dismissed from further
consideration in Section 9.4.1.2 of the DEIR. The analysis within the DEIR did consider the points
mentioned by the commenter; however, the fact remains that this alternative does not fully meet the
first project objective of providing a multi-modal linkage from Friars Road in Mission Valley to
Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa. Mission Center Road does not provide this direct access. The trail to be
constructed would not allow bike access. The access point at Kaplan Drive does not allow for
passenger vehicles. Finally, the proposed roadway connection cannot be removed from the Mission
Valley Community Plan without the full impacts being analyzed under CEQA. Therefore, the No
Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative would not fully meet this
alternative. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-188: This comment states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative doesn’t consider the following with regards to the second project objective: gridlock that
will occur long-term at peak hours on Murray Ridge Road with vehicles accessing [-805 which will
limit the mobility for the homes west of Franklin Ridge, and the improvement to Mission Center
Road if roadway connection isn’t approved.

As detailed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, the second project objective fully states: Improve local
mobility in the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas. The No Build/Remove from Mission
Valley Community Plan Alternative was dismissed from further consideration in Section 9.4.1.2 of
the DEIR. The analysis within the DEIR did consider the points mentioned by the commenter;
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however, the fact remains that this alternative does not fully meet the second project objective of
improving local mobility. “Mobility” is not defined as the movement of vehicles; rather, it is generally
defined as balancing all modes of transportation within the circulation network. The proposed
project would provide a direct connection from Phyllis Place to Friars Road for motorists,
pedestrians, cyclists, and potentially a bus route (if MTS so decides). The No Build/Remove from
Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative would not improve local mobility within the vicinity of
the project site, as there would not be a direct connection from Phyllis Place to Friars Road for all
modes of travel. Although there would be significant LOS impacts within the Near- and Long-Term
Scenarios, that does not translate into a significant “mobility” impact. Therefore, as adequately
concluded within the DEIR, the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative
would not fully meet this alternative. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this
comment.

G-189: This comment states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative doesn’t consider the following with regards to the third project objective: options exist
with Mission Center Road and Mission Village Drive. The comment also states to refer to the bar
chart analysis that shows the roadway connection for the most part does not alleviate traffic
congestion in Serra Mesa and Mission Valley and worsens the congestion in Serra Mesa.

As detailed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, the third objective fully states: Alleviate traffic congestion and
improve navigational efficiency to and from local freeway on- and off-ramps for the surrounding
areas. The No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative was dismissed from
further consideration in Section 9.4.1.2 of the DEIR. The analysis within the DEIR did consider the
points mentioned by the commenter; however, the fact remains that this alternative does not fully
meet the third project objective as it would not improve navigational efficiency to and from local
freeway on- and off-ramps for the surrounding areas. This is demonstrated by the VMT analysis (see
DEIR Appendix F), which shows that the proposed project would reduce VMT. Therefore, as
adequately concluded within the DEIR, the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative would not fully meet this alternative. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result
of this comment.

G-190: This comment states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative doesn’t consider the following with regards to the fourth project objective: emergency
access exists between Kaplan Drive in Serra Mesa and Aperture Circle in Civita.

As detailed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, the fourth objective fully states: Improve emergency access
and evacuation route options between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas. The No
Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative was dismissed from further
consideration in Section 9.4.1.2 of the DEIR. The analysis within the DEIR did consider the points
mentioned by the commenter; however, the fact remains that this alternative does not fully meet the
fourth project objective as it would not improve emergency access as the bollards that exist along
Kaplan Drive/Aperture Circle would still remain, thus slightly increasing emergency responder time.
It also would not improve evacuation route options for motorists within Civita as it would not
provide a direct access route for those residing in the northern portion of Civita. Therefore, as
adequately concluded within the DEIR, the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative would not fully meet this alternative. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result
of this comment.
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G-191: This comment states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan
Alternative doesn’t consider the following with regards to the fifth project objective will create an
unsafe situation that is significant and unavoidable and refers to MM-TRAF-19 within the DEIR.

As detailed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR, the fifth objective fully states: Provide a safe and efficient
street design for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians that minimizes environmental and
neighborhood impacts. The No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative was
dismissed from further consideration in Section 9.4.1.2 of the DEIR. The analysis within the DEIR did
consider the points mentioned by the commenter; however, this alternative does not fully meet the
fifth project objective as it would not provide a street. Therefore, as adequately concluded within the
DEIR, the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative would not fully meet
this alternative.

Furthermore, although the DEIR identified a significant impact for motorists exiting or the City View
Church, this is due to the church being privately owned. The City and/or the applicant that
implements the project cannot force a private entity with its own Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to
relocate the driveway or preclude left-hand turns. The City will continue to work with the applicant
and the City View Church to determine a reasonable solution for motorists exiting City View Church.
However, at the environmental analysis stage of the project, the City identified a significant and
unavoidable impact, as it cannot unilaterally determine a solution for a private property. No
revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-192: This comment quotes an excerpt from the DEIR related to the City’s Climate Action Plan
(CAP) and Bicycle Master Plan including the proposed roadway connection in their assumptions.
The commenter requests the citation of the reference in the City’s CAP that describes this
assumption and specifically mentions a roadway connection from Serra Mesa to Mission Valley.

The City’s CAP does not specifically include any projects. The CAP utilized traffic modeling from the
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), which includes planned roadways. The proposed
roadway connection was included within this modeling. Therefore, the No Build/Remove from
Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative would need to be fully analyzed for potential conflicts
with the CAP and if it would affect the conclusions reached within the CAP. No revisions to the FEIR
are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-193: This comment asks to cite the reference in the Bicycle Master Plan that describes that the
proposed roadway connection is included in its assumptions.

Please refer to Figure 6-2: San Diego Bicycle Master Plan that is available on the following web page
within the City’s web site:
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files /legacy/planning/programs/transportation/mobilit

/pdf/bicycle master plan final dec 2013.pdf

The comment also states that there will be a bike path with or without the road. There will not be a
bike path under the No Project Alternative, only a pedestrian trail as described in the Quarry Falls
Specific Plan. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-194: This comment states that the Mission Valley Community Plan is in the process of being
updated. It asks if an environmental analysis be needed for this community plan update process. It
also asks if the removal of the road connection from the Mission Valley Community Plan be made
during this update process.
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The Mission Valley Community Plan Update is in process and will require an EIR. The removal of the
roadway connection could be included within that EIR if the City decides to include it; however, this
has no bearing on the alternative being able to meet the project objectives. As previously detailed in
comments G-187 through G-190, the alternative does not meet the project objectives.

G-195: This comment states that there are inconsistencies within the Mission Valley Community
Plan that would require community plan amendments and quotes a policy from page 56 of the
Mission Valley Community Plan.

The proposed project would not require an amendment to the Mission Valley Community Plan; the
Mission Valley Community Plan recommends including a roadway connection as previously detailed
in the response to comment G-4. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-196: This comment states that the Franklin Ridge Road connection, which would partially run
through Civita, is proposed as four lanes and not two lanes, and would be inconsistent with the
Mission Valley Community Plan.

This policy pertains to the Franklin Ridge Road within Civita, not the proposed roadway analyzed
within the DEIR that would connect Phyllis Place to Franklin Ridge Road and Via Alta. No revisions
to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-197: This comment quotes a policy from page 124 of the Mission Valley Community Plan and
states that the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative meets the project
objectives and should be analyzed.

The policy quoted by the commenter applies to private development, not roadways or other public
facilities. As detailed in the responses to comments G-187 to G-191, this alternative does not meet
the objectives of the proposed project as concluded in the DEIR. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-198: This comment states the opinion that many of the issues discussed in previous comments
related to the No Build/Remove from Mission Valley Community Plan Alternative section apply to
the No Project comments. The comment states that Mission Center Road provides multi-modal
linkage between Serra Mesa and Mission Valley.

This comment is similar to comments G-187 through G-191; please see the responses to those
comments.

G-199: This comment quotes a conclusion from the DEIR and asks to describe the criteria used to
reach the “greater” conclusion with regards to the land use impacts under the No Project
Alternative.

Please refer to Section 9.5.1.1 of the DEIR:

Therefore, while the No-Project Alternative would not interrupt the park or result in
disturbance to steep slopes, it would not provide a connection between communities or
resolve the inconsistency between community plans. It would also not be consistent with
the City’s CAP, resulting in an increase in VMT and associated emissions. Therefore, land
use impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be significant and greater
than land use impacts that would result from the proposed project.

No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.
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G-200: This comment asks that if inconsistencies in the Mission Valley Community Plan that
probably require amendments to the Mission Valley Community Plan and existing linkages that
already exist are considered, if the impacts would be considered greater.

The proposed project does not require any amendments to the Mission Valley Community Plan. The
linkages cited by the commenter are existing roadways that do not provide a direct connection for
those within the vicinity of the project site. As described in the response to comment G-199 above,
the No Project Alternative would result in greater impacts on land use than the proposed project
due to the inconsistency with the City’s CAP. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of
this comment.

G-201: This comment summarizes the commenter’s opinions that the alternatives analysis within
the DEIR did not consider a number of factors and asks if the conclusions will change as a result.

Please refer to the responses to comments G-187 through G-200. Chapter 9, Alternatives, of the
DEIR, adequately analyzes potential alternatives and accurately details the potential impacts of the
alternatives that were analyzed.

The comment also asks that if the mitigable impacts that will probably not be implemented are
considered, what the outcome would be. It is not clear what the commenter is asking or inferring.
The DEIR details mitigation measures where significant impacts are identified. As part of the FEIR,
an MMRP has been prepared that the applicant will be required to adhere to and implement. As
detailed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, some traffic mitigation measures FEIR are
considered unlikely to be implemented due to the removal of bike lanes or other conflicts with City
policies; this was made clear within the analysis of the DEIR in that it was stated that the DEIR
assumes that the measure would not be implemented. The DEIR factored the mitigation measures
and determination of impacts into the alternatives analysis. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted
as a result of this comment.

G-202: This comment asks that if an analysis of air quality in the Hye Park condominiums is
conducted and shows a significant impact without the street connection, will the result be added and
discussed.

The comment refers to air quality without implementation of the proposed project. The purpose of
the DEIR is to assess potential impacts associated with project implementation. As such, a
quantitative air quality analysis was not conducted for without project conditions. However, air
quality conditions without implementation of the proposed project is discussed under the No
Project Alternative. Further analysis of the No Project Alternative is included within Section 9.5.1 of
the DEIR. As detailed in Section 9.5.1, the No Project Alternative would result in greater impacts
than the proposed project because regional VMT would increase under this alternative. The increase
in regional VMT would likewise increase air pollutant emissions associated with vehicle trips. As a
result, air quality impacts associated with the No-Project Alternative would be greater than air
quality impacts that would result from the proposed project. No changes to the FEIR are warranted
as a result of this comment.

G-203: This comment states the opinion that the No Project Alternative would meet most of the
project objectives and refers to the previous discussion of the No Build-Remove from Mission Valley
Community Plan Alternative.

This comment is similar to previous comments detailed above. Please see the responses to
comments G-187 through G-200.
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G-204: This comment again mentions the policy from page 56 of the Mission Valley Community
Plan. This comment refers the reader to the Transportation/Circulation and Parking section of the
comment letter and that questions are raised about the validity of the Community Access data. It
also asks that if this data is revised, if the conclusion would change within the analysis of Alternative
2. It also asks if the City Council resolution is used for the objectives if that would change the
analysis.

No revisions to the community access data are warranted and no revisions to the Alternative 2
analysis are warranted. Please see the responses to comments G-187 through G-200. No revisions to
the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-205: This comment regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative states the opinion that
the conclusion that is reached regarding the “No Project Alternative” is based on an inconsistency
between the Serra Mesa Community Plan and the Mission Valley Community Plan and providing
circulation linkages between the two communities, then cites two examples of what the commenter
believes are linkages. This comment again cites the policy from page 56 of the Mission Valley
Community Plan.

This is not correct. The DEIR fully details the reasoning as to how and why the environmentally
superior alternative was determined. Please refer to the full discussion under Section 9.5.3 of the
DEIR:

Pursuant to CEQA, the EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative.
When the environmentally superior alternative is the No-Project Alternative, CEQA
requires that another alternative be identified. As indicated in the comparative analysis on
the pages that preceded, the No-Project Alternative reduces impacts within several issue
areas—such as biological resources, historical and tribal cultural resources, and visual
effects—and is therefore identified as the environmentally superior alternative. It should
be noted, however, that these impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels
under the proposed project.

However, because the No-Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative, CEQA requires that a design alternative be identified as the environmentally
superior alternative. For this reason, the Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Emergency Access Only
Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would
slightly reduce impacts associated with construction (i.e., biological resources, historical
and tribal cultural resources) due to the narrower roadway and shorter duration of
construction.

It should be noted, however, that both alternatives would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts that would not result under implementation of the proposed project,
as they would not decrease VMT within the study area or the region. Therefore, both
alternatives would result in greater impacts associated with transportation and traffic, air
quality, and GHG emissions than the proposed project.

Please also see the responses to comments G-187 through G-200. No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-206: This comment states the opinion that the DEIR does not support the conclusion that both
alternatives would result in significant and unavoidable impacts that would not result under
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implementation of the proposed project, then refers the reader to the previous comments on
alternatives and the traffic impacts for all intersections identified in the EIR.

Please see the response to comment G-205. The DEIR correctly concludes that the two alternatives
fully analyzed would not decrease VMT within the study area or the region. This does not have any
correlation to LOS as mentioned by the commenter. Therefore, both alternatives would result in
greater impacts associated with transportation and traffic, air quality, and GHG emissions than the
proposed project due to the increase in VMT and associated vehicle emissions. No revisions to the
FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-207: This comment states that the impacts of mitigation and the feasibility of implementation are
not discussed, and expresses the opinion that the information in Section 9.5.3 of the DEIR does not
support the conclusion that the No Project Alternative would result in greater traffic impacts than
the proposed project.

Please see the responses to comments G-205 and G-206. Additionally, the FEIR has been updated to
discuss the potential effects of the mitigation measures. However, as analyzed, no new or more
severe significant impacts would occur and no new mitigation is required. Please refer to Section
5.2, Transportation and Circulation, for the clarification to the analysis. Furthermore, an EIR is not
required to analyze the feasibility of implementing mitigation measures. Rather, the Findings for
each significant impact discusses the feasibility of all mitigation measures proposed. The draft
Findings are available for review (at the time the FEIR is released). No revisions to the FEIR are
warranted as a result of this comment.

G-208: This comment excerpts the portion from Section 9.5.3 of the DEIR that states “...these
impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels under the proposed project.” The
comment then states the opinion that many of the mitigations are infeasible.

This is not entirely correct. As previously detailed, some mitigation identified within Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, were assumed to not be implemented for the various reasons
described therein, and the DEIR accurately discloses that fact by concluding a significant and
unavoidable impact. Mitigation identified for significant project impacts on biological resources,
historical and tribal cultural resources, and visual effects would be implemented and would reduce
impacts to less than significant. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-209: This comment cites an excerpt from the Environmentally Superior Alternative discussion in
the DEIR related to VMT, and asks if it is determined that the VMT study is inaccurate, what the
impacts would be on the cited conclusions. DEIR

Please see the response to comment G-206. The DEIR correctly concludes that the two alternatives
fully analyzed would not decrease VMT within the study area or the region. Therefore, both
alternatives would result in greater impacts associated with transportation and traffic, air quality,
and GHG emissions than the proposed project due to the increase in VMT and associated vehicle
emissions. No revisions to the FEIR are warranted as a result of this comment.

G-210: This comment is a summary of all the main concerns raised by the commenter, which the
commenter refers the reader to the full comments on the preceding pages. No new issues are raised
in this comment. Please see the responses to all comments on the preceding pages for the responses
to these summary comments.
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G-211: The comment states, in general terms, that corrections requested by the commenter during
the NOP and previous DEIR public review were not made in the recirculated DEIR. The commenter
provides a general opinion that the recirculated DEIR is inadequate and the mitigation measures are
infeasible. The comment concludes by indicating anticipation for reviewing the City’s responses.

This comment is a general statement expressing opposition to the proposed project and does not
raise specific issues or evidence that challenges the recirculated DEIR’s adequacy. Please see the
response to comment F-2. DEIR

G-212: This comment is merely a collection of accompanying documentation to support comments
provided on preceding pages. It includes a list of references, City Council Resolution #304297, a
summary table modified from the recirculated DEIR related to long-term cumulative impacts with
and without the project that the commenter has modified, several aerial views of the project area
and project site, a figure of trails from the Quarry Falls Program EIR, a statement of opposition from
the Serra Mesa Planning Group with reasons that were stated previously in the comment letter, and
a summary of the commenter’s opinion of the project’s impacts that were previously stated in the
comment letter.

Responses are provided to all of the comments that are related to these accompanying documents.
Please see the responses to comments G-2 through G-211.
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Letter H

From: Bryce Niceswanger <stoptheroad@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 2:11 AM
To: Morrison, Susan; PLN_PlanningCEQA; sherrilightner@sandiego.gov; CouncilMember

Lorie Zapf; toddgloria@sandiego.gov; Councilmember Myrtle Cole; Councilmember
Mark Kersey; CouncilMember Chris Cate; Councilmember Scott Sherman;
CouncilMember David Alvarez; martiemerald@sandiego.gov; Mayor Kevin Faulconer;
Councilmember Barbara Bry; Councilmember Christopher Ward; CouncilMember David
Alvarez; Councilmember Georgette Gomez

Subject: Re: Recirculated Draft EIR - Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway
Connection Project / Project No. 265605
Attachments: Petition signatures_371.pdf; Petition Comments_1467593307 (1).pdf;

Petition_CityView_Signed 13.pdf

Dear Susan Morrison, San Diego City Council Members and Mayor Kevin Faulconer,

The attached documents include a Petition at change.org signed by 371 +13(on paper) =384 people as of
6:00pm May 29", 2017. Also attached are comments from Community Members that they would like to be
addressed and included in the Final EIR for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection
Project No. 265605 SCH No. 2012011048.

Thank you,
Stop the Road

On Wednesday, March 29, 2017 11:19 AM, "Morrison, Susan" <SIMorrison@sandiego.gov> wrote:

RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

Please see the link below for the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Roadway Connection
Project Recirculated Draft EIR and Appendices, Project No. 265605, which was distributed for public
review starting today, March 29, 2017, and ending May 15, 2017.

See under “Draft CEQA Documents”, March 29,
2017: https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa#

Susan |. Morrison, AICP
Associate Planner

City of San Diego
Planning Department

T (619) 533-6492
www.sandiego.gov
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change.org

Stop The Franklin Ridge Road Connection

Recipient:
Letter:
H-2
H-3
H-4

PlanningCEQA @sandiego.gov, Sherri Lightner, Scott Sherman, Todd Gloria,
Myrtle Cole, Mark Kersey, Chris Cate, Lorie Zapf, David Alvarez, and Martie
Merald

Greetings,

Reject the Serra Mesa Community Plan Amendment Street Connection Project
No. 265605

We the Undersigned are in opposition of the Franklin Ridge Road connection and
the initiative to amend the Serra Mesa community plan to include it.

Do NOT recommend Serra Mesa Community Plan be amended to include a
street connection on the basis that the PEIR does not meet project objectives to
improve traffic and shows significant negative impacts on the environment for
traffic, noise, and pollution.

o The PEIR is NOT complete and NOT in compliance with CEQA. Alternatives
are not comprehensive. Information is contradictory in multiple locations,
fundamentally inadequate and conclusory. Emergency, pedestrian and cyclist
access already exists in study area on Kaplan Drive, and more will be provided
with trail through the park on Phyllis Place connecting the two communities.

o DENY proposed CPA. CPA does not meet proposed goals and does not benefit
the residents of either community.

Recommend that Mission Valley revise community plan to exclude the
Franklin Ridge Road Connection as it is not mitigable below a significant level and
negatively impacts: transportation/circulation, air quality, and noise (operational) in
both communities.

Project Objectives of the proposed PEIR and reasons why it does not meet these
objectives are as follows:

1)  Resolve the inconsistency between the Serra Mesa Community Plan and
Mission Valley Community Plan as it pertains to a connection from Mission Valley
to Phyllis Place in Serra Mesa.

~Recommend alternative that Mission Valley revise community plan to exclude the
Franklin Ridge Road Connection as it is not mitigable below a significant level and
negatively impacts: transportation/circulation, air quality, and noise (operational) in
both communities.

This amendment would not resolve the inconsistency between community
plans as it also contradicts Mission Valley’s Community Plan (page 55) “Streets
serving new development should be connected to the road network and not to
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cont.

H-5

major streets serving residential areas in the mesas.” The project objectives are
not met and in actuality the proposal is less compliant with the City’s General Plan
and Community plans then the no project alternative.
2) Amend the Serra Mesa Community Plan to include a street connection from
the existing Phyllis Place Road into Mission Valley, that if developed in the future,
could:
a) Improve the overall circulation network in the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley
planning areas.
~There are 5 more significant Connection Intersection Condition delays with
the road then without; this does not constitute improved overall circulation in the
Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas. This undermines the pedestrian
friendly residential community characteristics of our neighborhoods.
Significant Delays With Connection Appendix C corrected 48/206 (page 41)
1. Murray Ridge Rd and Sandrock Rd PM 58 minutes (25min with mitigations)
2. Murray Ridge Rd &amp; I-805 NB Ramp PM 149 minutes (56min with
mitigations)
3. Murray Ridge Rd &amp; I-805 SB Ramp AM 80 minutes, PM 404 minutes
(21/113min)
4. Qualcomm Way &amp; Friars Rd EB Ramp PM 61 minutes (49min with
mitigations)
5. Qualcomm Way &amp; Friars Rd WB Ramp PM 77 minutes (41min with
mitigations)
6. Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road AM 44 minutes, PM 96 minutes (39/54m)
Significant Delays Without Connection Appendix C corrected
34&amp;35/206 (page 27&amp;28)
1. Mission Center Rd &amp; Murray Ridge Rd/Phyllis Pl AM 57 minutes, PM 117
minutes

In the long term all the following 12 study items are BETTER WITHOUT the road
connection *Very significant, within acceptable operation without Connection
Roadway Segment

1. Phyllis Pl from 1-805 SB Ramp to I-805 NB Ramp

2.  Rio San Diego from Qualcomm Way to Rio Bonito Way

3.  *Franklin Ridge from Via Alta to Civita

4.  *Phyllis Pl from Franklin Ridge to 1-805 SB Ramp

Intersection

5 Murray Ridge /I-805 SB Ramp

6 Murray Ridge/I-805 NB Ramp

7.  Murray Ridge/Sandrock

8. *Franklin Ridge/Phyllis PI

9. *Franklin Ridge/Via Alta AM

10. *Franklin Ridge/Via Alta PM

Freeway Ramp Meter

11. *I-805 NB Ramp at Murray Ridge Road
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H-7

12. *I-805 SB Ramp at Murray Ridge Road

In the long term the following 3 study areas are better WITH the road connection
*Very significant, within acceptable operation with Connection

Intersection

1. Qualcomm Way/Friars Road WB Ramp in PM only

2.  *Mission Center /Murray Ridge AM

3.  *Mission Center /Murray Ridge PM

Appendix C corrected 31/206 (page 24), Appendix C corrected 43 &amp; 44/206
(page 36 &amp; 37)

b)  Alleviate traffic congestion and improve navigational efficiency to and from
local freeway on- and off-ramps for the surrounding areas.
~Proposed CPA does not meet project objectives as the PEIR traffic analysis
concluded unmitigable delays at the 805 onramps, 31-43 minutes with the
connection versus the alternative of continuing to have less than 15 minute delays
without the road connection, even with new developments, under the heaviest
traffic times through the year 2035. Long Term (2035) With Connection Conditions
Appendix C corrected 48/206 (page 41).

Freeway
I-805 Freeway Mainline Condition is LOS F (AM &amp; PM) with or without the
road connection. I-805 is already heavily impact and there are no immediate plans
to improve the area and in some cases it cannot be improved. “Where a mainline
freeway impact is identified on the 1-805 mainlines near the Murray Ridge
Rd/Phyllis Place interchange no attempt to introduce a new freeway lane for
mitigation has been offered, and that impact remains unmitigated.” Appendix C
corrected 7/206

Ramps Conditions
WITH CONNECTION
- 1-805 NB ramp at Murray Ridge Road — 43 minutes of delay (PM)
- 1-805 SB ramp at Murray Ridge Road — 31 minutes of delay (PM)
WITHOUT CONNECTION, all ramps are calculated with less than 15 minutes of
delay
Appendix C corrected 31/206 (page 24) and 50/206 (page 43, Table 5-4), (PEIR
244/317)

c) Allow for safe travel conditions for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians along
the street connection.
~The CPA does not support its conclusion for safe travel conditions although the
no project alternative meets this objective with existing planned paths without
vehicular traffic and lower stress to pedestrians and cyclists while not increasing
the traffic as much shown on page 66/206 Appendix C corrected.

Franklin Ridge Road “a four lane collector road including bicycle and
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pedestrian facilities” to 1805 SB is predicted to have 34,540 cars per day, PEIR
page 1/317. According to Roadway Capacity Standards on page 66/206 (Appendix
C corrected) that amount of cars is consistent with a Major Arteria or Prime Arteria
not a collector street which Franklin Ridge Road is classified as.

The CPA includes a class Il bike lane which does not protect cyclists from
cars like the current plan with a vehicle free bike path going through the park South
of Phyllis Place connecting the two communities to the greater San Diego regional
bike network, making the proposed CPA not as safe for cyclists as existing plan.

The proposed CPA would limit mobility and community feel with the number
of cars causing road delays of 40-96 minutes on Franklin Ridge Road the
connection will be too busy to be safe for motorists, cyclist and pedestrians.
Appendix C corrected 47&amp;48/206 (page 40&amp;41)

The Serra Mesa Community Plan states “There is a need for separate
pedestrian access to parts of the Mission Village Shopping Center and other
activity centers” (45/77 page 37).

Mission Valley Transportation Plan states “Safety Pedestrian comfort
traveling along segments is highly influenced by right-of-way width, vehicular traffic
volumes and speed, and adequate separation from vehicles on 5/10 (page 38)”
“Safety and comfort are paramount considerations, since by nature, active
travelers are more exposed than those inside a vehicle. Unsafe or uncomfortable
conditions discourage the decision to make a trip by bike. In general, stress levels
are high along most roadways in Mission Valley, regardless of the presence of
bicycle facilities due to high traffic speeds, the high number of auto travel lanes, as
well as the limited space given to the cyclists. 7/10 page 40, <a
href="https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/4._transportation.pdf"
rel="nofollow">https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/4._transportation.pdf</a
>

d) Improve emergency access and evacuation route options between the Serra
Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas.

~Proposed CPA does not support improved emergency access and evacuation
route options between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley planning areas as stated
on page 56/206 in Appendix C corrected: “Therefore, we see limited additional
benefit to these two hundred plus homes for evacuation by having a road
connection, and all of the other surrounding communities have multiple access or
egress routes”.

Kaplan Drive exists in this study area as an emergency access route and is
not mentioned in the PEIR, this omission contradicts numerous pages in the PEIR.
~Proposed CPA does not improve circulation, traffic congestion, safety for travel
including cyclist and pedestrians, or emergency access (Existing conditions are
superior to projected Road Connection conditions with corrected information).

3) Implement the General Plan and Bicycle Master Plan as they pertain to
developing interconnectivity between communities.
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~General Plan and Bicycle Master Plan are already implemented without CPA.
There is existing interconnectivity between communities by way of Mission Center
Road, Mission Village Drive, Kaplan Drive (Emergency, Cyclists and Pedestrians)
and Phyllis Place Park that will have a walking and bike path.

The proposed CPA conflicts with the General plan and Bicycle Master Plan
as they pertain to developing interconnectivity between communities, the proposed
increase in traffic decreases safety for pedestrians and cyclists and does not
increase connectivity as connectivity is already planned at connection location.

Mitigations include the removal of bicycle lanes in Serra Mesa in direct
contrast to the city's bicycle master plan and environmental progress. The
proposed CPA states “All mitigation measures contained in the Environmental
Impact Report shall be made conditions of the project as may be further described
below” PEIR 289/317. The PEIR concluded:

“Mitigation was determined infeasible for the following issue areas:
transportation/circulation page 289/317.”

7 out of the 19 mitigations, which are conditions to approval of the CPA, are
not recommended at all.

3 of the 19 state: “Since this mitigation would be contrary to the existing
guidelines (General Plan, Bike Master Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan, Serra Mesa
Community Plan), it is not recommended, and the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.” All LOS F, With or Without the road: PEIR pages 116-118, 290-
292/317
4. Murray Ridge Road from Mission Center Road to Pinecrest Avenue
5. Murray Ridge Road from Pinecrest Avenue to Sandrock Road
9. Murray Ridge / Sandrock Road

“4. Murray Ridge Road from Mission Center Road to Pinecrest Avenue:

a. Murray Ridge Road from Mission Center Road Pinecrest Avenue shall be
restriped consistent with a 4-lane Collector.

i. Currently, Murray Ridge Road provides Class Il bike facilities and onstreet
parking. The proposed mitigation would either repurpose the existing right of way
to provide four travel lanes by eliminating the bike lanes and on-street parking, or
widen the roadway to accommodate four travel lanes and maintain Class Il bike
facilities and on-street parking. Widening the roadway would require removal of
residences on both the east and west sides of Murray Ridge Road along the entire
stretch of roadway segment. Since this mitigation would be contrary to the existing
guidelines (General Plan, Bike Master Plan, Pedestrian Master Plan, Serra Mesa
Community Plan), it is not recommended, and the impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.” PEIR 290/317

For the aforementioned reasons this PEIR is incomplete and not in compliance
with CEQA and must be denied. This PEIR does not meet the objectives and
shows significant negative impacts on the environment for traffic, noise, and
pollution.
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Recommend that Mission Valley revise community plan to exclude the
Franklin Ridge Road Connection as it is not mitigable below a significant level and
H-11 negatively impacts: transportation/circulation, air quality, and noise (operational) in
both communities.

Thank you for your consideration,
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Comments

H-12 Name Location Date Comment

Adam Gardner San Diego, CA 2016-06-11 | am signing because the road connection will not be good for either community
based on the findings of the PEIR.

Larry Wenell San Diego, CA 2016-06-11 | purchased a home in the Civita neighborhood and overlook Via Alta. |
purchased this home for the pedestrian friendly "smart" development with its
walking trails and centrally located park. This connector project would
effectively destroy the very premise of this community design .

H-13 Ron Yardley San Diego, CA 2016-06-11  The PEIR is not complete and not in compliance with CEQA. It will turn the
pedestrian-friendly, family-friendly residential new community of Civita into a
traffic-jammed, dangerous, polluted, noisy shortcut to I-805 by dropping
thousands of cars from a 4-lane connector road into two, narrow, median-
dominated, bike-lane lined, two-lane roads not capable of handling this level of
traffic. Via Alta, for instance, has residences, a park, and a future school
closely abutting the street which will become a major nightmare of a
thoroughfare. Please find alternate solutions. Thank you.

H-14 Henry Johnson San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Safety first!
Mooney Sandra San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 It will cause to many delays on an already busy road.
Peter Billow San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Simply because | intentionally bought into a quiet, safe neighborhood. Would
not be here if | knew our Main Street would be used for freeway access.
Vincent Castiglione San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 The traffic will be a nightmare and the city does not seem to care.
Brittany Barroga San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 My grandmother who is in her 80's loves on Ainsly Ct and it's safe in her

neighborhood. She does not want traffic noise. | am also a long time resident
since | was 6 and want my kids to live in a quiet quaint family friendly
environment.

Timothy Fleming San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Who is asking for this? Why? What is the need to add such traffic on a one
lane road through what was sold as an anti car, anti parking, pro pedestrian pet
caring, walking, family community? If no need, why?

Andrea Chertkow San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Safe roadways and quality of live is important to me. | am also concerned
about the accuracy of this study (for example, we already have an emergency
access road at Kaplan Drive)

susie white roma, ltaly 2016-06-12 my parents and son live off phyllis and i grew up there. this proposal is
preposterous and will only cause problems for a family community, while
residents below have other alternatives.

Lorraine Hitchen San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Lorraine Hitchen

Jeffrey Houston San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Mission Center Road already serves the purpose of connecting the 805 to the
Friars Road area of Mission Valley. The traffic that the proposed connector will
bring through Civita will have an adverse effect on the quality of life for the
residents of Civita.

James Warniak San Diego, CA 2016-06-12 Via Alta is not suitable for proposed use. Result will be a very dangerous use
of the street.
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H-14 Name
cont. J Tichenor

Irma Villavicencio

Lois Nelson
Anita Palmer
H-15 Robi Siers
Ling L
H-16 97
H-17 joanne friedman herbert

friedman

Robert Twomey

Susan Buell

Princess alo

Princess alo

Princess alo

Princess alo

Joan Dillenbeck

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Seattle, WA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-12

2016-06-12
2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

Comment

The Franklin Ridge Road proposal does not demonstrate SIGNIFICANT
BENEFIT to the neighborhoods involved.

Drivers already have an option in place now, and the proposal only potential
saves just a few minutes of driving time at higher risk levels than current road
options.

Time to look at other options, the proposal is not worth the change at this time.
Irma Villavicencio
4 lane road not needed thru a promised park.

The findings appear to counter the argument that our communities will benefit
from this road initiative -- and in fact will be negatively impacted. Stop using
taxpayer money to discovered what has already been determined.

Negative traffic impact on Murray Ridge Road and surrounding neighborhood
streets including Sandrick, Aero, Ruffin, and Mission Village Road.

The proposed connection will significantly impact residential streets (Via Alta &
Franklin Ridge) that were never designed to handle such volume of traffic. The
EIR is very biased in only favoring the connection but does not consider the
impact to the neighborhood characteristics and other safety issues. Civita is
supposed to be a pedestrian friendly community. The connection would
contradict the objectives of the community by introducing tens of thousands of
transient vehicles which do not belong.

This will destroy the Civita project as a walkable urban and green environment
and turn it into a traffic congested area. Total common sense is lacking with no
thought to the destructive consequences.

My family lives in Serra Mesa and this new road is a bad idea.

To preserve safe pedestrian access to Civita, preserve residential
neighborhoods, promote property values, preserve peace and quiet residential
areas.

My dog and | hike up and down via alta and civita blvd daily and we are
opposed to this as it threatens our safety and the safety of other pets,
pedestrians and cyclists. We really enjoy the peace and quiet and being able
to cross the streets without the threat of being hit by a car.

My dog and | hike up and down via alta and civita blvd daily and we are
opposed to this as it threatens our safety and the safety of other pets,
pedestrians and cyclists. We really enjoy the peace and quiet and being able
to cross the streets without the threat of being hit by a car.

My dog and | hike up and down via alta and civita blvd daily and we are
opposed to this as it threatens our safety and the safety of other pets,
pedestrians and cyclists. We really enjoy the peace and quiet and being able
to cross the streets without the threat of being hit by a car.

My dog and | hike up and down via alta and civita blvd daily and we are
opposed to this as it threatens our safety and the safety of other pets,
pedestrians and cyclists. We really enjoy the peace and quiet and being able
to cross the streets without the threat of being hit by a car.

New housing projects don't care about exsisting home owners!!
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H-18

H-19

Name

Mary Hart

Clarence Moeller

Paul Grandi

Michael Janke
Rose Davidson

John Chuckta

Sonia Hyncik

Cindy Canfield
Rachael Noble

Christy MICKEL

Virginia Hensley

Didier Beauvarlet

Kathy Mcsherry

Matt Kennedy

James Reichert

Bradley Hobson

Jill Reichert

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Berwyn, PA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13
2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13
2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

Comment

We already have significant traffic delays because of traffic coming up Mission
Center Road. Mission Center Road is our main access to Mission Valley and

this will be essentially unusable. 1805 is our access to other freeways that will
be totally unusable unless we want to add half hour or more to our travel time.
This is an extremely bad plan for our well established community.

Franklin Ridge Road will overwhelm the existing Serra Mesa streets with
traffic.

It's unjust to ruin. Long established neighborhood by making it totally
dysfunctional, it's not right!!!!'

To preserve the community's intended plan
traffic, noise, pollution

I'm signing this petition because this road connection is bad for our community
and children.

| oppose the Franklin Ridge Road connection. Civita was marketed to us as a
walkable, pedestrian friendly community, not a freeway off/on ramp which will
be unsafe for residents, cause congestion, increase noise levels and will end
up dividing this beautiful new community.

My neighborhood will be negatively impacted.
| do not want the road!

our community at Civita was aimed at being a walking community. This project
defies the founding concept of Civita. In addition the increased traffic will
generate increased crime rate, pedestrians accidents. The negative impacts
are endless on the environments and on the habitants. please reconsider the
plan!

This would be a disaster for the Via Alta road and the residents. Having a
school district which will be forthcoming will be dangerous. We have many
people that cross these streets which will be accidents waiting to happen.
Please reconsider alternate route.

| oppose the Franklin Ridge Road connection. Civita was marketed to us as a
walkable, pedestrian friendly community, not a freeway off/on ramp which will
be unsafe for residents, cause congestion, make traffic more difficult in the
community (extremely hard to make a left turn on via Altana), increase noise
levels and will end up dividing this beautiful new community in three separate
zones as pedestrians will not be able to cross the two high traffic roads (Via
Alta and Franklin ridge road).

Because the ENTIRE community does not want our quality of life affected!!!
It is the right thing to do!!!

| do not want thousands of cars driving through our walkable community.
Current infrastructure does not support these additional vehicles access to the
1805. This plan is decades old, and does meet the needs of the current Mission
Valley/Civita population.

New plan will dramatically increase traffic in residential area

| am not in support of a freeway connector through Civita. This will negatively
impact the community and will not provide long term value to the area. |
challenge our leaders to quit making poor decisions for Mission Valley and start
making forward thinking long term decisions that include the future concepts of
small village living promoting walkable, bikeable communities.
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Name

Amanda Lettmann

Nicole Howard

Dick and Judy McEntyre

Kristofor Carnegie

Greg Blasic

Theresa Davis

Brian MICKEL
Haylie Canfield
David Dolnick

Carl Demas

bryan noar

Alexis Hanson

Brandon Swindell

Therese Smith

Bill Olson

Carrie Hobson

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

san diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Antonio, TX

sd, CA

San Diego, CA

Escondido, CA

Date

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13

2016-06-13
2016-06-13
2016-06-14
2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

Comment

Connectors do not belong in neighborhoods. This will not increase the value of
our homes and will bring, traffic, noise, and so forth. Better city planning is
needed.

The EIR is flawed with regard to impact from the connector. The report
underestimates the negative impact in terms of safety and traffic. There is
already an emergency fire entrance/exit. This was not included in the report
and a pedestrian/bike path is part of Civita plan. This was not covered in the
report. The report needs to be redone.

This is extremely important to the Civita development and future Mission Valley
development. This analysis is so thorough, accurate, and very alarmingly
pointing out the PEIR fallacies and lack of common sense.

| do not agree with the plans for the connector. And I'm opposed to the traffic
increase through my neighborhood.

| do not want the road connection. | want to keep the quality of life that we
currently have in Civita. This is disrupt our neighborhood and cause a lot more
traffic and noise to our house being on Via Alta!

There's already too much traffic on Murray Ridge during prime time traffic and it
takes forever to get through the signal and onto the freeway! There's no
reason that Sarah Mesa should lose property values abd quality of life in order
to accommodate those in Mission Valley.

| am a home owner and concerned about the impact.

The road would block our entire neighborhood in with the traffic it would cause!
This plan imposes an undue hardship on the residents of Serra Mesa

This is not in the best interest of Serra Mesa.

The current plan has major flaws and threatens to have an overall negative
effect on Mission Valley and Serra Mesa. It needs revision and refinement
before being implemented. Furthermore, the Civita community is intended to be
a walkable residential village, not a main thoroughfare for through traffic.

| absolutely oppose this connector. | moved to Civita to live in a walkable
community. This connector will but cyclists (whom | am), children, pets, etc. in
danger.

That's bullshit.

| am signing this petition because | do not want my neighborhood to be the
connector to Mission Valley. Poor planning on the City's part does not make an
emergency on our part. Traffic patterns should have been addressed prior to
the development. Plan Ahead!! | strongly oppose the Franklin Ridge Road
connection. Thank you!

There is no way that the roads in Civita could work as outlet roads out of
mission valley. Please send someone to look at these roads, and the high
density neighborhoods they go through, and they will see the ridiculousness of
this proposal.

The proposed Franklin ridge road and Phyllis place connections will be
detrimental to the Civita master planned community. There are many questions
for the EIR regarding traffic impact, safety concerns, planned freeway
connector improvements existing in Mission Valley that will negate the
necessity for Franklin Rigde Rd connector.
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Name

Patrick Justman

Timothy Schu

Brooke Hubbard

Michael Hubbard

James Carney

Will Leingang

Elizabeth Rush

Carlo P

Rebecca Kiperts

eligio rollo

Evan Franz

Gabriela Surpi

Joshua Jamison

Lauren Feiner
Adam Bunn

Ryan Braidwood

Anne Law

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Carlsbad, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

san diego, CA
San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-14

2016-06-15

2016-06-15

2016-06-16

2016-06-16

2016-06-16

2016-06-16

2016-06-17

2016-06-17

2016-06-17
2016-06-17

2016-06-17

2016-06-17

Comment

The road should not be connected as it will (1) ruin the village vibe of the Civita
community; (2) introduce a dangerous thorough way to a quiet area and put
pedestrians at risk; (3) decrease home values throughout Civita; and (4) not
enhance the flow of traffic through Mission Valley as there are more than
several alternate routes that are more than adequate.

This road is unnecessary given that Mission Center, Road is nearby and
serves the same purpose. The new road will be Be dangerous to the residents
of Civita.

Via Alta and Franklin Ridge Road are residential streets. Via Alta has only 2
lanes and cannot support the traffic and was given anEIR rating of an F. Those
reports did not include a study done when the elementary school is built. If
these roads are given a fail how can we support it. Via Alta is a two lane
collector for multi- family residential streets

This road connector should never have been considered being Via Alta and
Franklin Ridge Roads are 2 lane multi family roads.

I've lived in this neighborhood since 1965 and object to the new development
as an infringement on this quiet littte community.

This isn't a plan. It doesn't make sense to just open up more paths to mission
valley and make more "shortcuts" through quiet residencial areas.

Civita was intended to be a walkable residential neighborhood community, not
a high-volume traffic thoroughfare.

We bought into this neighborhood by the fact that we were sold on the walkable
aspect of it. If this road goes forward you takeaway our freedom to walk by
turning our streets into a drag strip considering people in San Diego has no
concept of speed.

| live on the Mission Village side and the Serra Mesa side already suffers
amazing traffic jams, higher crime rate,and much higher density. Franklin will
ruin the park and make everything worse.

| do not want this connecting road built as it will create too much traffic in a
residential neighborhood.

| do not want this connection and increased traffic in my neibofhood

| oppose this plan amendment. The only goal of the road connection is to give
Mission Valley access to I-805 by sending traffic through residential streets,
causing congestion, delays, noise and pollution to nearby residents. As many
others, we bought our property in a residential area of Serra Mesa because we
enjoy the quiet character of the neighborhoods. We are tax payers and expect
the City will understand, respect and preserve this choice of lifestyle and the
identity of our community. Please stop the proposition to build this road
connector.

| have kids and | do not need any more traffic flowing through our CIVTA
community!!!

| want to keep Civita a nice quiet family friendly neighborhood
| don't want increased traffic through my neighborhood.

| don't want to see our walkable community be ruined by a direct freeway
connector to the 805. Mission Center Rd already serves as a valuable
connector and doesn't have any homes directly on it.

| am a homeowner at Civita and | am opposed to this road connection.
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Name

Derek Abel

Laura Johansen

william graham

Leslie Johnson Leech

Amy Antoshak

Pamela Morales

William Watson

Lesley Marples

Matt Shirley
Allen Wu

Linda Johansen

Ann Finster

Kathy Collier

Dennis Tornabene

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

Wheaton, IL

Phoenix, AZ

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-18

2016-06-18

2016-06-18

2016-06-19

2016-06-19

2016-06-19

2016-06-19

2016-06-19

2016-06-19
2016-06-19

2016-06-19

2016-06-20

2016-06-20

2016-06-21

Comment

I'm signing this petition to bring awareness to the negative effects the Franklin
Ridge Road Connection will have on Civita. The connection will bring an influx
in crime, it will cause several accidents, and there will be speeding in a
community that was intended for walking and family oriented acticivities.

| believe extra traffic through our family community would be potentially
dangerous to kids and pets, and also undesirable for the Civita community.

This road will destroy the peace of both Serra Mesa and also Civita./most of
the people using it will have no connection ti either community. If you must
have a road, go with Donna Frye's suggestion, make a blocked fire road so that
fire may lone fire station/training/repair may have access if needed access

A road into our neighborhood from Friars' Rd. would be a disaster in terms of
traffic, noise, pollution and safety. This proposal absolutely needs to be
rejected!

There's too much traffic as it is now.

I'm opposed to have our quiet neighborhood exposed to more crime and traffic.
Already seeing more homeless strangers walk through the streets since they
started building Civita.Scary!!!

| oppose the Franklin Ridge Road because it will not improve traffic conditions
in the Serra Mesa community. When our family bought into this neighborhood,
we love the quiet, ease of access to freeways. It is not Serra Mesa's
responsibility to take on Civita's overdevelopment of stacked multi level homes,
that only have limited parking and now they are parking their vehicles up here
in our neighborhood. Please do not allow the road to connect their problems
into our Serra Mesa neighborhood.

I am signing this petition because | do not agree that the Franklin Ridge Road
needs to be built. The massive amount of projected traffic cannot be mitigated.
Furthermore, there is no reason for Mission Valley community or the San Diego
City Council to vote for this connector and thereby threaten the health and
welfare of Serra Mesa and Civita's residences when the solution to Mission
Valley's traffic issues is not 1/4 mile away - the 163 Freeway!!

I live in the area that will be damaged by the road.
| oppose the Franklin Ridge Road connection

Civita is a planned family community and should not become endangered and
disrupted with a freeway off ramp. It is an illogical. decision. The noise and
congestion would completely change the complexion of the community.
People have a right to reside and raise their families in a peaceful place.
Please protect Civita.

My cousin lives in this neighborhood. Please do not degrade his quality
of life! o

The proposed CPA does not improve circulation, traffic congestion, safety for
travel including cyclist and pedestrians, or emergency access (Existing
conditions are superior to projected Road Connection conditions).

| do not want the quality of this neighborhood adversely affected by the
increase in noise pollution, traffic congestion, and degradation of the quality of
life which attributes | relied upon and were major contributors to my decision to
buy my home in this lovely community.
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Name

Andrew LeBeau

Juan Ospina

Karen Helf

Phoebe Lau

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-21

2016-06-21

2016-06-21

2016-06-21

Comment

Civita should remain a pedestrian-friendly community. There is no need for the
proposed connector road.

Andrew LeBeau
The connector will not improve our living conditions

I live in Mission Valley and the lack of adequate planning in going to ruin this
community. The Civita entrance is already a dangerous "obstacle" on Friars
Road. Who ever approved that community without road expansion should be
fired.

This is a big issue to me as it affects our day to day peacefulness and safety
crossing the road. | originally wanted the connection before moving in. But now
I'd rather spend an extra few mins driving on mission center road than to risk
my life crossing via Alta once the parks are built.

The slope, curvature, and width of the road is not ideal to be used as a
passage/shortcut for not just residents of mission valley and Serra mesa, but
also commuters elsewhere who need to get into mission valley to work,
especially those who will be working in the retail/commercial businesses along
civita Blvd. | cannot imagine how difficult it'll be for anyone to make a left turn,
let alone safely walk across, on Via Alta when we're expecting a car passing by
every few seconds.

Having a school in the near future also makes this a bad idea to draw in more
cars when parents are having to deal with long lines of dropping kids off in a
single lane road as well as increasing safety concerns for parents walking the
kids to school.

Civita was advertised to us as a walkable neighborhood, this two lane
residential neighborhood is not a solution to an on/off ramp shortcut. Please
look for an alternative solution instead of cutting our neighborhood in 3 parts.
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Name

Alex Tse

Josh Weiselberg

Erin Bauer

John Noble

Carl Obeck

Cory Murphy

Charles Srock

John Concepcion

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-21

2016-06-21

2016-06-21

2016-06-22

2016-06-22

2016-06-22

2016-06-23

2016-06-24

Comment

This is a big issue to me as it affects our day to day peacefulness and safety
crossing the road. | originally wanted the connection before moving in. But now
I'd rather spend an extra few mins driving on mission center road than to risk
my life crossing via Alta once the parks are built.

The study suggests having the road connection will INCREASE travel time, |
don't see how this will benefit anyone.

The slope, curvature, and width of the road is not ideal to be used as a
passage/shortcut for not just residents of mission valley and Serra mesa, but
also commuters elsewhere who need to get into mission valley to work,
especially those who will be working in the retail/commercial businesses along
civita Blvd. | cannot imagine how difficult it'll be for anyone to make a left turn,
let alone safely walk across, on Via Alta when we're expecting a car passing by
every few seconds.

Having a school in the near future also makes this a bad idea to draw in more
cars when parents are having to deal with long lines of dropping kids off in a
single lane road as well as increasing safety concerns for parents walking the
kids to school.

Civita was advertised to us as a walkable neighborhood, this two lane
residential neighborhood is not a solution to an on/off ramp shortcut. Please
look for an alternative solution instead of cutting our neighborhood in 3 parts.

The 805 and 163 are the rapid traffic paths through the region and do not need
to be further slowed by more localized traffic ingress and egress. As a member
of the Mission Valley Planning Group | led a coalition of Board Members to
defeat the establishment of this traffic impediment to our greater region. The
road would negatively impact more commuters than it would benefit.
Furthermore, the money that Sudberry / Civita has pledged for Community
Improvement would be better served in conjunction with the 15 and 163 traffic
flow improvements, especially coordinated with any changes to the Qualcomm
Stadium site. Josh Weiselberg, MVPG

I live, own and pay taxes in the Civita community in San Diego and this would
ruin our community's quality of life.

Too much traffic congestion.

I'm a resident of Civita and since the community is not yet built out (many
homes are still slated for construction), it would be best to wait to see final
resident traffic patterns before opening an extension.

| want this plan to be rejected.

This cut through solution should have been decided when the original
development was planned and approved. Trying to force this through now is
ridiculous. Let the rich folks who buy over priced homes in Mission Valley
enjoy all the benefits of their gated community, and the traffic realities of being
so centrally located. They should not be allowed to cut through existing,
mature, neighborhoods.

I've lived in Serra Mesa 48 years. My parents bought one of the first houses on
Kaplan Drive in 1964. In addition to the street connection not meeting the
project objectives to improve traffic etc., it would increase traffic, pollution,
commute times and numbers of traffic accidents if the amendment is approved.
We enjoy a quality of life in this part of San Diego that would disappear if the
amendment is ratified.
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H-27

Name

Sandra Stahl

Angela Jin

Gloria Damm

Leilani Turonis

Karla Borrego

David Gonzalez

MAULIN PATEL

Leslie Strommer

Ernst Rossow

Lisa Juarez

Sonia Wright

Anthony Atkins

Lisa Keenan

Andrew Michajlenko

Min Wang

Adriana Paez

Brian Mozaffari

Location

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA
San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San Diego, CA

San diego, CA

San Diego, CA

Date

2016-06-25

2016-06-26

2016-06-27

2016-06-27

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-28

2016-06-29

2016-06-29

2016-06-29

2016-06-30

2016-06-30

2016-07-01

Comment

If the Franklin Ridge Road Connection is built it will significantly and negatively
impact the safety of children attending Jones Elementary School on Greyling
Drive. The reason being that it will not take long for drivers to discover they
can circumvent the backup of traffic on Murray Ridge Road by using Greyling.
If the Franklin Ridge Road Connection is constructed, it will be a disaster
waiting to happen.

| am appalled that anyone thought a solution for traffic generated by all the new
construction in Mission Valley would be to dump it into our Serra Mesa
neighborhood.

This will undoubtedly have negative impact on our neighborhood. And the
benefit of the proposal is not at all clear or in any way balanced by the negative
impact it will have on the residents of Civita!

| don't believe this change will benefit Our neighborhood and only create
negative impacts!

Traffic is already ridiculous with all of the new developments in MV and now to
give more access to people using our neighborhood as a shortcut or on ramp
to the freeways is unnecessary. Talking about removing residences to add
lanes is unnecessary. Why do we have to sacrifice from our neighborhood for
developments that are trying to gentrify and kick us out? So they can have
easy access? So they can get where they need to be faster? No. Figure
something else out. Until then get on t