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SUBIJECT: BALBOA AVENUE STATION AREA SPECIFIC PLAN

Applicant: City of San Diego Planning Department
FINAL DOCUMENT - NOVEMBER 16, 2018:

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) would increase residential density by
redesignating and rezoning lands to allow for transited-oriented development adjacent to the Balboa Avenue
trolley station. The BASASP would require an amendment to the Pacific Beach Community Plan/Local Coastal
Program and Clairemont Mesa Community Plan to include revised figures and text to be consistent with the
BASASP. The proposed-BASASP would-reguire-an-amendment to-the Pacific Beach-Community-Plan/local Co
Pregram-The proposed BASASP provides policies and recommendations for new residential and mixed-use
development and improvements to the public right-of-way to enhance access to the Balboa Avenue trolley station
that would capitalize on the new regional transit connection in the area. The proposed BASASP promotes
increasing transportation choices, decreasing dependence on single occupancy vehicles, and addressing traffic
congestion at local intersections and roadways.

Within the Pacific Beach community, the BASASP proposes the following land use and zoning changes:

e Approximately 13 acres of property designated for commercial use would be redesignated to the
Community Village land use designation, allowing up to 109 Dwelling Units per Acre (DU/AC). These
properties would be rezoned to the RM-4-10 zone;

o Approximately 7 acres of property designated for commercial use would be redesignated to the
Community Village land use designation, allowing up to 109 DU/AC. These properties would be rezoned to
the CC-3-9 zone;

e Approximately 70 acres of property designated for commercial use would be redesignated to the
Community Village land use designation, allowing up to 73 DU/AC. These properties would be rezoned to
the CC-3-8 zone;

o Approximately 28 acres of property designated for multifamily residential use would be redesignated to
allow up to 54 DU/AC. These properties would be rezoned to the RM-3-8 zone.
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The Community Village land use designation would allow for the development of high density multi-family housing
in a mixed-use setting as well as commercial, service, and civic uses. The BASASP would not redesignate or rezone
any property within the Clairemont Mesa planning area. Fh BA > j i

The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan can be found on the Planning Department’s website at:

https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/specificplans/balboa-station

PROJECT LOCATION:

The project site encompasses approximately 210 acres (0.33 square miles) and is located in the Pacific Beach and
Clairemont Mesa communities of the City of San Diego. Rose Creek borders the western part of the project site.
Interstate 5 runs north-south through the middle of the project site and is the boundary between the Pacific Beach
community planning area on the west side and the Clairemont Mesa community planning area on the east side.

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 a reasonable range of 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
Draft PEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified that the proposed project could result in
significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of Air Quality (Conformance to the Regional Air Quality Strategy,
Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards, Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of
Criteria Pollutants), Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources (Historic Resources, Archaeological Resources, and
Tribal Cultural Resources), Noise (Excessive Ground-borne Vibration, Construction Noise), Paleontological
Resources (Ministerial Development), and Transportation/Circulation (Vehicular Traffic Circulation). All other
impacts analyzed in this Draft PEIR were found to be less than or not significant.
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

()
()

(X)

No comments were received during the public input period.

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

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

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

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

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

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Caltrans District 11 (31)

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)

Cal Recycle (35)

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

Natural Resources Agency (43)

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

California Coastal Commission (47)

California Air Resources Board (49)

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

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control District (65)

County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health (76)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Cole, District 4
Council President Pro Tem Bry, District 1
Councilmember Zapf, District 2
Councilmember Ward, District 3
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8
Councilmember Gémez, District 9

Office of the City Attorney
Keely Halsey, Deputy City Attorney

Planning Department

Mike Hansen, Director

Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director
Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director
Laura Black, Deputy Director

Tait Galloway, Program Manager
Michael Prinz, Senior Planner
Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner
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Planning Department, cont.

Elena Pascual, Junior Planner

George Ghossain, Senior Traffic Engineer

Claudia Brizuela, Associate Traffic Engineer

Pedro Valera, Assistant Traffic Engineer

Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner

Susan Morrison, Associate Planner

Sara Osborn, Senior Planner

Kristen Forburger, Senior Planner — MSCP

Robin Shifflet, Development Project Manager Ill — Park Planning
Shannon Scoggins, Park Designer — Park Planning
Kelley Stanco, Senior Planner — Historic Resources
Velina Hamilton, Associate Management Analyst

Development Services Department

Kerry Santoro, Deputy Director

PJ FitzGerald, Assistant Deputy Director

Peter Kann, Development Project Manager |

Mehdi Rastakhiz, Associate Engineer — Civil

James Quinn, Senior Engineer Geologist

Brian Panther, Solid Waste Inspector Ill — Local Enforcement

Environmental Services Department
Lisa Wood, Senior Planner

Fire-Rescue Department
Larry Trame, Assistant Fire Marshal

Police Department
Michael Miranda, Sergeant
Jason Zdunich, Police Officer Il

Public Utilities Department

George Adrian, Program Manager

Khuram Shah, Associate Engineer — Civil
Shelby Gilmartin, Assistant Engineer — Civil

Transportation & Storm Water Department
Victoria Kalkirtz, Senior Planner
Mark Stephens, Associate Planner

Real Estate Assets Department
Cybele Thompson, Director

Economic Development Department
Cody Hooven, Director

Libraries

Central Library, Government Documents (81 & 81A)
Balboa Branch Library (81B)

Clairemont Branch Library (81H)

North Clairemont Branch Library (81S)

Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch Library (81X)
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City Advisory Boards or Committees
Historical Resources Board (87)

Other City Governments

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

School Districts
San Diego Unified School District (132)

Community Planning Groups or Committees
Clairemont Mesa Planning Group (248)
Pacific Beach Planning Group (375)

Community Councils
Clairemont Town Council (257)
Pacific Beach Town Council (374)

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals

The San Diego River Park Foundation (163)

San Diego River Coalition (164)

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter (165)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

San Diego River Conservancy (168)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)

Endangered Habitats League (182 & 182A)

League of Women Voters (192)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Clint Linton (215B)

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

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul Indian Village (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225I)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225))
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
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Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)

Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)

San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S)
Beach and Bay Press (372)

Robert Lee Buck
Carolyn Chase
Scott Chipman
Vanessa De La Rosa
Grant Freeman
Ed Gallagher

Don Gross

Roy Hughes

Bill Jencks

Kathy Keehan
Robert Leone
Robert Little
Irene Magallanez
Karen McLaughlin
Billy Paul

Janet Podney
Steve and Judy Pruett
Karl Rand

Donna Regalado
Joe Steinbach
Peter Ward

Karin Zirk
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Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report
Comment Letters 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 61-day public review period for the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) that started April 13,2018 and ended June 12, 2018. A
total of 46 comment letters were received during the review period.

Comment letters for the Draft PEIR were received from the following public agencies, organizations,
and individuals that provided comments during the review period (Table 1). Several comment letters
received during the Draft PEIR public review period contained accepted revisions that resulted in
changes to the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) text. These changes to the
text are indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings. Many comments do not
pertain to the adequacy of analysis in the Draft PEIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential
effects of the proposed Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan on the environment pursuant to
CEQA. Often, these comments refer to aspects of the Specific Plan. Responses are generally
provided to these comments and/or a citation is provided to the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific
Plan Public Comment Summary. However, it is noted here for the public record that such comments
are not in the purview of the Draft PEIR or CEQA.

Table 1
List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

Letter | Commenter Date

A State Clearinghouse June 13,2018
B Jo Powers April 19, 2018
C Summer Brooks April 19, 2018
D Emily Bernardo April 19, 2018
E Jay Campbell April 20, 2018
F Lisa Maier April 20, 2018
G Alex Scheingross April 20, 2018
H Diane Hoskins April 22,2018
I Samantha Ollinger April 23, 2018
J Sharon Thursby April 25, 2018
K Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians April 25, 2018
L David Gonzales May 11, 2018
M Patricia Vreeland May 11, 2018
N Robert Little May 14, 2018
@) Eddie Bradford May 15, 2018
P Genie Lerch-Davis May 15, 2018




Table 1 (cont.)

List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

Letter Commenter Date
Q Rich Ernst May 16, 2018
R Christine Boulton-Hunyady May 17,2018
S Melanie Nelson May 19, 2018
T Dalton May 19, 2018
U California Department of Toxic Substances Control May 21,2018
\Y% Maria Trapasso May 22, 2018
W Candy Cumming May 23, 2018
X Save Our Heritage Organisation May 23, 2018
Y San Diego County Archaeological Society May 23,2018
Z Rodger J. Gredvig May 25, 2018
AA Stephanie Pfaff May 25, 2018
AB Craig Rolain May 28, 2018
AC Wayne Konopaske May 28, 2018
AD San Diego Association of Governments May 29, 2018
AE George Henderson May 29. 2018
AF William Merrill May 29, 2018
AG Pacific Beach Planning Group June 8, 2018

AH Carolyn Chase June 11,2018
Al Clairemont Community Planning Group June 11,2018
Al Environmental Center of San Diego June 11, 2018
AK Carolyn Chase June 12,2018
AL California Native Plant Society June 12,2018
AM Friends of Rose Creek June 12,2018
AN Karin Zirk June 12,2018
AO Concerned Clairemont Citizens June 12,2018
AP Sustainability Matters June 12,2018
AQ Jeff Kucharski June 12,2018
AR Nicole Burgess June 12,2018
AS Beautiful PB June 12,2018
AT Donna Regalado June 12,2018




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

A-1

This comment letter confirms receipt and distribution of the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report and project compliance with State
Clearinghouse requirements. No further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
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B-1

B-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

B-1

B-2

Section 5.15, Transportation/Circulation, of the Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR) addresses the existing conditions at the Balboa
Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) area intersections, roadway
segments, and freeways, as well as conditions for these facilities at
buildout of the proposed BASASP. Section 5.15.6 analyses the impact of
the proposed BASASP on the vehicular circulation of the BASASP area.
This section acknowledges multiple impacts to BASASP area intersections,
roadway segments, and freeway segments. This section lists mitigation
measures identified in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) and identifies which
ones are proposed as part of the BASASP. The Statement of Overriding
Considerations includes a discussion of why certain mitigation measures
were rejected. Section 5.15 fully analyzed a full buildout that would
include 4,729 dwelling units (with an associated 28,380 trips).

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment
Summary memo regarding comments related to residential densities and
proposed mobility improvements in the BASASP area.

Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, of the PEIR includes discussions of seismic-
related fault rupture, ground-shaking and -lurching, seismic settlement,
and geologic stability. The analysis, based on a geotechnical study
(Appendix D to the PEIR), concluded that with conformance to applicable
regulatory/industry standard and codes, impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation is required.
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C-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

C-1

Please see Response B-1.
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D-1

D-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

D-1

D-2

Please see Response B-1.

The Balboa Avenue Trolley Station is a component of the approved
Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project currently under construction.
Development and operation of the approved trolley station will occur
whether the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan is approved or not.
There is no analysis or evidence supporting the comment that crime and
the potential for homeless occupation would increase because of the
trolley station. This assertion is speculative and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require evaluation of such
speculative effects pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

E-1

Please see Response B-1 and the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific
Plan Public Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to
residential densities in the BASASP area.
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F-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

F-1

The City acknowledges this comment in support of the project.
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G-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

G-1

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to residential
densities and proposed mobility improvements in the BASASP area.
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G-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

G-2

As noted in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR), the southwestern portion of the Balboa Avenue Station
Area Specific Plan (BASASP) area (south of Garnet Avenue and west of
Interstate 5 [I-5]) is located in the Coastal Zone (refer to Figure 5.3-2 in
the PEIR), and the western portion of the BASASAP area (west of I-5) is
located within the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone. All of the areas
proposed to be re-designated as Community Village would be located
within this portion of the BASASP area that is within the Coastal Zone
and/or Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone. Future development pursuant
to the BASASP within the Coastal Zone and/or Coastal Height Limit
Overlay Zone would be subject to a height limit of 30 feet. Additionally, as
discussed in Section 5.16, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, of the
PEIR, future development would be required to comply with land use and
urban design policies contained within the BASASP that would ensure
implementation of the BASASP would not negatively affect the character
of the neighborhood.
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H-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

H-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and the Balboa Avenue
Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment Summary memo regarding
residential densities in the BASASP area. With respect to potential noise
impacts, Section 5.10, Noise, of the Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) identifies potentially significant noise impacts related to
compatibility with City noise guidelines and mitigation (NOI-1) to reduce
potential impacts to below a level of significance. The PEIR also
identifies potentially significant noise impacts related to vibration and
construction noise. Mitigation is identified to reduce such impacts (NOI-
2, NOI-3, and NOI-4), but because it cannot be determined whether the
identified mitigation would reduce vibration and construction-related
noise impacts to below a level of significance at the program level, such
impacts are assessed as significant and unavoidable. Site-specific
studies will be required of future development proposals implemented
under the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP).

Similarly, Section 5.2, Air Quality, analyzes potential air quality impacts
of the BASASP and identifies potentially significant air quality impacts
and mitigation to reduce such impacts (AQ-1 through AQ-4). As with
noise impacts, the ability of future development to successfully
implement the actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be
guaranteed at the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes air quality
impacts are significant and unavoidable.

The Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project was conducted in
accordance with the methodology contained in the City's Traffic Study
Impact Manual, including travel mode splits and allowable trip
reductions for projects near transit stations. As part of the traffic
analysis, a travel demand model was used to forecast volumes for
different modes of travel. For the proposed project, the analysis was
conducted with approximately 10 percent of trips using transit. The
majority of the remaining trips were other vehicles. The analyses
performed in the study reflect current and projected travel by mode
using travel demand modeling specific to the area.

Please see Response G-2 regarding height limits.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

-1

The City acknowledges this comment in support of the project.
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J-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

J-1

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to residential
densities in the BASASP area.
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K-2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

K-1

K-2

The Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) acknowledges in
Section 5.7, Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, that the Balboa
Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) area is located within the
traditional territory of the Kumeyaay people and the BASASP area west
of Interstate 5 is within the known Kumeyaay village site of La
Rinconada de Jamo. Accordingly, the PEIR identifies a potentially
significant impact associated with future development within or in
proximity to this resource. Mitigation is identified to minimize impacts
to tribal cultural resources (HIST-2), however, as the feasibility and
efficacy of mitigation to any potential tribal cultural impacts cannot be
determined at this program-level of analysis, impacts to tribal cultural
resources would remain significant and unavoidable.

As identified in Section 5.7.2 of the PEIR, the project is subject to
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. The mitigation
identified in the PEIR for archaeological and tribal cultural resources
(HIST-2) includes provisions for inadvertent discovery of resources. It
also requires the City to initiate consultation with tribal representatives
where a recorded archaeological or tribal cultural resource is identified
for subsequent development projects implemented under the BASASP.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

L-1 L

L-1

The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) would allow for
up to 4,729 additional units. The Program Environmental Impact Report
for the BASASP analyzes potential impacts to infrastructure and public
utilities (Section 5.14), which concludes that impacts related to water
supply, utilities, solid waste management, and energy consumption
would be less than significant. Please see Response B-1 regarding
infrastructure related to roadways and Response G-2 regarding height
limits.
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M-1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

M-1

Please see Response B-1.
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N-1

N-2

N-3

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Comments on BASASP draft PEIR (April 2018). Project 586601.

5/9/2018

1)

2)

R Little

| am strongly in favor of the BASASP concept, though | consider
the present project to be very constrained by limited vision and

bureaucratic considerations, and as a result this draft PEIR has
serious weaknesses.

| am noting for the record my basic concerns with the present
approach.

2a) The Balboa Avenue station is much too constricted and
should have been placed on the north side of Balboa Avenue,
taking over part of the Rose Creek Operations Center. At a
minimum there could be a large parking area there with a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Balboa Avenue.

2b) Rerouting the various on- and off-ramps to I5 should have
been included in the concept.

2¢) Allowing Clairemont to opt out of the plan is very bad.

2d) Restricting development in this area to 30 feet is very bad.
2e) Putting residential dwellings between |5 and Mission Bay
Drive is a basic mistake. That area should be restricted to
commercial development.

2f) Not separating pedestrians and bicycles from automobile
traffic with a four-way bridge at the intersection of Garnet
Avenue/Balboa Avenue and Mission Bay Drive is very short-
sighted.

The rest of my comments are more specific to some details of
the draft PEIR. | did not examine all the sections. Much of itis a

recitation of all the regulations that might be applicable without

specifying which will be most important.

Section 3: Project description.

Two major goals are identified in the first paragraph but either
the second one is incomplete or there is another goal omitted.

N-1

N-2

N-3

The comment states the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) has “serious weaknesses;"” however, no facts or other evidence is
provided to support this assertion. No further response is required.

The Balboa Avenue Trolley Station is a component of the approved
Mid-Coast Corridor Project currently under construction. Development
and operation of the approved trolley station will occur at the approved
location whether the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan
(BASASP) is approved or not. The proposed project is a Specific Plan
that proposes to re-designate and rezone lands to encourage and allow
for public and private transit-orientated development in the vicinity of
the approved trolley station.

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to residential
densities and proposed mobility improvements in the BASASP area.

The two overarching goals of the BASASP are correct as stated in the
Draft PEIR; however, there is a grammatical error at the end of the
second goal. This has been corrected in the Final PEIR.
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N-4

N-5

N-6

N-7

N-8

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Figure 3-1 implies that all the auto dealers fronting Mission Bay
Drive will disappear because they will be replaced by
Community Village. There are no explicit statements in the
document except that there will be “active commercial
frontage” along the main roadways. | did not see any impact
statements about the number of people and businesses that
will be eliminated or moved.

Section 5: “Environmental analysis"”.

Table 5.1-11 on the policy for noise abatement appears to be
inconsistent with residences on the east side of Mission Bay
Drive.

Table 5.2-6 shows that the maximum emissions modeled are
much above the screening thresholds for VOC, Co and PM (10
and 2.5) and there is no real mitigation likely for the residences
in the area east of Mission Bay Drive.

Tables 5.6-4 and 5.6-7 say that adoption of BASASP will not
increase GHG emissions. The last paragraph of 5.6.4.3 says that
this will be consistent with the CAP. The logic escapes me as it
is expected that the population of San Diego will increase some
35% by 2050 so the places vacated by the people who move
into BSASP will be occupied by others.

Section 5.9.1.1 says “selenium and toxicity” are the main
contaminants in Rose Creek. | suggest someone check the
actual data as it is at least 10-15 years old, and as far as | know
there is no recent data.

N-5

N-6

It is correct that the land use plan of the BASASP proposes to
re-designate the area currently occupied by automobile dealerships to
Community Village. This re-designation would allow for future
redevelopment of this area with transit-orientated development
pursuant to the proposed land use designation and zone classification.
The BASASP does not include specific development proposals but
provides the policy framework and land use controls to guide future
development within the BASASP area. Thus, it would be speculative to
assess impacts to businesses that could potentially be displaced upon
full implementation of the BASASAP. Moreover, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require analysis of
economic or social effects pursuant to Section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines.

Table 5.1-11 in the PEIR identifies policies contained in the General Plan
Noise Element pertaining to noise and land use compatibility that apply
to new development proposals. Future development implemented in
accordance with the BASASP, including residential uses designated on
the east side of Mission Bay Drive would be subject to compliance with
these policies. Furthermore, Section 5.10, Noise, of the PEIR identifies a
potentially significant impact related to land use -noise compatibility
and identifies mitigation (NOI-1) in the form of an acoustical study for
project-specific development proposals that would expose people to
noise exceeding normally acceptable levels (as identified in the Noise
Element) and incorporation of design considerations to attenuate noise
to acceptable levels. Implementation of the identified mitigation would
ensure that future development per the BASASP would be consistent
with the listed Noise Element policies of Table 5.1-11.

It is correct that Table 5.2-6 in the PEIR shows that the net maximum
daily operational emissions of criteria pollutants would exceed
applicable thresholds for volatile organic compounds (VOC), carbon
monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM1o and PMs). The PEIR (in
Section 5.2.5.2) concludes that the increase of these criteria pollutant
emissions would result in a significant air quality impact. Mitigation
framework is identified the PEIR (AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4) that would
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Figure 5.10-2 shows noise contours up to 75dBA CNEL where
residences will go on the east side of Mission Bay Drive. This is
clearly not compatible with reasonable noise limits. The
proposed loophole that the City of San Diego is likely to invoke
(up to 75dBA CNEL when primarily affected by vehicle noise) is
not acceptable.

Section 5.12 predicts a 36% increase in city population between
2012 and 2050.

Section 5.15 notes that bike conditions are very poor at present
(LTS4). Note that most bikes and pedestrians will peak at the
same time as auto traffic and that is not given much, if any,
attention. Auto parking is poor at present and | did not see any
attempt to improve it. As far as | can see the only proposed
solutions for increase in all forms of traffic in this area is to
paint white lines at the major intersections and to make some
traffic lanes into bike lanes. This is a problem, not a solution.
See table 8-10 in appendix K for the expected increase in
Average Daily Trips (ADT) of auto traffic. | noticed that the
proposal in appendix K to increase the number of traffic lanes
did not receive much attention in the PEIR.

Section 6: “Cumulative impacts”

Note that figure 6-1 shows De Anza Revitalization Plan
including the area west of Rose Creek. The City Planning
Department insists that the DARP is only east of Rose Creek.
Table 6-2 shows proposed cumulative impacts. In my opinion
some of the “no” should be “yes”. Transportation and Noise are
good examples.

N-6 (cont.)

N-7

N-8

N-9

include air quality modeling for specific development proposals
implemented under the BASASP (including residential projects east of
Mission Bay Drive) and incorporation of mitigation to reduce potential
impacts. However, the ability of future development to successfully
implement the actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be
guaranteed at the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes air quality
impacts are significant and unavoidable.

Table 5.6-4 in the PEIR summarizes the estimated existing annual
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the BASASP area while Table 5.6-7
summarizes annual GHG emissions associated with buildout of the
adopted Community Plans (Pacific Beach and Clairemont Mesa) and the
proposed BASASP. Based on the air quality modeling, the total future
GHG emissions are calculated to be less than existing primarily due to
an estimated reduction in mobile source emissions. All other emission
sources would increase. The reduction in mobile source emissions is
attributable to more stringent automobile emission standards
stipulated by regulations, as well as inherent reductions in automobile
trips due to the BASASP being located within a Transit Priority Area and
the close proximity of transit facilities.

Section 5.9.1.1 has been revised in the Final PEIR to include information
on Rose Creek and Mission Bay as impaired water bodies based on the
Clean Water Act 2014/2016 303(d) List, which includes the most recent

available water quality data.

Section 5.10, Noise, of the PEIR concludes that future development
implemented in accordance with the BASASP could potentially result in
significant land use -noise compatibility impacts and includes mitigation
measure NOI-1, which would require noise attenuation measures to
protect residents from excessive noise.

This comment includes data contained in Table 5.12-1 in the PEIR but
does not raise any CEQA-related issues. No further response is
required.
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Section 5.15, Transportation/Circulation, of the PEIR includes discussions
on bicycle and pedestrian facilities. One of the overarching goals of the
BASASP is identifying multi-modal improvements to increase bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit access to the Balboa Avenue Station. Section
5.15 discusses how these planned facilities would improve alternative
transportation connectivity and accessibility. The Statement of
Overriding Considerations addresses why the City did not include
additional travel lanes in the BASASP.

The entire Mission Bay Park Master Plan Amendment—De Anza project
area extends west of Rose Creek as accurately shown in Figure 6-1 of
the PEIR.

Table 6-2 in the PEIR summarizes the comprehensive cumulative
impact analysis presented in Chapter 6.0 of the PEIR. The impact
conclusions are based on the supporting analysis for each resource
area contained in Section 6.3. The comment makes a general statement
about disagreeing with some of the impact conclusions, including
Transportation and Noise in particular. However, there is no supporting
analysis or evidence to substantiate this assertion.
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O-1

Please see Response B-1.
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COMMENTS
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P-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and Response N-11 for
multi-modal improvements. With respect to infrastructure, the
Program Environmental Impact Report for the Balboa Avenue Station
Area Specific Plan analyzes potential impacts to infrastructure and
public utilities (Section 5.14), which concludes that impacts related to
water supply, utilities, solid waste management, and energy
consumption would be less than significant.
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Q-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and Response N-11 for
multi-modal improvements.

The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) identifies multi-
modal improvements to enhance access from Clairemont Mesa and
Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station. Section 3.2 of the
BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements, which include non-
contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along Garnet Avenue and
Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at intersections to improve
pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing distances.
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R-1

The Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) identifies mitigation
for significant impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic and
discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant. In
the case of air quality and noise, the ability of future development to
successfully implement the actions to fully meet the identified
mitigation cannot be guaranteed at the program level. Thus, the PEIR
concludes noise and air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable
even though such impacts associated with future development
proposals implemented under the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific
Plan may be less than significant or mitigated to below a level of
significance with the identified mitigation.
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S-1

The City acknowledges this comment in support of the project.
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T-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic. With respect to water supply,
Section 5.14, Public Utilities, of the Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) analyzes water supply based on a Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) that was prepared for the Balboa Avenue Station
Area Specific Plan and included as Appendix J to the PEIR. The WSA
concluded that the project is consistent with the water demand
assumptions included in the regional water resource planning
documents of the City Public Utilities Department, County Water
Authority, and Metropolitan Water District.
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COMMENTS
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U-1

u-2

As discussed in Section 5.8, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous
Materials, of the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), there are
three listed hazardous materials sites within the Balboa Avenue Station
Area Specific Plan (BASASP) area that had reported releases of
hazardous materials and one listed site that is regulated for hazardous
materials storage. The three release sites include a former car
dealership and two gas stations (one existing and one former) and are
undergoing or have undergone site assessment/remediation under the
oversight of applicable regulatory agencies. All future development and
redevelopment activities under the proposed project would be required
to conform to applicable regulatory/industry and code standards
related to hazardous materials. This would involve compliance with
relevant federal, state, and local standards related to hazardous
materials, including discretionary approval from the County
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) for all applicable projects
proposed within the BASASP area. This would entail receipt of
clearance from the County DEH, including appropriate remediation
efforts for applicable locations. Documentation of such clearance
would be provided as part of the project-specific California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or Building Permit reviews and
would be a requirement for all project approvals.

Future development proposals implemented under the BASASP would
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewater
discharge permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board on a
project-specific basis, if required.
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U-3

U-4

uU-5

u-6

u-7

U-8

The BASASP does not include specific development proposals but
provides the policy framework and land use controls to guide future
development within the BASASP area. All future development and
redevelopment activities under the proposed project would be required
to conform to applicable regulatory/industry and code standards
related to hazardous materials, including asbestos and other
hazardous building materials. This would involve compliance with
relevant federal, state, and local standards related to hazardous
materials, including discretionary approval from the County DEH for all
applicable projects proposed within the BASASP area. This would entail
receipt of clearance from the County DEH, including appropriate
remediation efforts for applicable locations. Documentation of such
clearance would be provided as part of the project-specific CEQA
and/or Building Permit reviews and would be a requirement for all
project approvals.

The quotation in the comment does not appear in the PEIR. The
BASASP area is a developed urban area and based on a review of
available historic aerial photographs, no former agricultural operations
are known to have historically occurred within the BASASP area. Thus,
no significant health hazards impacts associated with residual
concentrations of pesticides in underlying on-site soils would occur.
Please see Response U-3.

Please see Response U-3.

Please see Response U-1.

Please see Response U-3.
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u-8
(cont.)

U-9 Please see Response U-3.
u-9
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V-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and the Balboa Avenue
Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment Summary memo regarding
residential densities in the BASASP area.
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W-1

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and Response N-11 for
multi-modal improvements.
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X-2

As discussed in Section 5.7, Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, of
the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), the Trade Winds
Motel sign and the Chase Bank building are identified as historical
resources and mitigation (HIST-1) is identified for future impacts to
these resources.

The PEIR acknowledges in Section 5.7, Historical and Tribal Cultural
Resources, that the BASASP area is located within the traditional
territory of the Kumeyaay people and the BASASP area west of
Interstate 5 is within the known Kumeyaay village site of La Rinconada
de Jamo. Accordingly, the PEIR identifies a potentially significant impact
associated with future development within or in proximity to this
resource. Mitigation (HIST-2) is identified to minimize impacts to tribal
cultural resources and includes coordination with Native American
tribes and provisions for Native American monitors. Mitigation Measure
HIST-2 recommends that a qualified archaeologist and Native American
monitor be present during ground disturbing activities where called for
by an initial determination and/or survey. HIST-2 did not recommend
that a representative of the Institute for Canine Forensics be present,
but also does not preclude the use of such a representative. Whether
or not canine investigation is warranted would be determined on a site
by site basis.
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Y-1

Concurrence with the cultural resources analysis conducted for the
Program Environmental Impact Report is noted. The City will continue
to provide notifications to the San Diego County Archaeological Society
for California Environmental Quality Act documents prepared for
specific development projects.
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Z-1

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to residential
densities in the BASASP area.
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From: Stephanie Pfaff <stephaniepfaff@earthlink.net>

Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 9:36 PM

To: PLN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: PROJECT NAME: Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan PROJECT No.: 586601 / SCH No.:
2017071007

Dear Ms. Malone-

Regarding thetrafficirmpact:

Balboa Ave at Signal | AM | 476 D 510 | D
9 !

Clairemont Dr | | PM | 892 | E 84.6 | F Yes
Thisisvery concerning given the amourt of student pedestrians using that intersection to walk to Marston Middle
School and Clairernont High School. The addition of the Starbucks drive thru at the same corner hasworsened the
intersection ever since it opened. At peak times, the drivethru line snakes out of the parking lot onto dairemont drive

worsening the congestion. Frustrated driversgun through yellow lights and distracted students often walk into traffic
without looking. Anincrease in automobile traffic {and even pedestrians) is going to have a major impact.

| would urge the city to look more closely at thisintersection for the sake of the many pedestrians that use it. There is
currently a vacart lot onthe NE corner of the intersection. If that ever gets developed, 'm surethings will only get
worse,

Sincerely,

Stephanie Pfaff

P.S Savethe bank murals and the Trade Winds sign, otherwise the construction crew will just take them. It’s sad that
nothing was saved from the Guy Hill Cadillac dealership {tiled logo in showroorm).

AA-1

AA-2

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic.

As discussed in Section 5.7, Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, of
the Program Environmental Impact Report, the Trade Winds Motel sign
and the Chase Bank building are identified as historical resources and
mitigation (HIST-1) is identified for future impacts to these resources.
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AB-1  Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic.

AB-1
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7 AC-1  Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic.
AC-1
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AD-1

AD-2

AD-3

The City concurs that the proposed project supports the goals of the
2015 Regional Plan, as discussed in Section 5.1.4.1 in the Program
Environmental Impact Report.

The City concurs that the proposed project supports the Smart Growth
Concept Map (available at:
https://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=296&fuseacti
on=projects.detail) and the goals of the 2015 Regional Plan, as
discussed in Section 5.1.4.1 in the PEIR.

Thank you for providing information on regional Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) programs.
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AD-4

AD-5

Thank you for providing these policy recommendations to enhance
mobility and connections to transit facilities. Many of the concepts
within these policies are similar to those included in the Balboa Avenue
Station Specific Plan (BASASP). The BASASP identifies several multi-
modal improvements to enhance access from Clairemont Mesa and
Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station.

Thank you for providing the sources for additional smart growth and
TDM information.
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— AD-6  SANDAG will be included on the distribution list for future notices of
the availability of environmental documents for the BASASP.
AD-6
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AE-5

COMMENTS
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AE-1

AE-2

AE-3

AE-4

The City acknowledges this comment in support of the concept of the
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP).

The BASASP identifies multi-modal improvements to enhance access
from Clairemont Mesa and Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station. Section 3.2 of the BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements,
which include non-contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along
Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at
intersections to improve pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing
distances.

The BASASP provides the policy framework and land use controls to
guide future development within the BASASP area pursuant to the
proposed land use designation and zone classification. Future
development would be required to comply with the land use policies
and controls contained within the BASASP. While there are mechanisms
in the City's Municipal Code and California law that allow for density
bonuses under certain circumstances, it is not known and cannot be
known at this time whether future development proposals would seek
development incentives and if so, to what extent throughout the
BASASP area. Thus, it would be speculative to estimate or account for
future possible density increases utilizing these mechanisms. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require evaluation
of such speculative effects pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.
Moreover, as discussed in Section 1.1.2 of the Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR), future project-specific development proposals
implemented under the BASASP would require subsequent approval. If
density bonuses are proposed at the project level, they would be
evaluated for consistency with the PEIR and associated potential
impacts.

The Clairemont Mesa Community Planning Group formed a
subcommittee to provide input on the Specific Plan process. The
Subcommittee held seven meetings throughout the process to provide
input on all aspects of the Draft Specific Plan.
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AE-4 (cont.)

As this comment does not raise any environmental issues with respect
to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required.

The PEIR discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. Impacts related to air quality (air quality plan consistency,
construction and operations air emissions, and cumulative air
emissions), historical and tribal cultural resources, noise (vibration and
construction noise), paleontological resources (ministerial
development), and cumulative transportation/circulation impacts
(impacts to roadway segments, intersections, and freeway facilities)
would remain significant and unavoidable. For some of these resources
(air quality, historical and tribal cultural resources, and noise), impacts
are assessed as significant and unavoidable even though mitigation is
identified because the ability of future development to successfully
implement the actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be
guaranteed at the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes impacts
associated with air quality, historical and tribal cultural resources, and
noise are significant and unavoidable even though such impacts
associated with future development proposals implemented under the
BASASP may be less than significant or mitigated to below a level of
significance with the identified mitigation. Because future ministerial
development projects within the BASASP area will have no mechanism
to determine the need for paleontological monitoring, impacts to
paleontological resources associated with ministerial development
under the BASASP are determined to be significant and unavoidable.
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AE-4 (cont.)
With regard to traffic, although improvements are identified in the PEIR
that would reduce impacts, the City is unable to rely on these measures
because (1) surrounding existing development restricts the ability to
obtain sufficient right-of-way to construct some of the identified
improvements and (2) the City believes that their implementation
would be contrary to achieving the smart growth goals of the General
Plan and BASASP.

AE-5  This comment is an introductory statement and identifies the issues
raised in subsequent comments. See responses AE-6 through AE-48,
which address specific comments related to these issues.
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George Henderson Comments
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

2|

111

12

113

114

Community Outreach Process

The Clai . L ) ) S
draft PEIR.

Our experience with the Morena Corridor Specific Plan and Clairemont
Community Plan Update created an expectation of intense community
involvement in the development of the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific
Plan (BASASP)

For instance, The Morena Corridor Specific Plan established a clear
expectation that the community would have many opportunities for input before
any documents circulated for approval. Many public Sub-Committee meetings
were held before a Draft Specific Plan was published. There were additional
opportunities for comment and revision before defining the scope for a not-yet-
published Draft Environmental Impact Report.

(Ref: Attachment 11.3)

For instance, The Clairemont Community Plan Update is underway with
monthly Sub-Committee meetings and clearly defined process expectations.
Drafts are being developed for the various plan elements with an abundane of
community input. Those elements will be assembled into a Draft Community
Plan which will then define the scope for a Draft Environmental Impact Report.
(Ref: Attachment 11.4)

In contrast, the scope of this Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan PEIR
was developed nearly unilaterally by the Planning Department. It was a
surprise announcement on 07/05/2017, with details revealed at a meeting in
Pacific Beach on 07/18/2017.

Next day, Clairemont’s Balboa Station Specific Plan Sub-Committee held its
fourth meeting. PEIR Scope was not on the agenda for 7/19/2017, however
some drawings were hurriedly projected. Some community comments were
offered at the meeting, however there is no evidence that Clairemont voices
made any difference in the predetermined scope.

(Ref: Attachment 11.5 Agenda for Clairemont Sub-Committee Meeting,
7/19/2017)

| sent an emaiil to the Planning Department on 07/05/2017 to express my
concerns that the PEIR scope was being defined without without properly
involving Clairemont.

(Ref: Attachment 11.6 G Henderson email to M Prinz, 7/5/2017)

A consultant delivered this Specific Plan’s traffic study in December, 2017.
Level-of-service findings have been known for six months. Despite
opportunities in January, February, and May of this year, study results have
been inexplicably hidden from the community.

Decisions to “Not Mitigate” traffic impacts were made unilaterally without public
consultation.

May 29, 2018 Page 2 of 22

AE-6

Please see Response AE-4 regarding community outreach.
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George Henderson Comments
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

12

13

1.4

15

14

May 29, 2018

Formal Meetings have been too infrequent:
+ 2016-05-16 First Meeting. Sub-committee formation & basics
2016-11-02 Concepts
« 2017-01-31 SANDAG Mobility Hubs (joint meeting with PB)
« 2017-07-19 EIR Scoping Document revealed with some discussion
+ 2018-01-18 Draft Specific Plan revealed with some discussion
+ 2018-02-27 Draft Specific Plan public comments
. 2018-05-09 Draft EIR 30-minutes of discussion;
(Planning Dept. would only accept/answer questions in writing.)

they have not happened in Clairemont.
(Ref: PEIR Paragraph 4.2)

" To my knowledge

Thus far, community outreach seems to consist of the Planning Department
revealing its own work, then defending against public comment.

This Specific Plan should not have become adversarial; there was a missed
opportunity to be partners with Clairemont citizens.

This comment process is designed in a way that intimidates and prevents public
understanding.

The draft Environmental Impact Report is a complex document that required
thousands of professional hours to create 537 pages plus eleven appendices.
Specialized language requires six pages just to define acronyms and
abbreviations.

It is unfair to expect that members of the public will somehow be able to
understand the document, review in a timely manner, and feel confident that
their interests are protected.

| find no evidence that community-originated ideas from Clairemont have been

widely incorporated into the so-called “Preferred” or “Medium Density" options
for this Specific Plan.

Whether this is purposeful or an oversight, failure to make information available
in an obvious location is an impediment to community understanding. | sent an
email to the Planning Department on 01/22/2018 however nothing has
changed.

(Ref: Attachment 11.7)

Page 3 of 22

AE-7

AE-8

The public review process of the Draft PEIR was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15105. The City also extended the
required 45-day public review period an additional 14 days in response
to a request made by the Clairemont Mesa Community Planning Group
to allow for additional time to review the Draft PEIR and provide
comments. While some of the issues evaluated in the Draft PEIR are
technical in nature, the document was not written using specialized
language; rather, it purposely was written using non-technical language
as much as possible in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15140.
The list of acronyms and abbreviations is included in the PEIR to define
commonly and repeatedly used words and phrases in the PEIR to avoid
redundancy and to reduce the overall length of the document.

Comment noted. Comment does not address the adequacy of analysis
presented in the Draft PEIR. Information on the BASASP is available on
the City's website
(https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/specificplans/balboa-
station) and links are provided on the Clairemont Mesa and Pacific
Beach Community Profile webpages.
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Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

2
2.1

22

23

2.4

This Specific Plan has failed to meet its original project objective.

The first stated “Project Objective”, and the compelling reason to create a
Balboa Station Area Specific Plan is: “Establish a transit-oriented development
(TOD) village that capitalizes on the trolley station investment by the San Diego
Association of Governments and MTS.”

(Ref: PEIR ES.2)

Deeply hidden within this PEIR is an extremely important revelation: “/mpacts to
alternative transportation mode trips under the BASASP would be less than
significant.”

(BASASP = Balboa Station Area Specific Plan)

(Ref: PEIR 5.15.4.4)

This specific plan does nothing visionary. It will not catalyze new or existing
residents into using alternative transit. SANDAG (on January 31, 2017)
presented “Mobility Hub” predictions for the year 2030. A disappointing daily
total of only 365 riders will walk or bicycle either to or from the Balboa Trolley
Station.

(Ref: Attachment 11.1)

An insignificant number of new residents from the mixed-use development will
walk or bicycle to work.

An insignificant number of new residents from the mixed-use development will
walk or bicycle to the trolley station.

A VERY significant number of new residents from the mixed-use development
will drive personal vehicles, further exacerbating neighborhood congestion.

The “transit-oriented” village is not being realized. What remains is a dense,
disconnected, polluting, new housing development.

May 29, 2018 Page 4 of 22

AE-9  Inthe context of CEQA, the term “significant” means something very
specific, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15382:

“Significant effect on the environment” means a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in
any of the physical conditions within the area affected by
the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. An economic or social change by itself shall
not be considered a significant effect on the environment.
A social or economic change related to a physical change
may be considered in determining whether the physical
change is significant.

Impact conclusions used in CEQA documents, such as “less than
significant,” “potentially significant,” “significant,” or “significant and
unavoidable” are based on this definition and whether an established
significance threshold is exceeded. Therefore, the conclusion of less
than significant impacts related to alternative transportation modes
means that implementation of the BASASP would not result in an
adverse change with regard to use and function of alternative
transportation modes (i.e., bicycles, transit, and walking) within the
BASASP area, as evaluated in Section 5.15.4 of the PEIR. The BASASP
would provide for additional and improved multi-modal facilities and
connections to such facilities within the BASASP area.

" u
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George Henderson Comments
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

3 The PEIR-defined Specific Plan fails to achieve goals promised under a
Sustainable Communities Planning Grant

3.1 On June 3, 2014 the Sustainable Growth Council (SGC) awarded $786,832 of
taxpayer funds to the City of San Diego for the creation of a “Balboa Station
Area Plan”.

3.2 | This is the project description as approved by the Sustainable Growth Council:
(Ref: Attachment 11.2 ... undetlining for emphasis has been added to the
excerpt below):

“The Balboa Avenue Station Area Plan would engage the community to establish
transit-oriented development (TOD) adjacent to the planned Balboa Avenue
Trolley station. Multi-modal improvements will be identified fo increase bicycle.
pedestrian, and transit access to the station. The area has consirained roadways
that could affect access to the future Trolley Station. The existing land use and
community plans do not effectively address TOD or multi-modal access to the
Station. With the design process for the Mid-Coast Corridor Light Rail Transit
Project underway, the service could serve as a catalyst for new TOD uses near
the station. The Plan will engage the Pacific Beach and Clairemont communities
to produce a Specific Plan and implementation program that addresses
transportation demand, economic market analysis, urban design concepts, and
multimodal improvement projects. The Plan will be implemented through
Community Plan and Facilities Financing Plan amendments.”

3.3 :
This EIR reports that impacts to alternative transportation mode trips are
“insignificant” (Ref: Paragraph 2 above)
| am sure that the SGC'’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities
Program would be disappointed if we fail to pick the low-hanging fruit of
potential transit riders who live next door to a hew trolley station.

3.4 ltis clear that planning for this so-called “TOD Village” has not focused upon
connectivity. As stated previously, what remains is dense, disconnected,
polluting, new housing development.

May 29, 2018 Page 5 of 22

AE-10 Please see Response AE-9.
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George Henderson Comments
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

4
41

4.2

4.3

431

432

433

Mobility (non-personal vehicle)

“Transit Oriented Development” is a mishomer when the residents cannot walk
or bicycle to the transit?

The PEIR fails to acknowledge impediments that separate proposed housing
from the Balboa Trolley Station. The interstate highway, active railways, and a
seventy-foot climb will stand in the way of potential pedestrians and bicyclists.

The PEIR plan descriptions include vague reference to a pedestrianicycle
shortcut from the “Village” to the Station. Planning and design effort seems to
end with a dotted-line circle on a map.

Some have envisioned a tunnel, others a bridge, others a gondola. That
discussion belongs in this Specific Plan. But there is no commitment, no
funding source, and no enthusiasm from the Planning Department for any of
these concepts.

The lack of enthusiasm for planning connectivity contrasts unfavorably to the
elaborate effort invested in rezoning maps.

The Metropolitan Transit System has been notably absent from all public
discussions of the Specific Plan in Clairemont. Their disinterest is of critical
concern.

« What are MTS' intentions for operating the trolley?
+ What are MTS' intentions for bus connectivity?
+ What are MTS' intentions for neighborhood shuttles?

This Specific Plan process was begun with a vision that the new Balboa trolley
station should connect to residents. Either our public transit operator has been
purposely excluded from the plan process, or MTS has purposely excluded the
public from its own decision making.

Was the traffic study completed with input from MTS?

May 29, 2018 Page 6 of 22

AE-11

AE-12

The BASASP identifies multi-modal improvements to enhance access
from Clairemont Mesa and Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station. Section 3.2 of the BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements,
which include non-contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along
Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at
intersections to improve pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing
distances.

Please see Response AE-11 for connectivity to the Balboa Avenue
Trolley Station.

MTS provided input on certain design assumptions with the proposed
network within the BASASP area. The Traffic Impact Study prepared for
the project was conducted in accordance with the methodology
contained in the City's Traffic Study Impact Manual, including travel
mode splits and allowable trip reductions for projects near transit
stations.
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5
5.1

52

53

5.3.1

Mobility (vehicular)

The Morena Station Area Specific Plan will result in substantial environmental
failures; most are directly caused by newly-created traffic gridlock. The PEIR’s
traffic study revealed level-of-service failures at two dozen locations. Yet this
Plan fai s : ( .
causes.

The City seems to offer a number of seemingly insincere philosophical excuses
rather than preventing those failures.

(Ref: PEIR Table ES-1; Section 5.15)

Eleven roadways and intersections will fail the level-of-service test if the
Specific Plan is approved. Three are located within Clairemont, mitigators have
been identified however no implementation is recommended:

- Impact# 5.15-2 Balboa Avenue east of Clairemont Drive

- Impact# 5.15-4 Clairemont Drive from Denver St. to Morena Blvd.

- Impact# 5-15-8 Intersection of Balboa Avenue and Clairemont Drive.
Four freeway segments and two freeway on-ramps will fail the level-of-service
test if the Specific Plan is approved. Mitigation has been identified, however
none is included in the plan:

- Impact# 5.15-10 Four segments of |-5, from SR-52 to Clairemont Dr.

- Impact# 5.15-11 Ramp to I-5 northbound @ Mission Bay Dr.

- Impact# 5-15-12 Ramp to |-5 southbound @ Mission Bay Dr.

Rather than mitigate its real and measurable damage, this PEIR mis-
characterizes those impacts as “significant and unavoidable”. The word
“unavoidable is mis-applied. | would call it “unwilling to try” and “unwilling to
finance".

| am both offended by and incredulous at the four excuses which are offered:

Excuse (a): “Implementation of the improvements are conlrary to the overall
goal of promoting smart growth and alternative forms of transportation in the
community.”

In other words, "You should not be driving anyway so it's O K. to inconvenience
you.”

Does the “Big Brother” tone of this statement imply that the City now fosters an
attitude that driving a car should become shameful and painful? Has that
philosophy been officially adopted by vote of the City Council? How odd that |
found it it buried within the inscrutable minutia of an environmental impact
report.

“Excuse (a)" was obviously presented insincerely, with hope that no one would
ever read or question it. The presumptive argument is incompatible with any
any and all investments in streets and vehicular traffic. Such a philosophy
would wreak havoc throughout the City. “Excuse (a)” is applied unevenly even
within this PEIR document. We know that five of twenty-four level-of-service
failures were accepted for mitigation.

May 29, 2018 Page 7 of 22

AE-13

AE-14

The PEIR discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. In those cases, impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable because mitigation measures do not exist or are
considered not feasible to reduce impacts to less than significant.
Although improvements are identified in the FEIR that would reduce
traffic impacts, one of the reasons the City determined these would be
infeasible is because these improvements would require the
acquisition of additional right of way, which would impact existing
development. Also, in many cases, the City believes that
implementation would be contrary to achieving the smart growth goals
of the General Plan and BASASP.

The proposed BASASP would create a mixed-use village which would
implement the City’s General Plan City of Villages strategy by combining
land use types and intensities in a manner that takes advantage of
existing and enhanced access to regional transit. The proposed BASASP
would establish a village in a suitable location as indicated on the
Village Propensity Map contained in the General Plan (General Plan
Figure LU-1). Mixed-use, transit-oriented villages are one form of “smart
growth.” One of the primary principles of smart growth is to encourage
the use of alternative forms of transportation to reduce reliance on the
private automobile. Although improvements are identified that would
reduce vehicular traffic congestion, these measures can generally be
considered inconsistent with the overall goals of the City’s General Plan
and BASASP. Additionally, roadway and intersection widening could
impact existing or proposed pedestrian (such as at Clairemont Drive
and Balboa Avenue intersection) or bicycle facilities, which could
discourage walking and bicycling. As such, measures evaluated for
Garnet Avenue, Balboa Avenue, Mission Bay Drive, and Clairemont
Drive segments are considered infeasible due to, in part, policy
considerations.
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5.3.2 Excuse (b): “Sufficient right-of-way does not exist to construct the
improvements.”

This statement defies logic and morality.

The City has unilaterally chosen to break something that is working today. Our
AE-15 entire legal system is based upon a sense of fairness that requires that holds
perpetrator of damage responsible for restoration, replacement, or mitigation of
that damage.

In this case, mitigators were identified. Rights-of-way must be acquired. But
the City has unapologetically announced its intention to harm its citizens and
the regional economy.

— 5.3.3 Excuse (c): “Impacis to CalTrans facilities would remain significant and
unavoidable because the City cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to
avoid or reduce the impacts to a level below significance will occur prior to the
assumed buildout of 2035.”

Once again, potential mitigators have been identified. San Diego should take
the lead to assure that CalTrans has all of the resources necessary to construct
AE-16 those mitigators in a timely manner. But “Excuse “(c)” seeks to absolve the City
of all responsibility.

Clearly, CalTrans manages freeway desigh and construction. Is San Diego’s
working relationship with CalTrans so dysfunctional that time commitments
cannot be made? Do our decision makers accept that bureaucratic dysfunction
— is an acceptable rationale for “significant and unavoidable” failures?

5.4.4 Excuse (d) “Implementation of freeway improvements in a timely manner is
beyond the full control of the City since CalTrans has approval authority over
freeway improvements. Additionally, the “Preferred Plan” includes a variety of
transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities that ‘may’ help to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel which can help improve ramp capacity.”

The mobility gridlock caused by this Specific Plan, if un-mitigated, will impact
AE-17 tens of thousands of San Diegans at significant cost to the regional economy.
Taxpayers expect our governmental agencies to work together seamlessly for
our benefit. It is completely unacceptable for either San Diego or CalTrans to
wash their hands of the gridlock that will surely happen if this Specific Plan is
implemented without mitigation.

The second sentence of “Excuse (d)” is pure speculation and unworthy of

serious comment.

55  Was the traffic study completed with input from MTS?

If yes, then why has the Clairemont Sub-Committee for this Specific Plan been
AE-18 denied access to a MTS representative?
If no, then the validity of this traffic study must be questioned. Buses and
shuttles maneuver suddenly, stop frequently and occupy a lot of surface street
volume.
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The other primary reason many of the improvements were determined
not to be feasible is associated with right-of-way constraints and the
effect they would have on existing development.

As discussed in Response AE-14, one of the reasons that several
identified traffic improvements were determined not to be feasible is
that existing development restricts the ability to obtain sufficient right-
of-way to construct improvements. Implementation of several of the
improvements would require substantial right-of-way acquisition and
removal of existing structures, which could result in additional air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and solid waste
environmental effects, as well as increased pedestrian diversion at the
intersection of Balboa Avenue and Clairemont Drive.

The City does not have the authority to approve or implement
improvements within the state freeway system, which is under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans. Consequently, the City cannot control if, and
when, identified improvements to freeway facilities would occur. For
this reason, impacts to freeway facilities are considered significant and
unavoidable. This does not mean that freeway improvements will never
occur; however, there is no assurance that they will occur before the
assumed buildout of 2035.

Please see Response AE-16.

MTS provided input on certain design assumptions with the proposed
network within the BASASP area. The Traffic Impact Study prepared for
the project was conducted in accordance with the methodology
contained in the City's Traffic Study Impact Manual, including travel
mode splits and allowable trip reductions for projects near transit
stations.
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5.6

5.7

58

59

May 29, 2018

This Specific Plan causes a worsened gridlock and pedestrian hazard at the
intersection of Balboa Avenue and Clairemont Drive. Then it unexpectedly
attempts to assign mitigation responsibility to the Community Plan Update Sub-
Committee. | oppose this interesting attempt to transfer accountability:

- The Clairemont Community Plan Update will not likely be approved until the
end of 2019. Design, funding, and construction of any recommended mobility
improvements will be on an unsure timeline.

- Permit applications for dense new housing will begin to appear shortly after
this Specific Plan is approved. The Specific Plan has responsibility for its
own mitigation, and must assure that it is in place before increased density is
permitted.

« The Clairemont Community Planning Group and its Plan Update Sub-
Committee should be consulted when designing the Specific Plan mitigators.

(Ref: PEIR 5.15.6.3)

Density Bonuses will surely be sought by any developer in the Balboa Station
Specific Plan area. Those could increase the number of housing units by 5% to
50%.

It does not appear that the increased mobility demands have been factored into
the traffic study. New assumptions should be applied to the calculations,
thereby giving us a better understanding of the degree to which mitigation is
necessary.

City Council could vote to implement the proposed re-zoning while
simultaneously deciding to not mitigate significant impacts.

The community will advocate for the construction of traffic mitigation. Perhaps
the Planning Department might agree. Perhaps the Planning Commission
might agree. But at the final approval step of this process, City Council could
vote to simply increase zoning density without any mitigation.

In my opinion, assurances must be in place before a mitigated Specific Plan is
recommended for approval.

(Ref: PEIR ES.4)

Impact of Adjacent Density Increases

The traffic study ignores the traffic impacts of dense development proposed at
the “Jeromes/Toys-R-Us" site on Morena Boulevard. This data should be
considered if the Linda Vista Community Plan’s vision becomes clarified in the
near future.
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While the PEIR mentions that the intersection of Balboa Avenue and
Clairemont Drive will be furthered studied as part of the Clairemont
Community Plan Update, mitigation for this intersection is not being
deferred. The identified intersection improvements were determined
not to be feasible for the reasons discussed in Response AE-14.
Consequently, this impact is assessed as significant and unavoidable.
The City prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, which must be prepared when
significant and unavoidable impacts remain after changes or alterations
are applied to a project. The Statement of Overriding Considerations
provides the lead agency's views on whether the benefits of a project
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.

See Response AE-3.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires the
decision-making body of a lead agency to balance the economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to
approve a project. If the decisionmakers determine that the benefits of
a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable environmental effects,
the project can be approved with preparation of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations.

The traffic model information for future years included the proposed
land uses for the BASASP and the adjacent Morena Corridor Specific
Plan, and adopted future land uses current at the time. Potential
impacts of certain developments or community plan updates should be
considered in their respective processes.
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6 PEIR Process Concerns

6.1  The Environmental Impact Review process requires that at least three plan
alternatives be offered to City Council for approval.
(Ref: PEIR ES.6)

First alternative is the “Preferred Plan”

Second is “No Project”.

Third, “Medium Density” alternative would be better named “Slightly Less”.
It is nearly indistinguishable, offering a relatively small one-sixth reduction in
dwelling density compared to the “Preferred Plan”.

6.1.

-

6.1.2 There are 756 existing dwelling units in the Specific Plan area today. 4729 d/u
are proposed, a 626% increase. The Medium Density alternative has 4167 d/u,
a551% increase.

As might be expected this EIR calculates that both of these options would have
enormous impact upon the communities.

6.1.3 Some other alternatives were briefly considered but quickly dismissed. It does
not seem like much effort or imagination was expended in the search for less
impactful ideas.

6.2 Municipal Code Section §143.07 was recently updated. It redefines developer
density bonuses; their application to this Specific Plan Area are a near
certainty. The PEIR should b dated to account for impact and mitigation of

6.2 The Balboa Station Area Specific Plan is hot referenced in the Clairemont
pages of the Planning Department’s website. This is an impediment to
community understanding.

6.3 The relationship of the Balboa Station Specific Plan to the Clairemont
Community Plan Update is not obvious. At the Sub-Committee meeting on
05-09-18 Michael Prinz of the Planning Department offered that, “The Specific
Plan informs the Plan Update. This is my understanding.”

That understanding may become important if the vision of the Clairemont Plan
Update conflicts in any way with the Specific Plan.
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CEQA does not require that a certain number of alternatives be
considered in an EIR. In addition to the No Project Alternative: Adopted
Community Plan and Medium Density Alternative that were evaluated
in the PEIR, Section 10.4 in the PEIR identifies two other alternatives
that were initially considered to reduce environmental impacts,
including a Mobility Improvements Alternative and a Low Density
Alternative. Descriptions of these alternatives and the reasons why they
were not carried forward for further consideration is contained in
Section 10.4.

Please see Response AE-3.

Please see Response AE-8.

The relationship of the BASASP to the Clairemont Mesa Community
Plan is discussed in Section 1.4 of the Specific Plan. As this comment

does not raise any environmental issues with respect to the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required.
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7
7l

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

Permanent Removal of a Morena Boulevard Traffic Lane

Clairemont’s 60-year-old streets were not designed with wide shoulders and
parkways. This fact will likely forever place an upper limit on what can be done
to provide safe bicycle access.

Some of our roads now have bicycle lanes that were made possible with
imaginative striping and delineation. Those modifications are not permanent
modifications to existing roadways; temporary “trials” can be inexpensively
reversed if necessary.

We heard objections when the EIR Scoping proposal for the Balboa Station
Area Specific Plan included the creation of a Class |V two-way bicycle track on
Morena Boulevard. The plan would demolish one of the two southbound traffic
lanes between Balboa Avenue and Gesner Street to make room for a section of
Class IV bicycle track that will have no clear connection points at its north and
south ends.

| support safe lanes for casual bicyclists. | am not yet convinced that a bicycle
track intended for higher-speed cyclists can safely co-exist with pedestrians and
casual bicyclists.

The limited right-of-way on Morena Boulevard must be utilized in a manner that
benefits the maximum number of Clairemont ’s citizens.

We have been experiencing a real-world trial of lane closures on Morena
Boulevard for the last year. SANDAG’s construction detours have caused an
unacceptable drop in level of service that must not become permanent.

One southbound Morena Boulevard lane has been closed for nearly a year due
to SANDAG's trolley construction. We don't need to imagine the impact, we see
it every day.

The community has recommend an obvious action: collect traffic data now.

Why has this logical request been ignored?

Why is current Morena Boulevard data not included in the traffic study?

Installation of huge underground pipelines for the “Pure Water” project will
cause more years of hazardous, detoured traffic on Morena Boulevard. It would
be shameful planning to demolish a traffic lane prior-to or during the pipeline
installation.

Lane removal is a significant permanent decision. It cannot be easily undone.
There should be careful study, with critical analysis of facts and assumptions.

Permanent demolition of a southbound Morena Boulevard would have broad
community impact, far beyond the limited focus area of the Morena Station Area
Specific Plan.

The Morena Specific Plan should simply identify bicycling on Morena Boulevard
i T ; o : ? ion i
; ity E Jai - ity F
Update.
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AE-27 The proposed reconfiguration of the right-of-way would allow for a two-
way cycle track (Class IV bicycle facility) along the west side of Morena
Boulevard to enhance bicycle access to the Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station and connect to the City's bicycle network. As identified in the
Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project (which is included as
Appendix K to the PEIR) and Section 5.15.6 of the PEIR, Morena
Boulevard is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to vehicle
travel capacity with the reduction of one southbound travel lane.
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8.2
8.2.1

822

823

8.3

May 29, 2018

Air Pollution

ir quality will be seriously harmed if this plan is implemente
“Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4 would reduce criteria air pollutant
emissions, but the contribution of air pollutants to the SDAB [San Diego Air Basin]
would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to air quality within
the SDAB”
(Ref: PEIR 5.2.6.4)

Why was “The “Environmentally Superior Alternative” rejected”

According to PEIR Paragraph 10.3:“..the No Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative.”

“The No Project Alternative does not meet the purpose and objectives of the
BASASP however, including identifying land use and mobility strategies to
cohesively guide growth and development and foster watkable and transit-
oriented communities.”

(Ref: PEIR 10.3)

But the “Medium Density" and “Preferred” Alternatives both fail to meet the
“walkable and transit oriented communities” goal. Using this PEIR’s logic, they
should also be rejected.

An unspoken value hierarchy is being applied to the BASASP objectives.
It is now obvious that the prime objective is: “growth and development.”

This PEIR recommends the “Medium Density Alternative” which will add
significant new pollutants to the San Diego Air Basin.

Only two alternatives remained after the “No Project” option was rejected. Both
the “Preferred” and “Medium Density” alternatives cause significant
environmental damage, but they both meet the prime objective of growth and
development.

One is slightly less harmful to San Diego citizens: “Of the remaining
alternatives, the environmentally superior alternative is the Medium Density
Alternative.”

(Ref: PEIR 10.3)
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Section 5.2.6.1 of the PEIR concludes that the proposed project would
result in significant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts
because it cannot be demonstrated at the programmatic level that
future development would not exceed applicable air quality standards.
Mitigation is identified in the PEIR (AQ-2 through AQ-4) that would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, but the ability of future
development to successfully implement the actions to fully meet the
identified mitigation cannot be guaranteed at the program level. Future
project-specific development proposals implemented under the
BASASP would require subsequent approval and would be evaluated
for consistency with the PEIR and associated potential impacts, as
discussed in Section 1.1.2 of the PEIR. The referenced text in Section
5.2.6.4 of the PEIR has been revised to clarify the basis for this
conclusion.

While the No Project Alternative was identified as the environmentally
superior alternative, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires
another environmentally superior alternative to be identified that if the
No Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative.

Both the proposed BASASP and the Medium Density Alternative meet
the project objectives identified in Section 3.4 in the PEIR pertaining to
pedestrian mobility and transit-oriented development. The proposed
BASASP would create a mixed-use village that would implement the
City's General Plan City of Villages strategy by combining land use types
and intensities in a manner that takes advantage of existing and
enhanced access to regional transit. Additionally, the project identifies
pedestrian improvements, which include non-contiguous sidewalks and
shared use paths along Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive, as well
as modifications at intersections to improve pedestrian mobility by
shortening crossing distances. None of the identified project objectives
entail “growth and development.”
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8.4  Obfuscating the New Pollution Caused by the BASASP

+ Because there will be significantly more residents, there will be a huge

increase of total pollutants.
- Those emissions would place San Diego in violation of certain statutes.
- The proposed mitigator is to simply request the Air Resources Board to raise
our pollutant inventory.

AE-31 This slick administrative maneuver will not change the fact that there will be
tons of new pollutants in San Diego’s atmosphere if this Specific Plan is
approved.
“If You Can’t Win The Game, Change The Rules.”
(Refs: Table ES-1; PEIR 5.2.4.3; Section 5.2 Mitigation Measure AQ-1)

8.5 |am disappointed that this Specific Plan does not seem to foster true
environmental stewardship. If air quality is important, some out-of-the-box
thinking needs to be applied to this Specific Plan.
AE-32 imaginati - i i isi so that we
can capitalize on the trolley station investment by the San Diego Association of
Governments and MTS.

May 29, 2018 Page 13 of 22

AE-30 Section 10.2.2.1 of the PEIR discusses potential air quality impacts of
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AE-32

the Medium Density Alternative and notes that construction and
operational emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed
BASASP, but the PEIR concludes that air quality impacts under the
Medium Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable for
the same reason as the proposed BASASP, which is that it cannot be
demonstrated at the programmatic level that future development
would not exceed applicable air quality standards.

The PEIR identifies the Medium Density Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternative because it would reduce
cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation
circulation (intersections). It would also result in similar or reduced
impacts for issues areas determined to be significant under the
proposed BASASP, including air quality, biological resources, historical
and tribal cultural resources, noise, and paleontological resources.

The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) relies on information from the
California Air Resources Board and the San Diego Association of
Governments to predict future emissions and determine the strategies
necessary to reduce air pollutant emissions. The RAQS is updated
regularly to account for land use changes. The fact that the proposed
BASASP is not entirely consistent with the assumptions factored into
the current version of the RAQS does not mean that associated project
emissions will not be accounted for or mitigated. The identified
mitigation to ensure project consistency is to provide the land use
changes to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District for the next
update to the RAQS (AQ-1). This is standard practice for all local
jurisdictions as part of the RAQS update process and does mean that
the City is changing the rules or increasing the regional emissions
inventory to downplay project impacts.

The proposed BASASP would create a mixed-use village that would
implement the City’s General Plan City of Villages strategy by combining
land use types and intensities in a manner that takes advantage of
existing and enhanced access to regional transit.
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9 Other Issues

9.1 Are Mixed-Use Village Homes Affordable?
How many people who are employed in the proposed mixed use village will be
able to afford housing within the village?

9.2  Services
The PEIR acknowledges that Fire/Police/Emergency services are failing to
attain their existing goals. Why are no mitigators proposed?

9.3  Schools
An inventory of schools is presented with no analysis. How many new students
will seek to fill how many vacant desks at which schools? Are mitigators
necessary?

9.4  Water Availability
Drought is an existential threat to Southern California.
The San Diego Public Utilities Department predicts that water availability for the
rest of the city will not be impacted by this Specific Plan. They use
innumerable charts and rhetoric to express faith in their own predictions.
This feels like hubris; | hope that the PUD analysis is well audited.
(Ref: 5.14)
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Transit-oriented development encourages the use of alternative forms
of transportation to reduce reliance on the private automobile, which in
turn reduces air pollutant emissions.

The cost of housing is driven by market demands and outside of the
purview of CEQA. As this comment does not raise any environmental
issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further
response is required.

As discussed in Section 5.13.4.1 of the PEIR, implementation of the
proposed project would increase the population within the BASASP
area, which would increase the demand for fire and police services.
However, no new or expanded facilities would be required in order to
provide these services. In addition, possible increases to response
times are not a physical environmental impact. Consequently, no
potentially significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation is
required.

Section 5.13.4.1 of the PEIR includes an analysis of school facilities.
While the number of new students cannot be known at this time, the
PEIR acknowledges that the increase in population associated with
future development pursuant to the proposed project would generate
additional students. Future development proposals are required to pay
applicable school impact fees per Government Code Section 65995 and
Education Code Section 53080. Payment of these fees would fully
mitigate impacts on school facilities.

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the proposed
project with the results summarized in Section 5.14.4.1 of the PEIR. The
WSA was prepared by the City's Public Utilities Department in
accordance with industry standard methodology and is based on
adopted water supply plans of the Metropolitan Water District of
California and the San Diego County Water Authority, as well as the
City's Urban Water Management Plan.
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10 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan should not be approved in
its current draft form.

Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was fond of the term “Complete

Staff Work.” it “requires individuals to give their best thinking, their best

recommendations and their best work.” If Kissinger were to look at this draft

PEIR, he would mark it “Incomplete” and send it back to staff.

« It fails to solve its primary objective.

- It fails to expose imaginative solutions, favoring a singular pre-conceived
idea.

« It does not value the input and participation of its stakeholders.

AE-37 « It creates a partial local solution while needlessly impacting an even
broader region.

- It disguises the severity of collateral damage.

It exposes the decision makers to embarrassing criticism.

This PEIR is “Incomplete Staff Work”. | recommend that it be sent back
to staff with clear instructions to propose broad-thinking, imaginative
solutions that include plans for funding and implementation.

10.2 A clear message needs to be heard by everyone involved in authoring this
Specific Plan: “If you break it you own it. If you can't fix it, then start over
and come back with something better.”

1021 Mitigati A o A

: ; b fora | :
AE-38 density is permitted

10.2.2 Inter-agency lack of cooperation is not an acceptable excuse for failure to
AE-39 mitigate.

10.3  Elected officials envision that San Diego will evolve into a City of Villages
thriving under a Climate Action Plan (CAP). The Balboa Station area should
be an early step in that evolution. Results should be measured in terms of

AE-40 reduced total pollutants.

This PEIR illustrates the the City is willing to abandon Environmental

That makes a mockery of the name, Climate Action Plan.
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This comment summarizes some of the issues raised earlier in the
letter and makes a general statement that the PEIR is incomplete. The
PEIR was prepared in accordance with the CEQA Statute and Guidelines
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq. and the California Code
of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The conclusions and
supporting analysis contained in the PEIR are supported by substantial
evidence contained in the record. Impacts are adequately analyzed and
assessed based on established CEQA significance thresholds. Where
potentially significant impacts are identified, the PEIR identifies
mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce impacts and discloses
where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant.

As stated in Response AE-37, the PEIR was prepared in accordance with
CEQA. It identifies mitigation measures for potentially significant
impacts and discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. Future project-specific development proposals
implemented under the BASASP would require subsequent approval.
Future projects would be evaluated for consistency with the PEIR and
associated potential impacts and would be required to implement
applicable mitigation measures contained within the PEIR.

Please see Response AE-16.

The BASASP is proposed to help implement the goals and objectives of
the Climate Action Plan by increasing employment and housing
opportunities near transit, promoting walking and bicycle use as viable
travel choices, and improving transit access. In addition to encouraging
higher development intensities within a designated Transit Priority Area
and in proximity to the Balboa Avenue Station, the proposed BASASP
contains specific recommendations for multi-modal improvements that
would facilitate access to transit and reduce resident and visitor
reliance on single-occupancy vehicles, which in turn reduces air
pollutant emissions regionwide.
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10.4  The need for pedestrian/bicycle connector between the new dense
development and the Balboa Trolley Station must be addressed.

10.5  San Diego must consider refunding the Sustainable Growth Council (SGC)
grant of $786,832. This plan has failed to significantly increase the use of

106  Clairemont has tried to speak, but was anyone willing to listen? Inconsistent
process and lack of meaningful community outreach during the development
of this Specific Plan and its Environmental Impact Report are of great
concern. Does a flawed process invalidate this plan?

10.7  The Specific Plan may highlight opportunities to the Clairemont Plan Update
Subcommittee, but it should not mandate the demolition or permanent re-
purposing of any city street for uses other than automobile traffic.

This recommendation applies to Clairemont only, and specifically refers to

conversion of a Morena Boulevard traffic lane into a Class |V Bicycle Track.

10.8  Abetter analysis of impacts to city services, public safety, and schools need to
be conducted. Mitigators should be identified and implemented.

10.9  The Balboa Trolley Station may itself become an amenity or nuisance for our

communities. But data in this EIR proves that collateral damage from the

10.10 The Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) must communicate with Clairemont.

It may not be obvious that | support the connection of dense housing to our new
Balboa trolley station. These pages are the product of much thought. | would not have
devoted this much time and effort if | did not want to help create a world-class Balboa
Avenue Station Specific Plan.

This Specific plan has significant flaws; | cannot in all good faith recommend it to my
neighbors. Some flaws are specific to its scope, others are more systemic. It
repeatedly suffers from binary thinking, i.e. “the only other choice is to do nothing.”
Discussion seems contrived to support that conclusion

Regrettably, given that binary choice, | would select the one that does the least harm to
Clairemont — “Do Nothing.”

| still have hope that we can accomplish much more than nothing. The Balboa Trolley
station should e a neighborhood asset, not a nuisance in our backyard. Please help
me to find reasons to change my recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,
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George Henderson

AE-41

AE-42

AE-43

AE-44

AE-45

AE-46

AE-47

AE-48

Please see Response AE-11 for connectivity to the Balboa Avenue
Trolley Station.

Please see Response AE-10.

Please see Response AE-6.

Please see Response AE-27.

Please see Responses AE-34, AE-35, and AE-36.

The PEIR discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. In those cases, impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable because mitigation measures do not exist or are
considered not feasible to reduce impacts to less than significant Refer
to Response AE-4 for additional details. The City prepared a Statement
of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15093, which must be prepared when significant and unavoidable
impacts remain after changes or alterations are applied to a project.
The Statement of Overriding Considerations provides the lead agency's
views on whether the benefits of a project outweigh its unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts.

Please see Response AE-12.

This comment includes closing remarks and general statements about
the Specific Plan content. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no
further response is required.
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George Henderson Comments
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11 ATTACHMENTS:
11.1  SANDAG Mobility Hub Presentation, 01-31-2017 (annotated)

11.2  Sustainable Growth Council award for preparation of “Balboa Station Plan”
06-03-2014 (Page# 7 of 8)

11.3  Morena Cortidor Specific Plan Process (from “Clairemont Engaged”, 01/10/2017
11.4 Clairemont Community Plan Update Process

11.5 Agenda for BASASP - Clairemont Sub-Committee Meeting, 07/19/2017

11.6 G Henderson email re: Community Input for PEIR Scope , 07/05/2017

11.7 G Henderson email re: Not Linked to Clairemont on Planning Department
Website plus other comments, 01/22/2018
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AF-1

AF-2

AF-3

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic and the Balboa Avenue
Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment Summary memo regarding
residential densities in the BASASP area.

Section 5.2, Air Quality, of the Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) analyzes potential air quality impacts of the Balboa Avenue
Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) and identifies potentially significant
air quality impacts associated with construction and operational
emissions. Vehicular emissions are only one source that contributes to
the identified air quality impacts, as detailed in Table 5.2-6 of the PEIR.
The PEIR identifies mitigation to reduce air quality impacts (AQ-2
through AQ-4), but the ability of future development to successfully
implement the actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be
guaranteed at the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes air quality
impacts are significant and unavoidable even though such impacts
associated with future development proposals implemented under the
BASASP may be less than significant or mitigated to below a level of
significance with the identified mitigation.

This comment makes a general statement about driving behaviors. As
this comment does not raise any environmental issues with respect to
the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required.
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AF-4 r

AF-5

AF-6

AF-7

AF-8

AF-9

AF-4

AF-5

AF-6

AF-7

AF-8

AF-9

While this intersection currently experiences traffic congestion during
peak hours, a traffic signal will be installed at this intersection in
conjunction with the Jefferson Mixed Use Residential Project, located at
4275 Mission Bay Drive. As identified in the Traffic Impact Study
prepared for the project (which is included as Appendix K to the PEIR)
and Section 5.15.6 of the PEIR, this intersection is not anticipated to
result in significant impacts with the project. Consequently, no
improvements to this intersection are proposed.

Future development proposals within the BASASP area would be
required to provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the
City's parking standards such that the demand for on-street parking
would not increase.

Mitigation is identified in Section 5.3 of the PEIR to protect sensitive
biological species present within the BASASP area (BIO-1 through BIO-
5). Future development proposals within the BASASP area would be
required to implement these measures, as applicable.

As discussed in Section 5.3 of the PEIR, the proposed project would
avoid impacts to wetlands, including Rose Creek. The BASASP does not
propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would
remain designated open space and the City's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for
protected open space lands would apply to the area.

Please see Response AF-6.

The project entails the adoption of a Specific Plan, which does not
include specific development proposals but provides the policy
framework and land use controls to guide future development within
the BASASP area. While some areas within the BASASP would be re-
designated for mixed-use transit-oriented development, future project-
specific development proposals implemented under the BASASP would
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AF-9
(cont.)

AF-10

AF-11

AF-12

AE-9 (cont.)

AE-10

AE-11

AF-12

require subsequent approval and would be evaluated for consistency
with the PEIR and associated potential impacts.

It should be noted that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
does not require analysis of economic or social effects pursuant to
Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines such as those related to
(among other things) quality of life and lifestyle.

Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, of the PEIR includes discussions of
seismic-related fault rupture, ground-shaking and -lurching, seismic
settlement, and geologic stability. The analysis, based on a geotechnical
study (Appendix D to the PEIR), concluded that with conformance to
applicable regulatory/industry standard and codes, impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

As discussed in Section 5.9.4.1 of the PEIR, future development within
the BASASP area would be required to adhere to the City's Drainage
Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual. This would result
in a reduction in runoff rates and volumes compared to the existing
condition because of the current regulations that are more restrictive
than those that were in place when existing development was
constructed. In addition, the proposed BASASP contains polices to
encourage storm water retention facilities and incorporation of storm
water best management practices to minimize storm water runoff.

As stated in Response AF-9, the proposed project does not include
specific development proposals, but provides the policy framework and
land use controls to guide future development within the BASASP area.
While some areas within the BASASP would be re-designated for mixed-
use transit-oriented development, the assertion that existing housing
would be replaced with “high-end rentals” is speculative. The BASASP
contains specific policies to provide a diversity of housing types and
affordable housing.” For example, Policy 2.1.5 states, “Support diverse,
balanced, and affordable housing.” Policy 2.1.8 states, “Encourage the
development of affordable and senior housing units at different
income levels.”
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AF-15

AF-16
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AF-13

AF-14

AF-15

Section 5.7, Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the PEIR identifies
historic buildings within the BASASP area based on a review of South
Coastal Information Center records search data, the City's Historical
Resources Register, the California Register of Historic Places, the
California Historical Landmarks List, California Historical Points of
Interest List, and the National Register of Historic Properties. Research
and a field study were also conducted by architectural historians to
identify buildings greater than 45 years of age with a demonstrable
potential for significance. Based on this evaluation, the Rubios building
is not considered a historic structure.

As discussed in Section 5.7.1.2 of the PEIR, the Chase Bank building is
identified as a potential historic building even though it is not more
than 45 years in age due to the mural mosaics by noted artist Millard
Sheets that depicts the history of San Diego. The PEIR concludes that
impacts to this building could be significant if future development in
conjunction with the BASASP would affect this building. Mitigation is
identified in the PEIR (HIST-1) that would reduce impacts to the
potential resource.

The project proposes to re-designate some areas within the BASASP
area to Community Village. This re-designation would allow for future
redevelopment with transit-orientated development pursuant to the
proposed land use designation and zone classification. The BASASP
does not include specific development proposals but provides the
policy framework and land use controls to guide future development
within the BASASP area. The assertion that such redevelopment would
displace most existing businesses upon full implementation of the
BASASAP is speculative and CEQA does not require evaluation of such
speculative effects pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.
Moreover, CEQA does not require analysis of economic or social effects
pursuant to Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
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AF-16 Please see Response AE-11 for connectivity to the Balboa Avenue
Trolley Station.
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AG-1

AG-2

The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) does not
propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would
remain designated open space and the City’s Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for
protected open space lands would apply to the area. Please see the
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment Summary
memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek regarding City-
owned property (“paper streets”).

As discussed in Section 5.9.4.1 of the PEIR, future development within
the BASASP area would be required to adhere to the City's Drainage
Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual to minimize water
quality impacts. In addition, the proposed BASASP contains polices to
encourage storm water retention facilities and incorporation of storm
water best management practices to minimize storm water runoff and
associated water quality impacts.
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AG-15

AG-3

AG-4

AG-5

AG-6

AG-7

AG-8

AG-9

This comment requests political advocacy for improved transit services
but does not raise any California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)-
related issues. No further response is required.

This comment requests City staff to pursue funding to implement
mobility improvements but does not raise any CEQA-related issues. No
further response is required.

The BASASP includes pedestrian and bicycle improvements to provide
improved safety and mobility within the BASASP area, which is
consistent with the intent of the City's Vision Zero Strategic Plan.

The BASASP includes a policy (Policy 3.1.4) to support the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the San Diego Metropolitan
Transit System (MTS) to consider a bicycle and pedestrian access via a
connection across I-5 from the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station to the
area east of Mission Bay Drive within the vicinity of Magnolia Avenue
and Bunker Hill Street. This connection could include a bridge, aerial
skyway, or other means with potential connections to Mission Bay Park
and Mission Boulevard. Identification of funding sources and
implementation of the facility would require further coordination by
SANDAG and MTS.

Upon completion of the BASASP, all identified improvements will be
added to the Transportation Needs List to compete for funding.

This comment requests implementation of low/zero emission shuttles
to trolleys but does not raise any CEQA-related issues. No further
response is required.

The BASASP includes connections crossing Grand Avenue at Mission
Bay Drive and Rosewood Drive, with receiving areas and sidewalk
connections for pedestrians on both sides of Grand Avenue.
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AG-10 This comment does not raise any CEQA-related issues. No further

AG-11

AG-12

AG-13

AG-14

AG-15

response is required.

This request will need to be evaluated by the City's Transportation and
Storm Water Department. Please submit this request using the City’'s
Get It Done portal

(https://getitdone.force.com/TSWNewReport?type=0ther).

The BASASP has identified several improvements to the intersection of
Garnet/Balboa and East Mission Bay Drive to integrate non-vehicle
modes of travel, including paths buffered from vehicle travel, dedicated
bicycle lanes, and high-visibility crosswalks.

The City acknowledges this comment in support of the BASASP parks
and sidewalk components.

Please see Response AG-6.

Future development pursuant to the BASASP within the Coastal Zone
and/or Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone would be subject to a height
limit of 30 feet. Additionally, the BASASP includes policies within the

Land Use, Mobility, Urban Design, and Conservation Chapter that are
consistent with the EcoDistrict principles.
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AG-16 L

AG17|

AG-18

AG-19

AG-20
AG-21

AG-22

AG-23

AG-16

AG-17

AG-18

AG-19

AG-20

AG-21

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Proposed Build
Out Assumptions memo regarding build out assumptions used in the
Draft PEIR.

The assumptions for residential build out in the BASAP only
differentiate between anticipated single-family and multi-family
residential units.

The BASASP includes only a small portion of Rose Creek within Pacific
Beach, which includes the area west of Interstate 5, north of Damon
Avenue, and east of Mission Bay Drive. The remaining portions of Rose
Creek within Pacific Beach are not included in the BASASP. The BASASP
does not propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek. The
parcels would remain designated open space and the City's Multiple
Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines
for protected open space lands would apply to the area.

Future development within the BASASP areas adjacent to Rose Creek
would be subject to compliance with the City's MSCP Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines to avoid indirect impacts and edge effects to Rose
Creek.

As detailed in Table 5.3-6 of the PEIR, implementation of the BASASP
would not impact wetlands and only a minimal amount of sensitive
upland vegetation communities because the BASASP areas is almost
entirely developed. The PEIR contains mitigation framework to reduce
impacts to sensitive upland habitats (BIO-6). Specific mitigation sites for
impacts from future development proposals will be determined on a
project-by-project basis at the time each development proposal is
undergoing City review.

Construction of the noted pedestrian/bicycle bridges is not being
proposed nor required as mitigation for cumulative traffic impacts of
the proposed project. As such, the question about traffic diversion is
not relevant.
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AG-22 Please see Response AG-15.

AG-23 In addition to the No Project Alternative: Adopted Community Plan and
Medium Density Alternative that were evaluated in the PEIR, Section
10.4 in the PEIR identifies a Low Density Alternative that was initially
considered to reduce environmental impacts. A description of this
alternative and the reasons why it was not carried forward for further
consideration is contained in Section 10.4.
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AH-1

AH-2

The comment includes introductory statements and makes a general
statement about the Balboa Avenue Station Specific Plan (BASASP) and
that the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) shows that
infrastructure and mitigation are not sufficient to support the growth
associated with the BASASP. The PEIR was prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq. and the California Code
of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The conclusions and
supporting analysis contained in the PEIR are supported by substantial
evidence contained in the record. Impacts are adequately analyzed and
assessed based on established CEQA significance thresholds. Where
potentially significant impacts are identified, the PEIR identifies
mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce impacts and discloses
where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant.

The public review process of the Draft PEIR was conducted in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15105. The City also extended the
required 45-day public review period an additional 14 days in response
to a request made by the Clairemont Mesa Community Planning Group
to allow for additional time to review the Draft PEIR and provide
comments.
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AH-5

AH-6

AH-7

AH-8

AH-9

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-3

AH-4

AH-5

AH-6

AH-7

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Proposed Build
Out Assumptions memo regarding build out assumptions used in the
Draft PEIR.

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to residential
densities and proposed mobility improvements in the BASASP area.

The BASASP identifies multi-modal improvements to enhance access
from Clairemont Mesa and Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station. Section 3.2 of the BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements,
which include non-contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along
Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at
intersections to improve pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing
distances. Information related to financing mechanisms is discussed in
the Infrastructure Financing Study topic of the BASASP Public Comment
Summary document.

Information related to financing mechanisms is discussed in the
Infrastructure Financing Study topic of the BASASP Public Comment
Summary document.

The BASASP considered improvement areas PB-2, PB-5, PB-10 and PB-
12 from the Pacific Beach Pedestrian Plan that are within the
boundaries of BASASP. Bond Street itself was maintained similar to the
existing conditions for pedestrian network, but the intersection with
Garnet Avenue has recommended pedestrian enhancements consistent
with PB-2. Rose Creek trail connection enhancements at Grand Avenue,
Garnet Avenue, and Damon Avenue were identified in the BASASP,
consistent with PB-5. Pedestrian crossings and larger pedestrian
storage areas are included in the BASASP network at Mission Bay Drive
and Grand Avenue, consistent with PB-10. The BASASP is a connectivity
study to the Mid-Coast Corridor Transit Project’'s Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station, consistent with PB-12.
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AH-8  The BASASP includes policies to provide community park facilities that
meet the need of the future residential population and encourages new
development to incorporate park amenities within their building
footprint or on site.

AH-9  The BASASP does not propose any changes to land use within Rose
Creek. The parcels would remain designated open space and the City's
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines for protected open space lands would apply to the area.
Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public

AH-9 Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek.
(cont.)
AH-10 Please see Response AG-18.
AH-10
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AH-15
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AH-11

AH-12

AH-13

AH-14

As discussed in Section 5.1.4.1 of the PEIR, the recreation chapter of the
proposed BASASP incorporates the concept of a linear park for the
Rose Creek open space (within specific policies of the that chapter) as
envisioned in the Parks and Open Space Element of the Pacific Beach
Community Plan.

The PEIR discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. In those cases, impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable because mitigation measures do not exist or are
considered not feasible to reduce impacts to less than significant. The
City prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, which must be prepared when
significant and unavoidable impacts remain after changes or alterations
are applied to a project. The Statement of Overriding Considerations
provides the lead agency's views on whether the benefits of a project
outweigh its unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.

Although improvements are identified in the PEIR that would reduce
traffic impacts, one of the reasons the City determined they would not
be feasible to implement is because several of the improvements
would require substantial right-of-way acquisition and removal of
existing structures, which could result in additional air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and solid waste environmental
effects, as well as increased pedestrian diversion at the intersection of
Balboa Avenue and Clairemont Drive.

See Response AH-5 regarding sidewalks and AH-8 regarding parks.
Setback requirements would be established by the development
standards of the proposed zone classification.
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AH-15 Section 5.15.6 of the PEIR is consistent with the Traffic Impact Study
(TIS) prepared for the proposed project and included as Appendix K of
the PEIR. The referenced page 8-15 of the TIS addresses the Adopted
Community Plan Scenario; identified mitigation measures for the
proposed BASASP are listed starting on page 8-39 of the TIS. Section
5.15.6.2 of the PEIR identifies which specific improvements are
proposed as part of the BASASP and include improvements at four
intersections (Garnet Avenue/Olney Street [TRANS 5.15-5], Garnet
Avenue/Mission Bay Drive [TRANS 5.15-6], Balboa Avenue/Morena

L Boulevard [TRANS 5.15-7], and Morena Boulevard/Jutland Drive

[TRANS 5.15-9]).

AH-15
(cont.)

AH-16 Implementation of this improvement was determined not to be feasible
because of the right-of-way constraints as stated in Response AH-13.
The BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements to provide improved
and safe mobility for pedestrians within the BASASP area, including
non-contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along Garnet Avenue
and Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at intersections to

improve pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing distances.
AH-16
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AH-16
(cont.)

AH-17 Please see Response AH-16.

AH-17
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AH-18 Please see Response AE-16.

AH-19 Please see Response AH-8 regarding parks. The BASASP does not
propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would
remain designated open space and the City's MSCP Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines for protected open space lands would apply to the area.

AH-18

AH-19
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AH-20 The referenced sentence is included in the Executive Summary (Section
ES.6.2) of the PEIR and is a concise synopsis of the more detailed
description of the Medium Density Alternative contained in Section
10.2.1 of the PEIR. This sentence in the Executive Summary has been
revised to clarify the areas within the BASASP boundaries where
residential densities would be reduced compared to the proposed

BASASP, similar to the description in Section 10.2.1.
AH-19

(cont.)

AH-20
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AH-22

AH-23

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-21

AH-22

AH-23

In addition to the No Project Alternative: Adopted Community Plan and
Medium Density Alternative that were evaluated in the PEIR, Section
10.4 in the PEIR identifies two other alternatives that were initially
considered to reduce environmental impacts, including a Mobility
Improvements Alternative and a Low Density Alternative. Descriptions
of these alternatives and the reasons why they were not carried
forward for further consideration is contained in Section 10.4.

The PEIR does not include an “Environmentally Sensitive Alternative.” As
indicated in Response AH-21 above, alternatives that were evaluated in
the PEIR include the No Project Alternative: Adopted Community Plan
and Medium Density Alternative, as well as two additional alternatives
that were initially considered but not evaluated in further detail
(Mobility Improvements Alternative and a Low Density Alternative).
Regardless and as noted in Section 5.1, Land Use, of PEIR, the
southwestern portion of the BASASP area (south of Garnet Avenue and
west of Interstate 5) is located in the Coastal Zone (refer to Figure 5.3-2
in the PEIR), and the western portion of the BASASAP area (west of
Interstate 5) is located within the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone. All
of the areas proposed to be re-designated as Community Village would
be located within this portion of the BASASP area that is within the
Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, which is subject to a 30-foot height
limit.

Section 5.15.6.1 of the PEIR identifies a significant impact at the
intersection of Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive during the PM
peak period (Impact 5.15-6). Mitigation is identified in Section 5.15.6.2
of the PEIR (TRANS 5.15-6) that would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. The analysis of intersections was conducted in
accordance with the methodology contained in the City's Traffic Study
Impact Manual.
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AH-24

AH-25

AH-26

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-24

AH-25

AH-26

The project proposes to re-designate some areas within the BASASP
area to Residential and Community Village. This re-designation would
allow for future redevelopment with transit-orientated development
pursuant to the proposed land use designation and zone classification.
Building envelopes, lot sizes, and other development parameters for
properties would be stipulated by the development standards of the
proposed zone classification.

Future development pursuant to the BASASP within the Coastal Zone
and/or Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (west of Interstate 5) would
be subject to a height limit of 30 feet.

As noted in Section 5.1, Land Use, of PEIR, the southwestern portion of
the BASASP area (south of Garnet Avenue and west of Interstate 5) is
located in the Coastal Zone (refer to Figure 5.3-2 in the PEIR), and the
western portion of the BASASAP area (west of Interstate 5) is located
within the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone. All of the areas proposed
to be re-designated as Residential and Community Village would be
located within this portion of the BASASP area that is within the Coastal
Height Limit Overlay Zone, which is subject to a 30-foot height limit.
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AH-27 There are no industry-standard definitions that quantitatively delineate
medium versus high density. These terms are used qualitatively in the
PEIR to differentiate and provide a relative naming convention for the
project alternatives. It is acknowledged that the Medium Density would
provide 562 fewer residential units than the proposed BASASP and that
both would result in increased densities compared to the adopted
Pacific Beach Community Plan.

AH-27 AH-28 As stated in Response AH-24, building envelopes, height limits, and
other development parameters would be stipulated by the
development standards of the proposed zone classification. These
would also apply to future development within the BASASP area that
propose density bonuses.

AH-29 The BASASP includes policies that encourage shared parking. Potential
shared parking opportunities would be considered on a project-specific
basis and would be established at the project level. Future

AH-28 development proposals within the BASASP area would be required to
provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the City's parking
standards.

AH-29
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AH-30

AH-31

AH-32

AH-33

AH-30 The portion of the BASASP area along Balboa Avenue between Mission

AH-31

AH-32

AH-33

Bay Drive and Morena Boulevard is located within the Transit Area
Overlay Zone. Pursuant to Section 132.1001 of the City’s Municipal
Code, the purpose of the Transit Area Overlay Zone is “to provide
supplemental parking regulations for areas receiving a high level of
transit service. The intent of this overlay zone is to identify areas with
reduced parking demand and to lower off-street parking requirements
accordingly.” This overlay zone applies to the areas within the diagram
on file, per Section 132.1002 of the City's Municipal Code.

Non-contiguous sidewalks and street trees are required for specific
development proposals within areas designated Community Village
along active commercial frontages of Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay
Drive (refer to Figure 3-1 in the PEIR). This has been clarified in the
referenced text of the PEIR.

Future development proposals would be required to comply with
applicable development regulations of the proposed zone. As noted in
Section 5.1.4.1 of the PEIR, each proposal would be reviewed for
consistency with required development regulations. If deviations are
proposed as part of the specific development proposals, those would
be taken into consideration at the time of the project-level review. The
noted sentence from the PEIR has been revised to remove the
reference to deviations.

Please see Response AH-9.
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AH-33
(cont.)

AH-34

AH-35

AH-34 As stated in Section 5.2.7.1 of the PEIR, the siting distances

recommended by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) that are
identified in Table 5.2-8 of the PEIR are advisory and are not required
buffer zones for new development. These will be considered as part of
the project-specific approval process associated with future
development proposals within the BASASP area.

AH-35 Existing traffic volumes on Interstate 5 in the vicinity of the BASASP
area are identified in Table 4-5 of the TIS, which is provided below.
Morning peak hours are from 7:00 to 9:00 a.m., and afternoon peak
hours are from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.

Table 4-5 Existing Freeway Segment Analysis Results
Number Peak-Hour Speed Density LOS (b)
Freeway Segment | Dir of Volume (a) (mph) (pc/mifln)
Lanes AM PM AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
SR-52 to Mission | NB 5 9,662 | 6,153 | 611|680 (340|237 | D | C
Bay Dr SB 5 5614 | 9,365 | 68.0 (624|237 |322| C D
Mission Bay Dr | NB 4 7,086 | 4500 | 643|680 |296|237| D | C
to Garnet Ave/
© | Balboa Ave SB 4 4106 | 6849 | 680|652 (237|283 C | D
= | Garnet Ave/ NB 4 6,492 | 5788 | 665|680 (263 (237| D | C
Balboa Ave to
Mission Bay Dr | SB 4 5,000 | 6,910 |68.0 650|237 |286| C | D
Mission Bay Dr | NB 5 8,164 | 7279 | 664|680 |265|237| D | C
to Clairemont Dr | SB 5 6,288 | 8691 | 680|648 |237|289| C | D
otes:

(a) Peak-hour volumes were estimated by applying the K and D factors to the published 2016 Caltrans AADT volumes.

(b) The

LOS for the respective freeway segments were based on the methodologies contained in Chapter 11 of the 2010 Highway

Capacity Manual
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AH-38

AH-39

COMMENTS
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AH-36

AH-37

AH-38

AH-39

Upon completion of the BASASP, all identified improvements will be
added to the Transportation Needs List to compete for funding.

Bicycles would be able to cross at the signalized intersection of Grand
Avenue and Rosewood Street or the signalized intersection of Grand
Avenue and E. Mission Bay Drive. Bike lanes are provided on the south
side of Grand Avenue. A shared-use path is included starting at
Rosewood Street and heading south to access Mission Bay Park.

Bike lanes and shared use paths are provided on the west side of E.
Mission Bay Drive to Grand Ave and on the east side to Rosewood
Street. Pedestrians and bicycles would be able to cross at the signalized
intersection of Grand Avenue and E. Mission Bay Drive or E. Mission Bay
Drive and Rosewood Street. Bike lanes are provided on the south side
of Grand Avenue. A shared-use path is included starting at Rosewood
Street and heading south to access Mission Bay Park.

The PEIR discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than
significant. In those cases, impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable because mitigation measures do not exist or are
considered not feasible to reduce impacts to less than significant. With
regard to traffic, although improvements are identified in the PEIR that
would reduce impacts, the City is unable to rely on these measures
because (1) surrounding existing development restricts the ability to
obtain sufficient right-of-way to construct some of the identified
improvements and (2) the City believes that their implementation
would be contrary to achieving the smart growth goals of the General
Plan and BASASP.

The Commercial and Industrial zones allow for parking facilities as a
primary use.
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AH-39
(cont.)

— AH-40 Section 5.13.4.1 of the PEIR includes an analysis of school facilities.
While the number of new students cannot be known at this time, the
PEIR acknowledges that the increase in population associated with
future development pursuant to the proposed project would generate
additional students. Future development proposals are required to pay
AH-40 applicable school impact fees per Government Code Section 65995 and
Education Code Section 53080. Payment of these fees would fully
mitigate impacts on school facilities.

R AH-41 Please see Response AH-8.

AH-41
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AH-42

AH-43

AH-44

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-42

AH-43

Section 5.15.6.1 discloses the additional traffic trips generated by full
implementation of the proposed BASASP. A total of 55,625 daily traffic
trips would be generated, which include 28,380 trips associated with
residential uses and 27,245 trips associated with non-residential uses.

The BASASP recommends improvements that balance the needs of all
users, decrease dependence on single occupancy vehicles, and reduce
average commute distances. Mission Bay Drive at Grand Avenue would
be changed to realign the travel lanes so that Grand Avenue becomes
the through movement rather than Mission Bay Drive. This would
reduce delays at the intersection and provide a pedestrian crossing to
enhance access to Mission Bay Park. Improvements to the Garnet
Avenue and Mission Bay Drive intersection including the addition of a
second left turn lane for westbound traffic to increase the capacity for
vehicles traveling to Pacific Beach. Garnet Avenue west of Mission Bay
Drive would be widened from four lanes to six lanes to enhance vehicle
capacity in the area and facilitate the bus connection from Pacific Beach
to the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station.

Existing traffic volumes on Interstate 5 within the project vicinity are
listed in Response AH-35. As shown, freeway segments surrounding the
BASASP operate at a Level of Service C or D, which means they do not
exceed capacity.

The proposed BASASP would create a mixed-use village which would
implement the City’'s General Plan City of Villages strategy by combining
land use types and intensities in a manner that takes advantage of
existing and enhanced access to regional transit. The proposed BASASP
would establish a village in a suitable location as indicated on the Village
Propensity Map contained in the General Plan (General Plan Figure
LU-1).
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AH-45

COMMENTS
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AH-44 Each future development project would undergo review to determine if

it would meet the criteria for the noted CEQA exemption, as identified
in Section 1.1.2 of the PEIR. If it is determined that it does not meet the
criteria for a CEQA exemption (the noted Senate Bill 743 exemption or
any other CEQA exemption), then subsequent CEQA determination
would be required. The type of CEQA determination would be made on
a project-by-project basis.

AH-45 The terms “sustainable communities strategy” and “alternative planning

strategy” are taken directly from Public Resources Code Section 2155.4
and pertains to plans that include strategies and measures to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. San Diego Association of
Government's San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan includes a
Sustainable Communities Strategy element. This document was
adopted in 2015 and as stated in Section 5.1.2.7 of the PEIR is a long-
range planning document developed to address the region’s housing,
economic, transportation, environmental, and overall quality-of-life-
needs. Additionally, the City's Climate Action Plan, which was adopted
in 2015, established GHG reduction targets and identifies actions and
programs to reduce GHG emissions.
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AH-46 As stated in Section 5.2.4.1 of the PEIR, additional analysis would be
- required in the case where a project proposes development that is
greater than anticipated in a local agency’s General Plan and the San
Diego Association of Government’s growth projections upon which the
Regional Air Quality Strategy is based. The analysis would be conducted
by the project proponent as part of the environmental review process.

AH-47 The BASASP identifies multi-modal improvements to enhance access
from Clairemont Mesa and Pacific Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley
Station. Section 3.2 of the BASASP identifies pedestrian improvements,
which include non-contiguous sidewalks and shared-use paths along
Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive, as well as modifications at

AH-46 intersections to improve pedestrian mobility by reducing crossing

distances. Based on this and the other factors identified in Section

5.2.4.1 of the PEIR, it was concluded that the BASASP would be
consistent with the goals of the RAQS to build compact, walkable
communities close to transit connections and consistent with smart
growth principles.

AH-47
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AH-47
(cont.)

AH-48

AH-49

AH-48

AH-49

Section 5.2, Air Quality, of the PEIR analyzes potential air quality impacts
of the BASASP and identifies potentially significant air quality impacts
associated with construction and operational emissions. The PEIR
identifies mitigation to reduce air quality impacts (AQ-2 through AQ-4),
but the ability of future development to successfully implement the
actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be guaranteed at
the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes air quality impacts are
significant and unavoidable even though such impacts associated with
future development proposals implemented under the BASASP may be
less than significant or mitigated to below a level of significance with
the identified mitigation.

It is acknowledged that displacement of some existing uses, including
residential land uses, could be removed through implementation of the
BASASP. Per Table 5.1-1 in the PEIR, there are a total of 91 existing
single-family residential units and 672 existing multi-family residential
units within the BASASP. Table 5.2-5 of the PEIR identifies the land use
assumptions used in the analysis of the proposed project at buildout
and notes that 672 existing multi-family residential and 2 existing
single-family residential units would remain under buildout conditions
of the BASASP. Thus, full implementation of the BASASP could
potentially remove up to 89 single-family residential units, but the
existing multi-family units would remain. The BASASP contains specific
policies to provide a diversity of housing types and affordable housing.
For example, Policy 2.1.5 states, “Support diverse, balanced, and
affordable housing.” Policy 2.1.8 states, “Encourage the development of
affordable and senior housing units at different income levels.”

"
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AH-49
(cont.)
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AH-50

AH-51

AH-52

AH-53

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-50

AH-51

AH-52

AH-53

The BASASP contains specific policies to provide a diversity of housing
types and affordable housing.” For example, Policy 2.1.5 states,
“Support diverse, balanced, and affordable housing.” Policy 2.1.8 states,
“Encourage the development of affordable and senior housing units at
different income levels.”

Village is defined in the Strategic Framework section of the City's
General Plan as “the mixed-use heart of a community where
residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses are all present and
integrated.” The City of Villages Strategy focuses growth into compact,
mixed-use, and walkable villages that are connected to a regional
transit system. Establishment of villages are intended to increase
transportation choices Focused development and density adjacent to
transit stops that link where people live to where people work, shop,
and recreate, helps make transit convenient for more people.

Grocery stores are permitted within the proposed commercial (CC-3-8,
CC-3-9, CC-4-5, and CO-1-2) and residential zones (RM-3-8 and RM-4-10)
within the BASASP area, in accordance with Tables 131-05B and 131-
04B in the City's Municipal Code. See PEIR Figure 3-2 for the locations
of these proposed zone classifications.

The proposed rezone of land zoned IL-3-1 to OF-1-1 consists of
approximately 1.4 acres within Rose Creek located north of Damon
Avenue, west of Mission Bay Drive, and east of |-5. The proposed rezone
to OF-1-1 was identified to provided consistency with the Flood
Control/Open Space land use designation.
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AH-54 The excerptincluded in this comment is from Section 5.12.1 of the PEIR,

which addresses population growth inducement. The comment states
that there is not adequate mitigation or necessary infrastructure to
support the implementation of the BASASP. Growth inducement can
occur through the provision of new infrastructure, such as utilities or
roads, in areas that are not served by such infrastructure, thereby
opening up land areas that were previously inaccessible or not served
by utilities. Consequently, these newly served areas could induce land
development and associated population growth. The BASASP area is
almost entirely developed and existing utility infrastructure and
services are already provided to the area. As discussed in Section 5.14,
Public Utilities, of the PEIR, necessary infrastructure improvements and
analysis of needed upgrades would occur at the project level as future
development projects are proposed and implemented. It is not
anticipated that major expansion or additions of utility infrastructure
would be required given the developed nature of the area and utility
systems infrastructure that is already in place. Additionally, no new
roadways or roadway extensions that would provide access to
previously inaccessible areas are proposed. The PEIR discloses where
impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant. In those cases,
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable because mitigation
measures do not exist or are considered not feasible to reduce impacts
to less than significant. See Response B-1 with regard to traffic impacts.
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AH-55

AH-56

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-55 The Traffic Impact Study prepared for the project was conducted in

AH-56

accordance with the methodology contained in the City's Traffic Study
Impact Manual, including travel mode splits and allowable trip
reductions for projects near transit stations. As part of the traffic
analysis, a travel demand model was used to forecast volumes for
different modes of travel. For the proposed project, the analysis was
conducted with approximately 10 percent of trips using transit. The
majority of the remaining trips were other vehicles. The analyses
performed in the study reflect current and projected travel by mode
using travel demand modeling specific to the area. For this reason, the
suggested alternative is not warranted.

Future development pursuant to the BASASP within the Coastal Zone
and/or Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (west of Interstate 5) would
be subject to a height limit of 30 feet. The proposed residential
densities could be achieved through maximizing a site’s buildable area
and through the inclusion of smaller units.
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AH-58

AH-59

AH-60

AH-61

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

AH-57

AH-58

AH-59

AH-60

AH-61

Housing and population estimates are included in Tables 5.12-1
through 5.12-4 in Section 5.12, Population and Housing, of the PEIR.
Section 3.5.1.1 of the PEIR states that the BASASP would result in an
approximate future population of 8,800 at buildout, which results in a
net increase on 6,525 persons in the BASAP area over population levels
anticipated at buildout under the adopted Pacific Beach Community
Plan.

As noted in Response AH-56, future development pursuant to the
BASASP within the Coastal Zone and/or Coastal Height Limit Overlay
Zone (west of Interstate 5) would be subject to a height limit of 30 feet.
As discussed in Section 5.16.4 of the PEIR, the proposed BASAP would
not substantially alter or block public views from public viewing area
within the BASASP area.

The comments/questions regarding foreign ownership of properties
does not raise any environmental issues with respect to the adequacy
of the Draft PEIR and thus, no further response is required. It should be
noted, however, that the BASASP contains specific policies to provide a
diversity of housing types and affordable housing.” For example, Policy
2.1.5 states, “Support diverse, balanced, and affordable housing.” Policy
2.1.8 states, “"Encourage the development of affordable and senior
housing units at different income levels.”

As this comment about short-term vacation rentals does not raise any
environmental issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no

further response is required.

Please see Response AG-7.
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AH-64

AH-65

AH-66

COMMENTS
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AH-62

AH-63

AH-64

AH-65

AH-66

The BASASP designates the land for Light Industrial use consistent with
the adopted land use designation of the Clairemont Mesa Community
Plan. Any land use changes to this area will be considered as part of the
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Update.

Future development proposals within the BASASP area would be
required to provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the
City's parking standards.

Future development proposals within the BASASP area would be
required to provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the
City's parking standards such that the demand for off-site parking
would not increase. lllegal parking would continue to be enforced by
the City of San Diego. No mitigation is required because there is no
associated significant impact resulting from the project.

As this comment does not raise any environmental issues with respect
to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required.

Emissions from specific projects are determined on a project-by-project
basis. Table 5.2-6 in the PEIR identifies the maximum daily operational
emissions for the proposed BASASP. Mitigation framework is identified
the PEIR (AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4) that would include air quality modeling
for specific development proposals implemented under the BASASP
and incorporation of mitigation to reduce potential impacts. However,
the ability of future development to successfully implement the actions
to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be guaranteed at the
program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes air quality impacts are
significant and unavoidable.
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AH-67 The regional comprehensive plan is a regional plan that is prepared by
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). San Diego
Forward: The Regional Plan was adopted in 2015 by SANDAG and
includes the regional comprehensive plan for the San Diego region. It is
not implemented by the City of San Diego. Section 5.2, Air Quality,
analyzes potential air quality impacts of the BASASP and identifies

AH-66 potentially significant air quality impacts and mitigation to reduce such

(cont.) impacts (AQ-1 through AQ-4).

AH-68 Please see Response AE-34 with regard to emergency services and
S response times.

AH-67

AH-68
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AH-69 This comment identifies a specific policy contained in the Pacific Beach
Community Plan. While it is a relevant policy with respect to the
proposed BASASP (and identified as such in Section 5.1.2.2 in the PEIR),
it is not included in the proposed BASASP. As this comment does not

AH-69 raise any environmental issues with respect to the adequacy of the

Draft PEIR, no further response is required.

— AH-70 Please see Response AH-69.

AH-71 Please see Response AH-69.

AH-70

AH-71
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AH-72 Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Proposed Build

Out Assumptions memo regarding build out assumptions used in the
AH-72 Draft PEIR.

AH-73 Please see Response AH-69. With regard to the density bonus, see
N Response AE-3.

AH-74 Building envelopes, lot sizes, and other development parameters for
properties would be stipulated by the development standards of the
proposed zone classification.

AH-75 This comment does not raise any environmental issues with respect to
AH-73 the adequacy of the Draft PEIR.

AH-74

AH-75
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COMMENTS
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AH-76 As discussed in Section 5.14.5.1 of the PEIR, planned improvements to

AH-77

the City's sewer infrastructure system would increase capacity to serve
approximately three million people through the year 2050. As
individual projects are proposed under the BASASP, localized
improvements will be identified and may be required as part of the
project design and review of individual projects.

As this comment does not raise any environmental issues with respect
to the adequacy of the Draft PEIR, no further response is required.
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Al-1

Al-2

The Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) identifies mitigation
for significant impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic and
discloses where impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant.
Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic. In the case of air quality and
noise, the ability of future development to successfully implement the
actions to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be guaranteed at
the program level. Thus, the PEIR concludes noise and air quality
impacts are significant and unavoidable even though such impacts
associated with future development proposals implemented under the
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) may be less than
significant or mitigated to below a level of significance with the
identified mitigation.

The BASASP includes a policy (Policy 3.1.4) to support the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the San Diego Metropolitan
Transit System (MTS) to consider a bicycle and pedestrian access via a
connection across I-5 from the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station to the
area east of Mission Bay Drive within the vicinity of Magnolia Avenue
and Bunker Hill Street. This connection could include a bridge, aerial
skyway, or other means with potential connections to Mission Bay Park
and Mission Boulevard. Identification of funding sources and
implementation of the facility would require further coordination by
SANDAG and MTS.

Please see Response AE-3 with regarding to the density bonus.

The BASASP proposes reconfiguration of the right-of-way along
portions of Morena Boulevard that would allow for a two-way cycle
track (Class IV bicycle facility) along the west side of Morena Boulevard
to enhance bicycle access to the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station and
connect to the City's bicycle network.
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COMMENTS
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Al-3

Al-4

Al-5

MTS provided input on certain design assumptions with the proposed
network within the BASASP area. The Traffic Impact Study prepared for
the project was conducted in accordance with the methodology
contained in the City's Traffic Study Impact Manual, including travel
mode splits and allowable trip reductions for projects near transit
stations. See Response AH-2 regarding pedestrian and bicycle access to
the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station.

See Response Al-2 regarding pedestrian and bicycle access to the
Balboa Avenue Trolley Station. This future access facility would require
subsequent review and approval, including evaluation of potential
environmental effects.

The BASASP and the PEIR identify a future shared-use pedestrian and
bicycle connection and as stated in Response Al-2, a policy is included
in the BASASP to support implementation of this future facility. Details
of this facility are not included in the PEIR because the type, design, and
footprint of this connection is not known at this time. As mentioned in
Response Al-4, this facility would require subsequent review and
approval, including evaluation of potential environmental effects.
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Detail - Transportation/C - Ci ion of the C. ity Village to the Trolley Station

The BSASP, Section 3.1.4 currently includes, “Support SANDAG and MTS to consider a bicycle and
pedestrian access between the Balboa Avenue Station and the Specific Plan via a connection across I-5
from the Balboa Station to the area east of Mission Bay Drive within the vicinity of Magnolia Avenue and
Bunker Hill Street. This connection could include a bridge, aerial skyway, or other means with potential
connections to Mission Bay Park”. The PEIR does not include a current or future planned bridge
connection in text, rather alludes to it in a vague manner in illustrations. Beginning with PEIR Project
Description, Figures 3-3, 3-4, Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities; dotted ovals that span the area of the
station over the Freeway 5 and into the Village/Mission Bay area are labeled “Shared-Use Pedestrian
and Bicycle Connection”. In Section 5.15.4, Alternative Transportation Modes, and Figures 5.15-5, -6, -7,
-8, all include the dotted oval, “Shared-Use Pedestrian and Bicycle Connection”. The Pedestrian Analysis
and Bicycle Analysis do not include an explanation of the ovals in text or plans to build a bridge in the
future. Supporting our assumption that the city does not plan to build a connection is the wording “to
consider” in the BASASP which does not obligate the city to pursue the connection. In addition, there
are multiple disconnects in the BSASP that de-emphasize the connection.

The formation of the CCPG Balboa Station ad hoc subcommittee occurred in January 2016. The first
mention of a pedestrian bridge was at a Pacific Beach Community Planning Group meeting on December
7, 2015 where the CCPG was also invited. Presentations by the City Planning Department included the
pedestrian bridge across Freeway 5, both in text and display on 12/7/15, 5/10/16, 5/24/16, 11/2/16,
7/19/17. A clear connection across the freeway was shown on numerous maps and boards as well as a
very detailed computer simulation illustrating a bridge at the eastern end of Bunker Hill Street with an
elevator to allow access across the freeway and tracks. On December 14, 2017 the bridge was included
in a presentation to the PB Planning Group, along with the village and increased density, however, on
January 18, 2018 in the presentation to the CCPG, only ovals were visible, the bridge was absent, and
only identified as ‘Issues |dentified Through Outreach’ - an issue being Pedestrian Bridge connecting
Balboa Station to Mission Bay. No explanation was provided on why the bridge was eliminated.

The Balboa Station sub-committee and community members have been extremely clear from the onset
the pedestrian/bicycle connecting bridge was necessary for the BSASP to be successful, and the impact
analysis clearly support the need for the bridge, however our comments and suggestions have not made
itinto the PEIR, nor have been addressed.

In comparing Figure 5.15-1 Existing Pedestrian Walkshed and Transit Stops to Figure 5.15-5 Future
Planned Pedestrian Network and Station Walkshed, it clearly illustrates that the walkshed expands in
the future to the Community Village areas all the way to Rosewood Street. This expansion of walkshed
will only be possible once the implementation of the crossing connection across the freeway and tracks
has been constructed. If this connection is not constructed, the impacts to Air Quality, Traffic/
Transportation and Circulation, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, as well as Cumulative Impacts are
inaccurate.

Al-6

Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding connections to the Balboa
Avenue Trolley Station.

With regard to the expansion of the walkshed, it is acknowledged that
the planned connection would facilitate access to areas in the southern
portion of the BASASP area. Because the connection would serve non-
motorized travel modes (i.e., walking and bicycling), it would not
generate air emissions once it's constructed, nor would it create
additional traffic trips by automobiles. Without the connection, the
walkshed would remain as shown in PEIR Figure 5.15-1. This could
potentially result in some additional traffic trips if people in the
southern portion of the BASASP area choose to drive automobiles to
access the trolley station; however, any additional trips would be
negligible compared to the total trips generated by full implementation
of the project and would not change the impact conclusions (direct
and/or cumulative) contained in the PEIR regarding traffic, air quality,
and/or greenhouse gas emissions.
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A1

The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) does not
propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would
remain designated open space and the City's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for
protected open space lands would apply to the area. Please see the
Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment Summary
memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek.
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A2

Al-3

COMMENTS
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AJ-2

Please see Response B-1 regarding traffic. With respect to air quality,
the ability of future development to successfully implement the actions
to fully meet the identified mitigation cannot be guaranteed at the
program level. Thus, the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
concludes air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable even
though such impacts associated with future development proposals
implemented under the BASASP may be less than significant or
mitigated to below a level of significance with the identified mitigation.

Section 5.15.6.1 of the PEIR identifies a significant traffic impact at the
intersection of Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay Drive during the PM
peak period (Impact 5.15-6). Mitigation is identified in Section 5.15.6.2
of the PEIR (TRANS 5.15-6) that would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.

This intersection was also evaluated localized air pollution effect by
conducting a carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot analysis. As identified in
Table 5.2-7 of the PEIR, CO concentrations at this intersection would
not exceed applicable standards and thus, the project would not result
in significant air quality impacts at this intersection.

Regarding pedestrian accessibility, the BASASP identifies multi-modal
improvements to enhance access from Clairemont Mesa and Pacific
Beach to the Balboa Avenue Trolley Station. Section 3.2 of the BASASP
identifies pedestrian improvements, which include non-contiguous
sidewalks and shared-use paths along Garnet Avenue and Mission Bay
Drive, as well as modifications at intersections to improve pedestrian
mobility by reducing crossing distances.
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AJ-3

The project entails the adoption of a Specific Plan, which does not
include specific development proposals but provides the policy
framework and land use controls to guide future development within
the BASASP area. Thus, the PEIR evaluates potential impacts at a
programmatic level and identifies mitigation for significant impacts
related to air quality and traffic and discloses where impacts cannot be
mitigated to less than significant.
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The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) includes only a
small portion Rose Creek within Pacific Beach, which includes the area
west of Interstate 5, north of Damon Avenue, and east of Mission Bay
Drive. The proposed project would not directly impact Rose Creek. The
BASASP does not propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek.
The parcels would remain designated open space and the City's
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines for protected open space lands would apply to the area.
Future development within the BASASP areas adjacent to Rose Creek
would be subject to compliance with the City's MSCP Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines to avoid indirect impacts and edge effects to Rose
Creek. Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek.
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California Native Plant Society

San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society
P O Box 121390
San Diego CA 92112-1390
conservation(@enpssd.org | www.cnpssd.org

June 11, 2018

Rebecea Malone

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

9485 Aecro Drive, MS 413, San Diego, CA 92123
By ¢-mail to PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov

RE: Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 586601 / SCH No. 2017071007

Dear Ms. Malone,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan
("Project™) and its associated Draft Project Environmental Impact Report (“DPEIR™) ‘The San
Diego chapter of CNPS (“CNPSSD™) promotes sound plant science as the backbone of effective
natural areas protection. We work closely with decision-makers, scientists, and local planners to
advocate for well informed and environmentally friendly policies, regulations, and land
management practices. Our focus is on California's native plants, the vegetation they form, and
climate change as it aflcets both.

We have three comments on the Project and DPEIR.

First, what are the impacts to Rose Creek, which is adjacent to the Project? By
excluding this important open space feature from the DPEIR, impacts to it were excluded
improperly. The proper boundaries of the Project are anything that will be directly impacted by
it. and Rose Creek can be considerably damaged by the Project if it is built ineptly. Planning has
made this mistake repeatedly, for example in ignoring downstream effects from the Merge 56
project. Water flows downstream, and so do impacts. These need to be analyzed. even if they
turn out to be not significant, as noted below.

Second, there are is considerable potential for cumulative impacts to the riparian areas of
the Project, through the De Anza Cove Amendment to the Mission Bay Master Plan. How will
cumulative impacts to Rose Creek from these two projects be determined? While we will
certainly comment on the De Anza PEIR NOP, these two projects have been processed by City
Planning in parallel as if they did not affect each other. They do. Why was the Project
proponent not instructed to analyze impacts to Rose Creek all the way to Mission Bay,
thereby to deal with the cumulative impacts of the two projects?

"Third, the mitigation for indirect biological impacts is incomplete. The MIIPA states in
section 1.5, Adjacency Management Issues (p.53): "Invasive Exotics Control and Removal...2.
Remove giant reed, tamarisk, pampas grass, castor bean, artichoke thistle, and other exotic
invasive species from creek and river systems, canyons and slopes. and elsewhere within the
MIHPA as funding or other assistance becomes available. If possible, it is recommended that

Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora

AL-1

AL-2

The proposed project would not directly impact Rose Creek. The Balboa
Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) does not propose any
changes to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would remain
designated open space and the City’'s Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for protected open
space lands would apply to the area. Future development within the
BASASP areas adjacent to Rose Creek would be subject to compliance
with the City's MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines to avoid indirect
impacts and edge effects to Rose Creek.

The cumulative analysis contained in the Section 6.0 of the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) considered the De Anza
Revitalization Plan, as identified in Table 6-1 and in Figure 6-1 of the
PEIR. The cumulative analysis considered potential cumulative effects
to sensitive vegetation (Section 6.3.3 of the PEIR), as well as water
quality impacts of downstream receiving waters, including Rose Creek
and Mission Bay.
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AL-3

Because the project would not directly impact Rose Creek, it also would
not directly impact the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) unless (as
stated in Section 5.3.8.2 of the PEIR) impacts occur to those previously
developed areas within the MHPA whereupon a MHPA Boundary Line
Correction could be processed. Thus, future development within the
BASASP would not occur within the Rose Creek riparian corridor where
the noted existing invasives are present and the management directive
for removal of invasives is not required.
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The Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan (BASASP) includes only a
small portion Rose Creek within Pacific Beach, which includes the area
west of Interstate 5, north of Damon Avenue, and east of Mission Bay
Drive. The proposed project would not directly impact Rose Creek. The
BASASP does not propose any changes to land use within Rose Creek.
The parcels would remain designated open space and the City's
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines for protected open space lands would apply to the area.
Future development within the BASASP areas adjacent to Rose Creek
would be subject to compliance with the City's MSCP Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines to avoid indirect impacts and edge effects to Rose
Creek. Please see the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public
Comment Summary memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek.
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AM-3

As stated in Response AM-1, the BASASP does not propose any changes
to land use within Rose Creek. The parcels would remain designated
open space and the City's MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for
protected open space lands would apply to the area.

The BASASP includes policies to provide community park facilities that
meet the need of the future residential population and encourages
new development to incorporate park amenities within their building
footprint or on site. As discussed in Section 5.13.4.3 of the Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), future development proposals
would be required to pay applicable development impacts fees that
would fund public facilities, including parks.

The BASASP does not propose any changes to land use within Rose
Creek. The parcels would remain designated open space. Please see
the Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan Public Comment
Summary memo regarding comments related to Rose Creek.
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AM-4  Please see Response AM-3 regarding parks.
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AM-5

AM-6

AM-5

AM-6

The community-wide parkland deficit is an existing condition and the
project is not required to reconcile this existing deficiency. The project
is however, required to fund its proportionate share of future parkland
through established mechanisms. As discussed in Response AM-3,
future development proposals would be required to pay applicable
development impacts fees that would fund public facilities, including
parks.

Future development is not anticipated to result in adverse shade
effects on sensitive habitat. As shown in PEIR Figure 5.3-3, the BASASP
area is almost entirely developed and contains only a few small areas
that contain sensitive vegetation communities. Properties adjacent to
Rose Creek would be subject to compliance with the City's MSCP Land
Use Adjacency Guidelines that would protect resources within Rose
Creek. Furthermore, this area is located within the Coastal Height Limit
Overlay Zone. Future development pursuant to the BASASP within the
Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone would be subject to a height limit of
30 feet. Structures of this height combined with required setbacks
would not cast shadows within Rose Creek that would adversely affect
biological resources within the creek.
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AM-7

AM-8

AM-7

AM-8

A cumulative analysis is contained in Section 6.0 of the PEIR. This
analysis considered past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the vicinity of the BASASP, which are identified in Table 6-1
and Figure 6-1 of the PEIR. The cumulative analysis considered
potential cumulative effects to sensitive vegetation (Section 6.3.3 of the
PEIR), as well as water quality impacts of downstream receiving waters,
including Rose Creek.

The list of sensitive wildlife species with potential to occur in the
BASASP area included in Table 5.3-4 of the PEIR is based on the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife's California Natural Diversity
Database, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife species database, MSCP mapping,
and existing available environmental reports for projects in the vicinity
(e.g., Rose Creek Bikeway). The Western Osprey did not appear on any
of these sources.

Please see Response AM-7 regarding cumulative analysis.
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AM-9

AM-10

AM-11

AM-12 ,7

AM-9

AM-10

AM-11

AM-12

Mitigation would be implemented at the project level in conjunction
with specific future development proposals. As indicated in the
identified mitigation framework for biological resources in Section 5.3
of the PEIR, mitigation requirements would be in accordance with
applicable regulations (e.g., MSCP Subarea Plan, City's Biology
Guidelines) with agency oversight, as applicable. Determination of
appropriate mitigation sites would occur as part of this effort to be
conducted at the project level. It should be noted that measure BIO-8 in
Section 5.3.6.3 of the PEIR indicates that mitigation for impacts to
jurisdictional waters is to be accomplished in close proximity to the
impacts and usually within the same watershed.

As indicated in Section 5.3.8.2 of t